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Davos - There is no room for deals and bargains amid the deadly escalation led by Hezbollah and its local allies in Lebanon, and in view of the Syrian attempts to block the setting up of an international tribunal to try those involved in political assassinations in Lebanon.

There is no room for a US-Iranian understanding on Iraq because Tehran seek a real strategic reward, in the form of a regional hegemony achieved by means of oil and the possession of nuclear capabilities. It would never be content with just bits and pieces of a reward.

The dream of the neoconservatives, who had won over George Bush and involved the US in a war in Iraq to fragment it as a primary step towards fragmenting the whole region, is nothing but a futile dream that will turn into the biggest nightmare for the US, the Arabs, and Muslims alike.

Bush's major responsibilities now require him to radically reject the schemes and delusions of the cabal that had led the US to the brink of devastation and thrown the Middle East into a devastating sectarian war. To do this, Bush needs to do away with the burden of Iraq and find an immediate exit strategy; first, for a military redeployment and to regain the initiative; second, to leave Iran blundering in the legacy of the sectarian wars it fueled by its immediate proximity; and, third, to make Iran's supporters in Syria and Lebanon understand that Iran's control over a fragmented or partitioned Iraq would deprive them from the funding, armament and strength they draw from Tehran, as Iran's leaders will slip into a whirlpool they never dreamed of, a whirlpool that will swallow up their own homeland.

This is the only way to fend off the tide triggered by the war in Iraq. This requires Bush's explicit and decisive divorce, in his thoughts and policies, of the thoughts and plans of the neocons who have ruined his presidency. It requires Bush to identify Iran with Iraq's legacy with all its sectarian wars, al-Qaeda and its sister networks there. Attempting to control the Arab region's oil wealth by controlling its sources is a dangerous and provoking policy, the price of which will by paid the by the Sunnis, Shiites, Americans, Europeans, and even the Israelis, who might be partners in this old-new project.

Such policy will spark an unprecedented hostility outstripping the current hostility against the US and its allies. It will undermine the regional stability, which will face the risks of an unparalleled retaliation and hatred.

The consecutive US policies had used all forms of sectarian formulas at various stages: they fashioned the Sunni fundamentalism in Afghanistan at the time when Shiite Iran was seen as the "enemy" following the eruption of the Khomeini revolution.

Then, the "graduates" of the Sunni fundamentalism at the US school came together to form the al-Qaeda network, and similar networks, some of which forged alliances with the Iranian revolution and sided with Iran in the war of terror against the US.

The US policy tried out inciting the Sunnis against the Shiites during Saddam Hussein's war with Iran. It provided the Iraqi president, who later became the 'prime enemy', all the weapons, funding and support to thwart the attempt to export the Iranian revolution to neighboring Gulf States, on the one hand, and to distract and exhaust both Sunnis and Shiites with internecine fighting.

Following the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the US politics made a U-turn. This shift was orchestrated by the Israeli apologists cabal, and aimed at presenting Sunnis as enemies, since all those who took part in the 9/11 attacks were Sunni fundamentalists.

They convinced George Bush of the war on Iraq while the 'scholars' within the US administration, closely linked to that cabal, drew up sectarian maps that led to a US alliance with the emerging Shiite power in Iraq and a number of neighboring countries, as well as the Iranian regime to create the most important oil region, know as 'Petrolstan'.

Iran's President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad foiled some of these plans with his character that lacks the traditional Iranian shrewdness, his public statements rejected by the US and Israel, and his excessive nuclear provocations.

The other man who holds in his hands the keys to fully discarding these plans is George Bush, with his obstinate character that refuses to mend fences with Iran after a long time of defiance and antagonism.

Therefore, it is highly unlikely that Bush would enter any bargains with Iran at this particular juncture. What the US president did, however, when he announced his new Iraq strategy was that he sent a stern message to Tehran that shook the Iranian leadership. Thus, the regime in Tehran started considering a bargain.

Newly appointed US Secretary of State Robert Gates, who once backed proposals to open diplomatic channels with Iran, returned from his Iraq tour to say that such option is no longer on the table because Iran does not want anything from the US.

This is particularly true. What Iran is seeking is nothing the US can offer in a  tradeoff deal. Tehran wants what it had been promised by the neoconservatives and their allies in terms of a geographical oil expansion. Iran is well aware that this would trigger broader and bigger sectarian wars, and requires patience and time.

Thus, the US administration has to either adopt a policy, backed by Vice President Dick Cheney, to fulfill the promises of the neoconservatives, or adopt a revolt against these promises, backed by Bush. Since the most significant bargains are still far-off, in either case; the talk about minor bargains is no more than mere distraction and maneuvering that serves the interests of Iran and its allies.

In the same vein, all the talk about Syria regaining regional trump cards seems to be aimed at diverting attention from fears hammering the nerves of the Syrian leadership, since no bargains or deals could be made with regard to the international tribunal.

Furthermore, Damascus will never be able to realize the changes it seeks in the basic guideline of the tribunal, on top of which is absolving commanders from crimes committed by subordinates.

These Syrian demands will never be secured regardless of the cooperation Syria offers in the Iraqi file as the latter no longer need the assistance and blessing of Iran and Syria to maintain the presence of the US troops in Iraq. It has now entered the phase of preparations and setting the scene for the exit of the US troops from the hostage trap in Iraq.

Neither tradeoffs, mediate by US figures, nor secret negotiations with Israel will secure these demands to Syria - despite the immunity received from the Israeli lobby in the US that sees the Syrian regime as the best safeguard for Israel by the virtue of the regime's complete neutralization of the Syrian-Israel front line, and for serving as a buffer zone between Israel and the Muslim Brotherhood.

The Syrian leadership's decision to send signals indicating readiness to negotiate and compromise to reach a deal with Israel is welcomed.

It is a sovereign Syrian decision that is up to the Syrian leadership to take, independently and separately from what it should do in Lebanon.

We hope negotiations on the Syrian-Israeli track would resume to reach an agreement ending the Israeli occupation of the Golan Heights and normalizing relations between the two States. Even if there were indeed secret negotiations between the two governments, directly or through a back channel, it would not be shameful, since Syria has negotiated with Israel in the past and was close to reaching understandings and agreements.

Moreover, if Damascus is indeed assuming a reconciliatory role between the Palestinian Authority and Hamas' politburo head, Khaled Meshal, it is hoped that goodwill will develop to enclose an end of the Syrian leadership's sponsorship of separatist Palestinian factions, particularly in arming and funding these factions inside Lebanon.

It is also hoped that relations between the Palestinian factions would mature enough for these factions to conduct direct dialogue amongst them and resolve their differences without the need to resort to the Syrian channel.

Therefore, various windows of opportunity lie before the Syrian leadership to build a new image, different from the allegations of intervening between the Palestinians to undermine and sow sedition, and closer to the image of readiness for peace with Israel.

There is an opportunity for Syria to build constructive relations with Iraq, especially that the Iraqi President Jalal Talabani, and head of the Iraq government, Nouri Al Maliki are both well known to Syria by the virtue of the material, political and moral support they received from Syria as members of the opposition against Saddam Hussein.

An opportunity lies before Syria in upholding the resolutions of the United Nations Security Council, and verifying its acceptance of the independence of Lebanon by the immediate demarcation of boarders between the two countries, the establishment of diplomatic relations, stopping the flow of arms across the Syrian boarders into the hand of Lebanese and non-Lebanese militia working to undermine the

Sovereignty of the Lebanese State and challenge and defy the national armed forces.

If the Syrian leadership invested in this direction, instead of its eager drive to undermine the establishment of the international tribunal, perhaps then, it would start changing its long-established pattern and proving that it discarded its past ideology and has become ready to place Syria above the regime. This leadership keeps on pushing itself into tight spots to the extent that it has lost any exit channel. .

The only exit for the Syrian leadership at the moment does not lie in pretending to have reclaimed regional trump cards, but rather in realizing that it has to stop interfering in Iraq, Palestine, and Lebanon, as well as in launching a self-accountability process within the Syrian boarders.

 Otherwise, Syria would find itself in Iran's exact position; Iran's legacy stemming from the miserable investments in Iraq, will be similar to Syria's own legacy. This would be concluded by a costly accountability that would be translated not in the form of a US military strike, but in a clash between the forces of terror in internecine wars that drains the ruling regimes both in Tehran and Damascus. It would spread awareness amongst the masses that would realize the ability to hold regimes accountable and overthrow them.

The regime in Iran managed to comprehend the essence of the implied message coming from Washington, and rushed to hold talks with a number of Arab leaderships, exactly in the same manner the US administration attempted in the past when it tried to drive a wedge between the Iraqi government, and Iran, and the Iraqi militias loyal to Tehran.

This policy of severance, however, is about wishful thinking and elusions, rather than realism, since the Iraqi government does not seem ready to severe its ties with Iran; and the militias, just like Syria, does not seem ready to severe their ties with Iran, in contrast to the elusion harbored by some in the US.

At the same time, key Arab Iraqi neighboring States are not ready to distance themselves from Washington at this stage, just as Hezbollah in Lebanon does not seem poised to severe its ties with Iran.

The leadership of Hezbollah has stuck its self into a tight corner it cannot break free from.

Only a few weeks back, Hezbollah leader Sayyed Hassan Nasrallah was idolized by the Arab masses with a popularity never enjoyed by any other Arab leader. This only lasted until the next day to the hanging of Saddam Hussein, which saw the collapse of Nasrallah's popularity as the Sunni masses fell victims to the sectarian division and abandoned their idol as quickly as they made him their hero.

Today, there is no Arab popular support to the incitement of Hezbollah's followers and allies to burn tires and intimidate travelers from and to Lebanon by blocking road of the airport in an attempt to block the Paris-3 conference to raise fund to save Lebanon from bankruptcy.

Today, many Arabs started to question Hezbollah's opposition to the prerogatives of the international tribunal to investigate other terrorist assassinations proved by the international investigation to be connected to the criminal assassination of late Lebanese Prime Minister Rafik Al Hariri.

The only way out for Hezbollah out of this tight spot will come in the form of a brave move by Sayyed Hassan Nasrallah, in which he upholds Lebanon above Iran and Syria and declares that he will not allow a civil war in Lebanon; that he will not resist the international tribunal; that he will not stand still and watch the economic and social ruin of the nation; and that he will not allow Lebanon to become a battle field for internecine wars.

Consequently, he will have to announce his initiative to uphold the implementation of UN Resolution 1559 and start the dismantling of the military structure of Hezbollah and pave the way for the militia to be integrated in the Lebanese army, and to embark on a real partnership in the democratic process in Lebanon.

This is the only way that would enable the Hezbollah leadership to achieve a de facto immunity for it and for its party, and the only way out of the tight spot it has put itself in.

Only through opting for the ideal path, can Hezbollah leadership avoid limiting the equation to either surrender or defeat.

For victory is not an option in the Middle East region at this particular stage of its history, as neither the US, nor Iran, Israel, or the forces of extremism or terrorism are victorious, and certainly, all Arabs are not victors no matter where they stand.

If, however, wisdom and political acumen were to prevail, perhaps then, some players would be able to salvage themselves from tight spots they wedged themselves in, and maybe reach regional understandings and bold initiatives comparable to the unrealized attempts of this year's World Economic Forum in Davos.   

This is because what the forum sought to achieve was radical penetrations rather than settling for mere bargaining and superficial and transient deals aimed for local consumption and maneuvering.

What the forum was faced with, however, is that the Middle East remains a victim of the bazaar and siege mentality until further notice.
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