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Those who advocate dissolving of the Palestinian Authority to prevent the Palestinian crisis from turning into a civil war are actually calling for a collective suicide of the Palestinians that will not put an end to the occupation. In fact, it will only fulfill the undeclared Israeli goal of collectively expelling the Palestinians from the occupied Palestinian territories and Israel, ridding the Jewish State from the 'demographic problem', and finally achieving the dream of a Palestinian State in Jordan as a 'substitute homeland'.
The truth is that extremism among Arabs and Persians gives momentum to terrorism among the Israelis and the Americans, and that is no coincidence. It is, rather, an actual similarity among terrorists even across battlefields, where extremists on both sides need each other to ignite their respective environments.

Unfortunately, the munitions for this confrontation are the Palestinian people who have paid and will pay the dear price for this partnership of extremists, and for the incitement of those who loudly cheer "Armed Resistance", but only from a safe distance.

The solution is not to dissolve the Palestinian Authority, but to dissolve the government and call for new elections through which the Palestinian voter would decide whether he is opting for negotiation or fighting for the creation of a Palestinian State.

After the experience of the Islamic Movement of Hamas heading the government, and Hamas's attempts to preserve both identities (as movement and as government), the Palestinian people might feel the need to get another chance to decide if they are in favor of negotiations as a means of ending the occupation and the creation of a State, or if the armed resistance is the best available option. This is the question that should be answered now very honestly by the Arabs and the Palestinians.

Attempts to mix the two options on the basis of the correlation between both tracks,  negotiation and uprising, were not successful. Moreover, the elusion that negotiations are a decoy or an entry to carry out the dream of eliminating Israel will make the Palestinians pay dearly.

There is also the suggestion of 'buying time' until the completion of the demographic equation, whereby the Jews become a minority inside Israel; an equation Israel is preparing for. These are mere suggestions floated by some, but not a strategy.

If the Palestinian people decide on armed resistance as a means of ending Israeli occupation, the choice should be respected. This is when the Palestinian Authority should be dissolved and removed.

What comes next? The unknown. Perhaps the resistance option will succeed in pushing Israel to hide beneath its shell, thereby eliminating it and achieving the goals of the armed resistance that does not recognize Israel or its right to exist.

Or perhaps, Syria will finally decide it is ready to open the Syrian-Israeli front for Arab, Iranian, and Islamic resistance, triggering a qualitative change in the equations and giving the Palestinian resistance inside Palestine a qualitative dimension and momentum.   

The opposite might occur, where Palestinians will venture into an armed resistance while Arabs and Syrians watch from a distance, praising the Palestinians but never opening a Syrian front.

Israel would take advantage of the strategic decision of armed resistance to respond by a  massive eviction of Palestinians, regardless of the ethnic cleansing aspect of the operation. It my fail. It might fear, tremble, draw back and finally accept a fair settlement based on the two-states solution within the 1967 borders.

In a nutshell, if the armed resistance option is adopted it should be scrutinized with all  its dimensions, sources and repercussions; otherwise, it will backfire on the Palestinian people alone.

The Arab masses and the elites who have become fed up with negotiation want to express anger with the US and Israel and to push the last Palestinians, and Lebanese, to armed resistance. They do not want to share paying the price of that option. They do not demand opening the Syrian front - the only Arab front liable to be set off, considering that Egypt and Jordan have signed peace agreements with Israel. They are the masses and elites of curse and accusations of treason thrown to others as a means to fend off any blame for their incapacity, which, is in fact their voluntary and deliberate strategic choice.
 
To substantiate the aforementioned: America's bias to Israel, and classifying it as its undisputed prime ally, exempting it from accountability for all its violations of international laws and international human rights, and bowing before the demands made by its governments, even at the expense of US national interest; all this contribute to exacerbate the anger, bitterness and desire for revenge among Arabs and Muslims. 

The Bush administration has hurt the Palestinians more than any other administration. Because the US President promised to implement the two-state solution, saying it was his personal vision which he was determined to realize. This was at the onset of his first term of office, when he appeared ready for a radical shift in US policy toward the region and the Palestinians in particular.

What followed was that the think tanks, who were devoted to Israel and considered as apologist and upholding its interests in any situation, decided to offer the US President a ladder on which he could descend from his high vision of an end to occupation.

The think tanks recruited Vice President Dick Cheney and planted their men in the Department of Defense under the leadership of Donald Rumsfeld. I made it clear to the then National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice that George W. Bush must abandon the 'end to occupation' principle one way or the other. The position was supported by the Palestinian suicide attacks against innocent Israelis.

Then came September 11, for which Arabs and Muslims were responsible. Israel seized the perfect opportunity to couple terrorism against the US with 'terrorism' against Israel. It formulated a new degree of organic relation. At this point, Israel turned the table on the rhetoric of negotiation, consultation and partnership in searching for peace, challenging the US in adopting another stance. It succeeded in convincing Bush of the absence of a Palestinian partner in the negotiations. It also succeeded in using the 'partner' and 'resumption of negotiations' as a trump card to evade any commitment and requirement for negotiations.

Israel's complacence with its relationship with the US during Bush's tenure has generated a radical damage, which was driven by the oppressive extremism and supremacy that has emerged within the ranks of the Bush administration under the slogan of: For Israel.

The neoconservatives looked at everything from an Israeli perspective, exerting all efforts to protect Israel… from peace. The peace process entails concessions and  ending the occupation, while the extremist cabal was obsessed by the need of empowering Israel and upholding its supremacy.

Essentially, there is much in common between American extremism in viewing the entire Middle East, the Arabian Gulf and Islam exclusively from an Israeli angle, and Arab and Islamic extremism in viewing the developments, issues and Arab and Islamic tragedies and challenges facing future generations from the same angle.

Both sides, eventually, are evading what needs to be decided in terms of the necessary solutions to old and new conflicts, as third parties take advantage of the Palestinian strife and pain under the occupation to achieve selfish and authoritative ambitions.

This ushers the time where Arab masses and elites add a new element of anger to their list resentments against their governments, anger at those who exploit the pain and suffering of the Palestinian people, while flaunting their nationalism and patriotism, and those condemning the so-called 'moderation axis', and endorsing the opposing Iran-Syria-Hezbollah-Hamas axis, which rejects the Palestinian Authority born out of the negotiations.

Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas will soon exercise his constitutional right as a technocrat, resolving the government and forming a new one. If he fails, he will call   for new elections.

Abbas is formulating a vision, a plan, and a program, not to satisfy the desire of the US administration or the request of Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, but for the sake of Palestine.

Abbas carried the issue of Hamas with him in his negotiations with Bush in New York. He implored Bush to bypass the Quartet's terms, which enjoy an international consensus and which stipulate the importance of the commitment of the elected government of Hamas to previous agreements forged by the pervious Palestinian government, and to renounce violence and recognize Israel.

Hamas rejected these terms and refused to act as a government and clearly define its identity. Nevertheless, Abbas tried hard to form a national unity government; he even protected the Hamas government by deciding to remain in his position as president of the Palestinian Authority, which would have collapsed earlier due to the interruption of the financial resources, since it has been cast  as "terrorist" organization that has deliberately killed innocent civilians according to the US and European lexicon.

With the continuing refusal of Hamas to meet demands by the Quartet (US, UN, EU and Russia), the economic lockup on the Palestinians worsened and the entire situation slipped into misery and starvation because of the financial blockade.

With US support, Israel exploited the election of Hamas and its decision to surround the Palestinians with occupation and to flagrantly flex its muscles and evade negotiations. It is time for the US administration to stop encouraging the extremism of the government of Israel and its rejection of the constitutional partner in the negotiations: the head of the Palestinian Authority.

George W. Bush listened to several Arab leaderships who warned against the consequences of the ongoing current situation - if a fair solution for the Palestinian Cause was not reached - on all the Arab and Islamic region and on America's interests in these regions. The Arab action has revived Bush's interest in his vision which had gone into a deep sleep. He sent Condoleezza Rice to the region, where she listened to eight ministers from the Gulf Cooperation Council, Egypt and Jordan, who stressed that a decisive priority should be given to the Palestinian Cause. Non-Arab Islamic leaderships also informed Washington that it is risking it own interests if it continues to support and harbor the Israeli extremism and dismiss the Palestinian problem.

Pakistan's President Perves Musharraf reaffirmed in Washington the necessity of solving the Palestinian problem for the sake of any hope of triumphing over terrorism.

It is not enough for Bush to listen and for Rice to move; the US administration should awaken from its denial, not only in Iraq's case, but also in Palestine's.

The American extremist cabal, inside and outside the US administration, which includes the neoconservatives and Israeli apologists, has dragged the US into the war on Iraq and derailed its efforts to deal with the Palestinian cause. It is the same group endorsing extremism in Israeli, Arab and Islamic circles to justify its own extremism. It has also accused liberal Americans of treason and lack of patriotism during the Iraqi war because they spoke against its pathetic adventures and failed doctrine.

Today, similar signs are emerging in Arab and Iranian scenes, the 'extremist axis' led by Iran and Syria, including Hezbollah and Hamas, is adopting a strategy of stigmatizing moderation as treason and branding the 'moderation axis' as an American and Israeli partner for choosing negotiation and dialogue.

This axis seeks war as a means to seek solutions, and might be thinking of a Palestinian war in its next chapter. If this axis is resolved to take that option, we hope it is ready to liberate Palestine and not exploit the Palestinians as a tool for the ideology and hegemony of others. At any rate, it is the axis that should never be allowed to drown the Palestinians in a blood swamp or send the Israelis the keys to the massive eviction of the Palestinians, because, then, it would be too late to cry over spilled milk.

Washington should also be aware that under no circumstance will it be able to bypass the price of peace again, or continue exempting Israel from accountability, because, by doing so, it is undermining moderation at the expense of extremism and risking that people will be pushed unwillingly to extremism for survival.

It is time for the US President and his Secretary of State to stop the Vice President and the Pentagon from dictating the US policies toward Palestine and the region. 

It is time for them to place real pressure on Israel, not only to be fair to the Palestinians, but to save Israel from the threat of extremism that is controlling it and rid it from the siege mentality. It is time to firmly, courageously and practically assert that Israel must end the occupation.

The elections in Lebanon brought moderation, and extremism is working to topple both the government and moderation. In Palestine, the elections brought extremism that required moderation to save it. The battle between extremism and moderation has not been decided yet and there is more to be expected since the scene is liable to be manipulated.
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