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Those in Lebanon loyal to Syria, who affect national patriotism, are now required to seek a verbal statement from the Syrian government on its maneuvers to thwart the Israeli withdrawal from the Shebaa Farms with the aim of preventing the official placement of these farms under Lebanese sovereignty. This segment is now required to put an end to the contrivances aimed at aborting the international tribunal to try those behind the politically motivated assassinations of Lebanese figureheads. Releasing the Parliament so that it could ratify the treaty to establish the tribunal is among the first steps that should be taken by Speaker Nabih Berry instead of the trickery aimed at stripping the tribunal of its authority, and leading to replace it with an insignificant court. Instead of the Speaker's wrangling over the court's statute, which has been negotiated by the Lebanese judicial authorities and the UN's legal department, and sanctioned by the Security Council, Berry is demanded to take out the key of the parliament from his pocket and allow the constitutional process to take its due course. Otherwise, he will stand trial before Lebanon and history for his leading role in aborting the constitutional democratic process in Lebanon, and the trial of those involved in terrorist operations that took place on his country's soil, and the politically motivated assassinations of his country's fellow citizens.

For anyone obstructing justice and the prosecution of similar terrorist acts, will, in turn, find himself in a tight spot where he could be held accountable before the judiciary and history. Therefore, Berry must reconsider his stance with respect to the international tribunal; especially as aborting the ratification of the tribunal's treaty will not help in avoiding the court, but will instead lead to its establishment as mandated by Chapter 7 of the UN Charter. This does not mean, as claimed by some – either out of ignorance or deliberate politicization – that resorting to Chapter 7 authorizes the use of military force. This is a mistaken impression, based on erroneous and unfounded information. For there is a substantial difference between establishing the tribunal in accordance to Chapter 7 and authorizing countries to take military measures in accordance with Chapter 7. Logically and practically, the tribunal is an alternative to military action.

This week, the Syrian government came up with yet another contrivance, among a series of its stances with respect to the Shebaa Farms, which are characterized by mercurial behavior that lack cohesion, basically because of the political nature of the aims of these stances. A few days ago, Syria's Envoy to the UN, Bashar Al-Jaafari, sent a letter to the president of the UN Security Council, making reference to Damascus' new stance with respect to the Shebaa Farms, which said: ‘The issue of demarcating the borders between Syria and Lebanon is a bilateral affair related to the sovereignty of States, and is to be resolved through a consensus between the Syrian and Lebanese governments. As for the Shebaa Farms, we reiterate our position that calls for Israel's withdrawal, to be followed by the demarcation of the borders after the full Israeli withdrawal from the occupied Syrian Golan Heights.’ This was the first time that the UN has been briefed on a stance by Damascus that links the demarcation of the borders of the Shebaa Farms, which lies between Lebanon and Syria, with the ‘full Israeli withdrawal from the occupied Syrian Golan Heights’.

This means that the Syrian government is now retracting its previous allegations that the Shebaa Farms are Lebanese territory, which was associated with denying the UN from gaining access to documents supporting such an allegation. As a matter of fact, apart from a memorandum to the UN in which Damascus acknowledged the Lebanese identity of these Farms, the Syrian government refused to hand over documents proving the Lebanese identity of the Shebaa Farms, but, nevertheless, persisted to release statements by Syrian officials confirming the Lebanese identity of the Farms to justify the continuation of Hezbollah's resistance to Israel from Lebanese territory.

What has recently become evident to Damascus, however, is that it has committed a technical error that will lead to the official treatment of the Shebaa Farms as Lebanese territory in the event of an Israeli withdrawal from them. This was the reason behind the panic that befell the Syrian foreign policies, which prompted Syria to rush into declaring its new position, rejecting the determination of the identity of the Shebaa Farms, whether Lebanese or Syrian, except after the ‘full Israeli withdrawal from the Golan Heights’.

Damascus exposed itself by its panic, just as it exposed the Lebanese parties loyal to it at the expense of Lebanon, which is being held hostage by these parties that are sacrificing the people of Lebanon under the pretext of liberating the Shebaa Farms, according to its depiction as Lebanese territory. Upon realizing that its public statements over the status of the Shebaa Farms would result in a new legal status for these farms that acknowledges their Lebanese identity, Damascus rushed to obstruct any Israeli withdrawal for two main reasons: first, it seeks to keep these farms for itself and does not have any intention of handing them back to Lebanon, and, second, because it has used the question of the Shebaa Farms to harness the Lebanese resistance to foil a real recovery for Lebanon on the basis of its redemption from the Israeli occupation as stipulated by UN Resolution 425.

Therefore, we now demand from Hezbollah to state before us if it agrees to Damascus' holding Lebanon hostage until a full Israeli withdrawal from the Golan Heights is achieved. Let Hezbollah Secretary General Sayyed Hassan Nasrallah tell us if the Shebaa Farms are indeed Lebanese or Syrian. Should he declare that these farms belong to Lebanon, then he would kindly be requested to demand a retraction by the Syrian government of its refusal to demark the Shebaa borders, unless Israel withdraws from the Syrian Golan Heights. Should Nasrallah, however, consent to the subjection of the Shebaa Farms to the Syrian Golan Heights, then may God have mercy on Lebanon from the task of resisting on behalf of Syria, while it refuses to fire a single bullet across the Syrian-Israeli front that stretches along long and safe borders described by all UN reports as being ‘calm’.

The issue is not one of academic debate, but basically one of the existence of Hezbollah, and the grounds for pretexts for the resistance, which it brandishes in the faces of the Lebanese. The UN drew up the Blue Line that marked the Shebaa Farms as part of Syrian territory, which subjected the negotiations on ending the Israeli occupation of these Farms to Resolutions 242 and 338, pertaining to the Syrian-Israeli conflict.

As for the Lebanese-Israeli conflict, it is subject to UN Resolution 425; therefore, had the UN marked the Shebaa Farms as Syrian occupied territories in line with false or true information available at the time, then it is now capable of moving the Blue Line to mark the Shebaa Farms as Lebanese territory as soon as documents and facts to make such changes become available.

Some of these documents will be found by the expert in geographic surveying charged by the UN with this mission, which will be concluded by next June, according to the UN Secretary General's report to the Security Council on the implementation of Resolution 1701 and certain facts related to the repeated public statements by Syrian officials with respect to the Shebaa Farms that served to introduce a new legal element into the question of the ownership of these Farms and the future of sovereignty over them. This is the reason for the panic that befell Damascus. Another reason for this panic may be seen in the indications of a possible Israeli withdrawal from the Shebaa Farms, as Arab and international efforts are being exerted to this end that will culminate in placing these farms under UN mandate, until its legal and sovereign status is determined upon the demarcation of the Lebanese-Syrian borders. Panic has befallen Damascus because an Israeli withdrawal from the Shebaa Farms under the current circumstances would entail the practical handing over of this territory to Lebanon, not Syria.

The essence of Damascus' new stance is that it does not want to see the end of the Israeli occupation of the Shebaa Farms, nor does it approve of the Lebanese government's proposals to place these farms under international mandate following an Israeli withdrawal. This is because Damascus views an Israeli withdrawal from the Farms as stripping Hezbollah's pretenses of resistance with the aim of liberating these Farms from the Israeli occupation of any legitimacy.

The Syrian government's message to the president of the Security Council reflects the terror that has gripped the Syrian government due to the situation in Lebanon. This message was a reply to UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon's report on the implementation of UN Resolution 1701, and specifically, to Ki-moon's reference to the Lebanese-Syrian borders, about which he said: "I would like to reiterate the urgent call for the Syrian and Lebanese governments to take the necessary steps for the demarcation of their shared borders in implementation of Resolutions 1559, 1680 and 1701."

The Syrian reply was that the demarcation of the borders is a "bilateral affair related to the State sovereignty, and is to be resolved through a consensus between the Syrian and Lebanese governments". However, when one of the two governments seeks to demark these borders because such demarcation would rescue a country from occupation, exploitation and abuse, only to be faced with the rejection of the other government on the basis of one pretext and one contrivance after the other, the 'affair' ceases to be within the domain of 'bilateralism', since Syria's stance with respect to the demarcation of borders constitutes a flagrant defiance of international resolutions.

As with regards to the issue of controlling the Lebanese-Syrian borders to prevent the smuggling of arms, and according to the aforementioned panic-riddled message, it is a bilateral issue of concern to a bilateral committee, rather than to an international resolution mandating a ban on the smuggling of arms across these borders. This is what precisely constitutes the arrogant attitude, since evidence exists regarding the Syrian arms smuggling operations and violations of Resolution 1701, which bans the smuggling of weapons to Hezbollah, or any other Lebanese, Palestinian or other militia active in Lebanon.

Panic has befallen Damascus because Ban Ki-moon's report to the Security Council proposed dispatching a "military assessment mission" to verify reports of arms smuggling, as well as to consider international ‘surveillance’ of the Lebanese-Syrian borders. The international tribunal is at the heart of Damascus' worst fears, and the reason of yet another contrivance by Syrian President Bashar al-Assad, one that he previously attempted to promote, which essentially calls for trying any officials indicted with conspiring to carry out the terrorist operation that led to the death of the late premier, Rafik al-Hariri and his companions, and other politically motivate assassinations before a 'local' court on the basis that taking part in the execution of these acts constitutes an act of 'treason'. This is indeed a masterpiece among a series of continuous contrivances on Damascus' part to foil the international tribunal to try those behind these terrorist crimes.

Statements by President Bashar al-Assad, quoted by the Saudi-based ‘Al Jazeera’ newspaper, in which he stated that Syria is "not concerned" with the tribunal, and that it is a "primarily Lebanese affair", is another masterpiece, since such statements entail that key sides in the Lebanese formula reject the draft statue of the tribunal on the grounds that it undermines the sovereignty of Lebanon, and that, at the same time, it represents an instrument for foreign interference in internal affairs and political reprisal against parties that deviate from a certain, given path.

This is such an astonishing approach, since it clearly reveals who is behind the politicization of the tribunal. It is also extraordinary since the Syrian president revealed through it his rejection to trying any Syrian citizen before an international tribunal, since "any Syrian citizen is subject to the authority of law", while the draft for the tribunal is being subject to the discord between the people of Lebanon themselves.

It is astonishing because Bashar al-Assad tasked a number of world leaders, among which was the Turkish premier, with conveying his essential message with respect to the tribunal, which includes his categorical rejection to the clause that holds the superior, not only the subordinate, for executing orders to commit terrorist acts, as well as the clause referring to the stereotypical connection between al-Hariri's assassination and others, to treat these assassinations as crimes against humanity. Pretending that Damascus is 'not concerned' is an unrivaled machination, except for the promotion of such an approach by Speaker Nabih Berry through stances of extreme, extraordinary nature.

Speaker Nabih Berry is primarily responsible for undermining the Lebanese judicial authorities and for attempting to shatter the credibility of these authorities in the international arena, considering that the draft statue of the tribunal was the culmination of a series of negotiations between Lebanese judges, international counterparts and UN legal department experts, which lasted for more than a year.

Therefore, it is high time for the House speaker to put an end to the farce of creating a four-member committee (evenly divided between the majority and the opposition), with a legal team representing each side, to debate the tribunals and the government's draft resolutions, so that this committee could start studying the tribunal's draft resolution and attempt to reach an agreement, the conclusion of which would pave the way for the ratification of the draft resolution to replace the tribunal's statue, which has been negotiated by Lebanese and international members of the judiciary and legal experts, and ratified by the Lebanese government and the UN Security Council.

It is a farce since everyone is also aware that Nabih Berry is the man who refused to open the doors of the Parliament to the parliamentarian majority to ratify the treaty establishing the tribunal. He is the man who said: “I may be in violation of the law internationally, but I have not, and will not, violate the Constitution. I could convene a session, but after what they did [in reference to attempts by MPs to protest not being able to hold a parliamentary session], I will push the date for holding this session further.”

When statements similar to these are made by the Speaker of the House, who prevents MPs from holding a session to ratify the international treaty to establish a tribunal to try those behind the politically motivated assassinations in his country, imposing the tribunal by the Security Council in accordance with Chapter 7 of the UN Charter, instead of a weak court that would be subject to political tradeoffs, becomes unavoidable.

Establishing the tribunal as stipulated by Chapter 7 is never a key for military intervention or an undermining of the sovereignty of Lebanon, but the exact opposite is rather the case. It is a key for sovereignty, justice and the greatly needed prosecution of politically motivated assassinations.

Judge Serge Brammertz has now arrived at the truth and holds in his position thousands of pieces of evidence and documents that will enable the prosecution to file charges before an eminent tribunal which is coming soon. It is a tribunal that will not be against the interests of Lebanon, but rather will come to its long-awaited rescue.
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