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Hezbollah can force Israel into implementing an immediate ceasefire if Hassan Nasrallah makes a strategic decision for the sake of Lebanon and declares that he is ready to hand over Hezbollah's weapons to the Lebanese army and accepts the authority of the State over all Lebanon. And Israel can pull the rug from under Syria's feet and prevent it from gaining the upper hand in Lebanon if it dismantles its infrastructure in the Shebaa farms and declares it will withdraw from them so that the farms may be placed under international mandate until it is subsequently decided whether they belong to Lebanon or Syria.

It is the duty of the international community to pressure the belligerents in Lebanon and those who support them. The international community should also work to reach a complete package of solutions. The implementation of these solutions should be simultaneous, and run parallel to one another, so that Lebanon would not be gripped by the sequential implementation of terms and procedures. Again, the international community should not ignore the Palestinian crisis and examine ways to consolidate the integrity of legitimate Palestinian decision-making to thwart the attempts of Iran and Syria to control Palestinian sovereignty and orient the Palestinian Cause toward their goals at the expense of the Palestinian people.

All the Rome conference did was to produce diplomatic rhetoric, couched in precise terms, concerning a ceasefire and basic attitudes about Lebanon's sovereignty. The closing statement demonstrated "a pretty united voice" in support of setting up conditions for an "endurable" cease-fire. The statement falls short of calling for an immediate ceasefire and it is worth mentioning that it expresses the common stance of the participants; including Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov. This in itself is worth noting because Russia had not insisted on the call for an immediate ceasefire but had agreed to the rhetoric of 'determination to act immediately to create the conditions for a truce'.

It has also been noted that the statement does not mention Hezbollah or the captured Israeli soldiers. It refers to the present situation from the perspective of enabling the Lebanese government to exercise its sovereignty and protect it from the attempts to marginalize it by substituting the State for the Resistance. According to the statement, the context in which the international community acts is UN Resolutions 425, 1559, 1680, the Taif agreement and the truce of 1948. The participants emphasized the necessity of deploying the Lebanese army throughout the country and disarming all the militias. 

The group at the Rome meeting agreed that "there should be an international force under a U.N. mandate that will have a strong and robust capability to help bring about peace."  Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and UN Secretary General Kofi Annan used the same words when they said that the participants unanimously agreed that there should be "One Gun, One Authority". Annan talked about a regional role that "includes Iran and Syria", while Rice emphasized the paramount importance of implementing Resolution 1559; saying "Syria has responsibilities under 1559 which it in fact has not exercised, and we ask that they do." Those who believe that the war has scuttled Resolution 1559 are wrong. The Resolution is now the main focus of the international community, and it has a broader base of consensus after Russia and China blamed Hezbollah for kidnapping the Israeli soldiers, crossing the borders and starting a war with Israel that is devastating Lebanon.

The majority of the members of the Security Council supported the disarming of Hezbollah through a national dialogue. They were waiting for the results of this dialogue, but Hezbollah violated Lebanon sovereignty and infiltrated into Israeli territory. Some still talk of disarming Hezbollah through a national dialogue but this is not a topic for discussion in the Security Council.

Many Security Council members do not want an international force to be assigned the task of disarming Hezbollah by military means. They are also hesitating in empowering this force to work in concert with the Lebanese armed forces to confront Hezbollah. With the possibilities of disarming Hezbollah through dialogue or by force being remote, the only practical suggestion at the moment is to give the Israeli military the time to carry out its promise to crush Hezbollah, even if this means the destruction of Lebanon and the fall of its government.

Toppling the Lebanese government may be the common desire of Hezbollah and Israel. It is perhaps for this reason that Hezbollah wants the war to be prolonged. If this is true, the Movement is fighting a war to topple the State and turn Lebanon into a domain of the Resistance, whether the Lebanese like it or not. Assuming that this is the case, Hezbollah has chosen to end the dialogue, defy Resolution 1559 to quash it and spread chaos and destruction in Lebanon.

If, however, this is not what Hezbollah has chosen to do, then it has the most effective means to rally the Lebanese people to it once again. It has the initiative to place Lebanon above the Party and Lebanese sovereignty above the independence of the Movement. It can also take another initiative: to declare that it is prepared to give up its weapons to the Lebanese army and take immediate steps to integrate its militia into the armed forces. In this way, Hezbollah could end Israel's war on Lebanon and Hassan Nasrallah would prove that he is a competent leader; not only for the sake of Lebanon, but also for the sake of the Lebanese Shiites. The Shiites are paying a very heavy price, and they look to their leaders, whom they will hold responsible for the consequences of their decisions. It is a crime to make the Shiites of Lebanon pay for miscalculations or to sacrifice them on the altar of the ambitions of local or regional leaderships. They are Lebanese, and Lebanon is their homeland, and they are not in the forefront of a war for the sake of the Islamic, Arab or Persian nation.

Neither Syria nor Iran, Hezbollah's allies, have started a front with Israel, nor are they belligerents in Hezbollah's war with Israel. The Iranians have not had to leave their homes, and the children in Syria will go to their schools in September. Only the Lebanese are paying the price, and only Lebanon has been chosen for destruction.

The Arab people, who are gripped in a fever-heat of excitement -angry, shouting, expressing solidarity and joyous because Hezbollah has defied Israel -should do one of two things. They should either demand (and they should make their will effective) that Syria start a front with Israel for Arab and Islamic Resistance operations across the several hundred kilometers of land occupied by Israel, the terrain being good for resistance activities; or they should keep quiet and stop paying lip service to the Lebanese.

The conflict over the Shebaa farms is only an example that reflects the naivety of a part of the Arab masses. The issue over these farms was created to justify Resistance operations from Lebanon after the UN had created the Blue Line following Israel's withdrawal from Lebanon. The Shebaa farms were placed inside Syrian territory. It should be noted that Syria, which claims that the farms are Lebanese, has not presented a single document to the UN to prove it. More than that, Syria refuses to demarcate its borders with Lebanon. It rejects especially any demarcation that includes the Shebaa farms under the pretext that these are territory under Israeli occupation.

If the Shebaa farms are that important to Syria in the sense that it considers them Lebanese territory under Israeli occupation and more important than the occupied Golan Heights, then it should agree to defining its borders and include the Shebaa farms as part of Lebanon. Then, let the Lebanese liberate the farms. Leave the Lebanese government to regain the Lebanese territories under Israeli occupation. Why all this patience and the awesome silence over Syria's not liberating its lands by armed resistance or through negotiations, while everyone is clamoring for resistance in Lebanon?

The fact is that Syria has not defined the identity and affiliation of the Shebaa farms, neither by presenting documents nor through demarcation. So the only alternative is to take the initiative and stop Damascus from exploiting the issue.

The international community, and above all, the US Administration should push Israel to agree to immediately withdraw from the Shebaa farms so that they would come under the mandate of an international administration with international observers. This means transferring the farms from the authority of the International Disengagement Force between Syria and Israel (ENDOF) to the authority of a new force between Lebanon and Syria, and Israel would withdraw accordingly. As for the affiliation of these farms, this would remain contingent upon drawing the Lebanese-Syrian borders when Damascus is ready.

This is the only solution to the Shebaa farms problem in light of Syria's rejection to demarcate the borders with Lebanon. Israel should think of dismantling its infrastructure in the farms and agree to pull out from Shebaa, and put them under international control. The international community should take into account that the new international force should not only be deployed in the south between Lebanon and Israel. Thus, the international community would have the chance to overcome immediate obstacles and pay attention to the ongoing regional issues.

If, first, the international community agrees to link the ceasefire with the demand that Hezbollah surrenders its weapons and places them in the Lebanese army depots; and, second, demand that Israel pull out of Shebaa and hand it over to international control, it should not forget the importance of the Palestinian factor in the comprehensive treatment of the situation in the region. Related to this factor, Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert should be assured of the necessity of starting the negotiations for the final status for the Palestinian occupied lands with the partner in the negotiations; Chairman of the Palestinian Liberation Organization, Mahmoud Abbas. He was right and bold in expressing the necessity of separating between the Lebanese and Palestinian crises and stating the importance of facing up to those who seek to take over the leadership of the Palestinian Cause and the legitimate leadership of the Palestinian people under different pretexts; but Abbas needs tangible support from the international community and bold steps to be taken, particularly by the US Administration.

Abandoning the Palestinians in Gaza is a valuable gain for Iran and Syria, which instigate the extremist factions and drive Hamas toward hard-line positions, not in the interests of the Palestinians but for the sake of Iranian ambitions and Syrian manipulation. Among the most important decisions the international community should take is to remember Gaza and Mahmoud Abbas amid its preoccupation with Israel's war with Hezbollah.

As for the Arabs, the split in the ranks of the governments and between the masses over the events in Lebanon and Palestine, and the exploitation of this division by Iran and Syria is striking and bizarre for more than one reason. The Arab governments and people are concerned about Iran, its objectives and efforts to achieve regional hegemony at the expense of the Arabs and through pacification with Israel: but the Arab people are eager to offer the leadership of the Palestinian Cause to Tehran and crown the Iranian Islamic Republic the leader of the most important Arab Cause. This schism deserves to be scrutinized.

Another schism has been caused by Qatar. Qatar is the Arab State with the most normalized relations with Israel and has close ties with it. Today, it has not only become the financier of those that provoke the Arab peoples; it is also the most dangerous Arab ally of the Iran-Syria-Hamas axis, and this is not a light or fleeting issue. The government of Qatar is very close to Israel, the US Administration and its rightist extremists. This kind of position cannot be just a spontaneous reaction to all that the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia supports. 

It is more serious.
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