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We are not in agreement pertaining to the American role in today's world. And we are not in agreement pertaining to the events in Iraq or Palestine. As Arabs, Americans, Europeans, Asians, Africans and Israelis we are in deep disagreement. What is in common in our societies is that we are generally divided into two camps, where each is completely convinced in the sincerity of its feelings and positions. What we lack today is the third camp, or the third opinion. We miss that gray area between black and white, that choice that lies beyond the frame of confrontation, or submission, or the definite truth or definite error. We lack the desire for careful listening and that lust for knowledge and healthy curiosity.

We know the following: the United States is not about to back down from its war on terror, especially not on the Iraqi front. And it does not seem that the idea of backing down is even close to exist in the minds of Al Qaeda network, or in the remnants of Saddam Hussein's regime. We know that amongst the consequences of the war on Iraq, is the alliance between the likes of Al Qaeda and its divisions and those of the ousted Baath Party. We also know that the war on terror has strengthened the alliance between the U.S. and Israel to an unprecedented level, which led to dismissing Israel from its accountability in its violations of international law, justified with the pretext of fighting terrorism. We know that there is no hope in U.S. President George W. Bush's promises and commitments in executing the "vision" of establishing a Palestinian state next to Israel as long as he adopts the security logic of Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon.

Let us talk frankly and admit that a lot of Palestinians, Arabs and Muslims implicitly support the suicide attacks against Israelis and consider them as the only available weapon to face Israel's military supremacy and the arrogance of the ruling Israeli extremism. Only a minority condemns these operations and considers them as terrorism since they target civilians, and considers them as a failure because they have brought more misery to the Palestinians. The majority does not see any horizons for peace between the Arabs and the Palestinians, due to their conviction that Israel will never give up the land and it is in need to avoid peace. Therefore, in facing Israel's use of military jets to bomb Palestinian cities and its destruction of buildings and homes where Palestinian civilians dwell, the majority justifies resorting to suicide operations as the only weapon.

In return, the majority of Israelis and Jewish-Americans support the state terrorism that the Sharon government is practicing. It even steals from repression, transgression, and violations, their terrorist character. Moreover, the Sharon government attacks anyone who criticizes it as being an anti-Semite. The majority is actually and honestly not convinced of the two-state solution. Otherwise, it would not have elected Sharon and made sure he remained in power. In its turn, it adopted the security logic and agreed on rationing the entire occupation issue and thus prevailing the Israelis alone as victims of terrorism accompanied by deliberate forgetfulness towards the Palestinian victim of Israeli terrorism. In addition the Israeli majority is not convinced that the Palestinians are for co-existence and would settle for a state within the 1967 borders, in other words 22 percent of Palestine. Therefore, the event in their opinion is battles of survival that justify their government's use of any means. Regardless of the limits they exceed.

The Arab "majority", and the Israeli and American "majority" are really a minority, if the silence would broken in the rows of public opinion, which is absent from the black and white. That silent part in the popular Arab, Israeli, American and international base gives the impression that it blesses the controlling fundamentalism, simply because it refrains from testifying with a clear voice.

Therefore, there is a need for a serious exploration of what is in the gray area. As well as some deep thinking about the choices in the gray area; between the white's pureness and the black's darkness.

Some Palestinians and Israelis have started to investigate the "target plan" laid by the president of Al-Quds University, Sari Nusseibeh, and the retired Israeli Admiral, Ami Ayalon, which is a public campaign for peace and democracy. The initiative includes one page based on six points that define the goal in order to be complementary to the Roadmap, which clarifies the final stages in the establishment of a Palestinian state within borders based on the June 4th 1967 lines. Its importance is that it starts out from the public base in a public campaign to collect the signatures on a petition, and to gather the public momentum in governmental decisions.

The public Israeli movement against the Israeli occupation in the south of Lebanon helped in the decision of withdrawing the Israeli forces out of Lebanon. It might be said that the Lebanese Resistance forced the Israelis out of Lebanon, and this is true, but this does not deny the importance of the Israeli popular momentum calling for withdrawal. 

The Nusseibeh - Ayalon petition or the Geneva document prepared by Yossi Beilin and Yasser Abed Rabbo are not perfect. They are not the ready alternative to the decisions of the Israeli government and the Palestinian Authority. What distinguishes them is that they are seriously exploring the gray area.

This is not available on the Arab or the American scenes, which are directly concerned with the Palestinian-Israeli subject. The popular Arab base frequently outbids the popular Palestinian base. And the American popular base refrains from influencing American policies concerning the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. This leaves the scene to the control and manipulation of the American and Israeli extremism.

Whether it is ignorance, idiocy or slackness, it is not exempt from responsibility. This is a time when the Americans do not have the right to dwell in ignorance or disdain accountability. No war on terror, or invading or leaving Iraq could erase the Israeli occupation and its miseries on the Palestinians. As long as this conflict remains without a just solution, hatred against America would remain, because it let justice down, and the separation of America from the world will continue to grow because it monopolized arrogance.

Responsibility falls on the shoulders of the Arab popular base as well. Since this is a time when the Arabs no longer have the right to use the pretext of the Palestinian cause in order to justify the continuous misery in their social, economical and political situations. However, disregarding the culture of destruction, which is brought by the terrorism that hates America. It is like an encouragement for them to make Iraq an acceptable scene for the ideology of destruction; to inflict destruction to the destructive pre-emptive American ideology.

Iraq could be the qualified arena for the meeting of the two popular bases, American and Arab, on the gray area. Such a meeting cannot be coincidental; it needs organized work conducted by different non-governmental sectors in a manner that does not exclude self-criticism of the Arab conditions and does not exclusively consider American policy as the only ailment in the Palestinian cause. In this kind of effort there are possibilities for the justice of the Palestinian cause to protrude - without turning the Iraqi issue into a hostage of the Palestinian cause.

This requires the culture of complaints and raging anger to stop. Complaints are correct and anger has its justifications in the ailing condition of the Arab, American, Israeli policies, and in facing the domination of extremists. However, confrontation would be fruitless, and submission is the worst choice. Therefore there is a need to dig up the gray area. The solution is not in forming political parties. Working within parties is good, but there are open possibilities other than the existing parties, without the need for new parties. For example, the former Arab ambassadors to the United Nations established their own association going from an initiative by the Saudi ambassador and the former president of the General Assembly, Samir Al Shahabi. Their first meeting took place in Beirut last month and they released a normal final declaration with a traditional diplomatic touch. Establishing this association is a great idea, if it avoids falling in the trap of diplomatic jargon, and if it takes the responsibility of self-criticism - including criticizing Arab governments and providing alternatives and to work on closing the gap with public opinion and between Arab, American and international public opinions. The former Doyen of the Diplomatic Corps to the UN the Yemenite Ambassador Abdullah Al Ashtal said, "it is important for this association not to be burdened with official Arab policies, and that it would be the essence for an intellectual association that deals with vital issues and directed to public opinion and to the governments through establishing a realistic visualization to confront the miserable political and social conditions and to prepare studies that include the issues of education, women's rights and human rights."

The experience of these ambassadors in the UN and in the U.S. qualifies them for a special contribution, which starts by analyzing the reasons of disorder and weakness of the Arabs and ends with proposing solutions to the various internal, regional and international Arab issues.

Their responsibilities should be to fight extremist thoughts and to think strategically. This is because the road is long. There is a dire need for a number of non- governmental associations that fires traditional political rhetoric and looks realistically for new challenges.

However, not the parties, or the associations, or intellectual research centers, or universities, or the media, or even the elites in any sector that can accomplish the important mission if a national Arab dialogue, a dialogue with the world does not begin. Since the screams of anger and complaints are met with bitter silence. Dialogue turns into a quarrel. Sourness turns into animosity. Yes. We are not in agreement but we are in   polarization. In order for us not to stay between the jaws of extremism and the culture of destruction, let us begin talking with a little bit of listening… and a lot of panic from embezzling our future if we do not do so.
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