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The Security Council will not agree to a 'cessation of hostilities' to provide a space of time for negotiations over a 'political framework' that would lead to a 'ceasefire' between Israel and Hezbollah. Israel will not stop the war, neither through a truce nor a cessation of hostilities nor a ceasefire as long as Hizbullah does not hand over its weapons to the Lebanese state in the presence of an international force that would help the state spread its sovereignty over all Lebanese territory. Hizbullah might be the one who has the deepest knowledge of what the continuation of the war means for Lebanon, and that includes more destruction, displacement for its people, and massacres, since Hizbullah knows best its own military capabilities and its chances for standing against the Israeli army with its superior weapons. This war, after all, is being waged in Lebanon and not in Israel. No matter the amount of Israeli losses, the biggest loser is the destroyed Lebanon even if Hizbullah feels temporarily victorious because it managed to withhold from Israel a quick victory. This critical juncture in the military equation and the diplomatic efforts has an ambiguous dimension that concerns those that benefit from prolonging the war because some regional players have a stake in the prolongation of the war while claiming to want a ceasefire.

The Security Council started this week to handle the Lebanon issue under pressure of the Qana massacre which was committed by the Israeli army that was stained red by the blood of the children. Last Sunday, the Security Council met in a public session which resulted in a presidential statement concerning the death of the international observers who are affiliated with the United Nations as a result of Israeli bombing which the secretary general of the United Nations described as one that 'seemed to be intentional'. The Qana massacre hastened the diplomatic process which was under discussion in the various capitals, imposing its rushed transfer to the Security Council. 

The American Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice talked publicly about her expectations to reach a ceasefire resolution in a matter of 'days'. This statement aroused attention by itself especially since it curiously coincided with Israeli statements that the military operations might take 'weeks'. Questions arose about what was in Rice's mind and what was up her sleeve?

The American diplomacy states that the difference between itself and the French diplomacy is the following: Paris wants pacification and a cessation of hostilities while Washington does not merely desire a ceasefire but a fundamental solution that does not allow a return to the status quo, which is manifested in Hizbullah’s decision to rob the Lebanese government of its authority to declare war. This means that Hizbullah should be disarmed, whether diplomatic or through military strength.

France prefers to use persuasion to make Hizbullah realize that the only solution available to it is to willingly lay down its weapons and present honest and concrete support to the sovereignty of the state and its supremacy over all the land. Therefore, it [France] starts with the idea of a 'cessation of hostilities' as a lead-in to a comprehensive political solution that entails solving the issue of the Shebaa Farms to remove any pretext for [keeping] the resistance, and an effective international force that helps the Lebanese government spread its control and sovereignty over the whole south. This way, the international force avoids controversial and dangerous missions such as forcefully disarming Hizbullah. 

The US administration doesn't object to the use of persuasion, provided it does not carry with it even the notion of a reward for Hizbullah. The US administration believes in preparing an international force that has the authority and capabilities to disarm Hizbullah, so that it could go to Lebanon to help the Lebanese government implement UN Resolution 1559 even if that means disarming Hizbullah by military force. This is the starting point, according to the US administration, because the only other viable option is to leave it to Israel to settle things militarily, no matter how costly that turns out to be in terms of opinion polls and human lives. Therefore, what Washington is presenting to the members of the Security Council is an attempt to convince Israel to 'stop hostilities' as long as this is tied to an international force that disarms Hizbullah by force if it refused to do so voluntarily.

Washington, and Rice specifically, are working on a framework for a comprehensive political solution and seems prepared to apply pressure on Israel to withdraw from the Shebaa Farms and to hand them over to international custody and forces to eliminate all the justifications for the resistance and to liberate the Lebanese government from this burden.

Such a formula avoids any hint of reward either to Hizbullah or to Syria which announced that the Shebaa Farms are under the mandate of the UN Resolutions 242 and 338 that concern the Syrian-Israeli struggle. In other words, Damascus has now decided, for its own convenience, to consider the Shebaa Farms as Syrian territory after it considered them, in speeches, as Lebanese to justify the resistance of Hizbullah, at a time when Syria avoids any resistance against Israel in its own occupied territories. Syria and Israel, it seems, have a solid relationship based on excluding any resistance from Syrian territories. 

With the return to negotiations between the members of the Security Council over what will be declared, there is talk of either one resolution in two phases or two resolutions that would do the same job separately. One is for a cessation of hostilities, and the other is for a ceasefire, with a political framework for a comprehensive solution linking the two phases. The talk also revolves around the international stabilization force whether it required a preliminary fore that plays the role of scout which necessitates two 'types' of forces to be sent at 'different times'. 

France suggested its resolution. The Lebanese government presented Prime Minister Fouad Siniora's seven-point plan before the Security Council when it was stated point by point by the deputy foreign minister Tareq Mitri during his intervention, as Lebanon’s representative, during the public Security Council session at the beginning of this week. 

This plan was agreed upon by the cabinet and entails procuring a commitment from the Security Council to place the Shebaa Farms and Kfarshouba heights under the custody of the United Nations until the demarcation of the Lebanese Syrian borders. This plan also involves the Lebanese government’s assumption of its authority over all the Lebanese territories through its legitimate armed forces as ‘no body other than the Lebanese state has the authority to carry weapons.’

It does not concern the international community in the least that Lebanese President Emile Lahoud denies there is any consensus on the Siniora plan. The denial will not annul the official records of the Security Council, which registered the official position of Lebanon, endorsed by the majority of the cabinet as being Lebanon's path to salvation. If Lahoud fears the implementation of this plan then the Security Council will not take its fears into consideration as it pays them no heed. The UN Security Council record is more important. The Siniora plan has entered into the Security Council whether Lahoud wished it or not. The members of the Security Council are about to benefit from it fundamentally in any resolution that will come from the council.

Many of the members of the Security Council are totally aware that there is more than one plan to topple the Siniora government and any plan connected to his name. There are even active countries that watch carefully what is being prepared for Fouad Siniora himself and not only for his government. The consensus among the members of the Security Council this time around is that anyone who dares will pay a very hefty price. 

Russia and China totally support the Siniora government and will not allow anything that exposes him or it to the threat of extinction. Their attitudes towards the developments in Lebanon imply that they support the sovereignty of the Lebanese state and not Hizbullah and its taking over of this sovereignty under whatever excuse.

Russia and China might revel in any blow to the prestige of US policy and any hardship in US foreign policy, for strategic considerations. But they don't want to endorse a blow to the Israeli military prowess and strength at the hands of Hizbullah with help from Syria and Iran. This is so because it enters into deeper considerations and into the realm of bilateral relations, since each of China and Russia look differently at Iran in the formulas for defeat and victory.

When the Iranian foreign minister Manushehr Muttaki suggests from Beirut the framework for a solution that Iran considers acceptable, he is declaring publicly that he is Hizbullah's godfather and the one responsible on its behalf for negotiations on how to end the war which Iran has fought through Hezbollah in Lebanon.

Muttaki spoke the language of the victor and started out with conditions and terms which he perfectly knew to be impossible to accept and that will prolong the war. He is a crafty and knowledgeable man and knows that if Iran was in Israel's shoes then it would have rejected to 'stop hostilities' amidst military operations and in a stage that allows the other side to claim to be victorious. Every Iranian official knows and estimates that Israel will not agree to stop the war with its current military balances and formulas and as long as Hizbullah refuses to disarm. 

Then the question arises: what is in Iran's mind? Is it confident that Hizbullah will achieve a real military victory in this war and that Israel will be defeated for the long term? Or is Tehran negotiating with the active countries in the Security Council to guarantee an exit for Hizbullah before the temporary victory becomes an eventual defeat? Or has Tehran become prepared for bargains including the nuclear program especially after the issuance of the most recent Security Council resolution with the approval of Russia and China to warn it that it must consider the international requests seriously or else, there would be consequences for noncompliance? 

The Lebanese arena is open for Iranian bargains. Iran understands the language of saving Hizbullah or sacrificing Hizbullah if it detected an imminent military defeat. Tehran is also a master at pushing matters to the edge especially as it feels confident as long as the American forces are drowning more and more in the Iraqi quagmire next to Iran, and as long as chances of the truce-like relations between Iran and Israel turning into a confrontational relation are slim. Its attitudes suggest brazen confidence and an ability to impose terms and complicate diplomatic solutions as well as to decide matters militarily all at once. But there are indications suggesting that the customary Iranian acumen is alerting Tehran to the threat of the slippery slope ahead when one continues to depend on wild dreams and effervescent populist emotions. 

Syria is altogether another affair. It is just an appendix and margin to Iran in the international geopolitical considerations. Its status is solely due to its negative role in Palestine, Iraq, and Lebanon. This is how Damascus sees itself and that is how the world looks at it.

The Syrian government wants to prolong the war in Lebanon. It considers that the massacres committed by Israel will lead to the world opinion turning against it. Temporarily, Damascus has regained the initiative and self-confidence, forgetting that what Hizbullah has achieved in the past three weeks only highlights what Syria has failed to do during its wars with Israel. But the Syrian foreign minister Walid Al-Muallem's warning talk about 'another Iraq' in Lebanon and about the 'infiltration of Al-Qaeda' into Lebanon was considered more as a threat than as advice. It may have a more negative influence over Israel and the United Sates than Damascus could imagine. The Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert hasn't made up his mind yet about Damascus even if he seems to be concentrating on the Hizbullah front and Palestine and thus not in need of a third front. But transforming Lebanon into another Iraq on the Israeli borders has other considerations than the traditional ones which make the AIPAC organization hold onto the Syrian regime as a safety valve. This Jewish American organization which lobbies for Israel doesn't want to topple the Syrian regime.

But this influential organization will not keep the same stance towards Damascus if the Syrian regime contributes to changing Lebanon into another Iraq and facilitates Al Qaeda infiltrating into a country that neighbors Israel. Then the considerations would change. This has been noted.

We still do not know Olmert well, and his decisions concerning Syria are not well known either. What he knows is that the US administration is totally strict on two basic matters: Syria will not be rewarded for what she did to Lebanon by allowing it to go back to controlling Lebanon through the return of its legitimate forces. Syria must be ostracized from any regional political deal because the international investigation is still ongoing into its role in the Hariri assassination and other assassinations. Therefore, the Golan is currently outside the trading zone as Syria must be isolated as a price for its policies towards Lebanon and Palestine which it used as tools for resistance on its behalf. 

The words of a Syrian woman in New York in answer to another woman with whom she was agreeing on the necessity of supporting and endorsing the Hizbullah resistance have special importance as they are present in the minds of Syrians and Arabs. When the woman heard the encouragement to resist and the talk about the necessity to open the Syrian Israeli front for fighting she answered: No we don't want to. Let the Lebanese resist.

The Lebanese, most of them, don't want to resist on behalf of anyone. Lebanon has paid enough for the Arab impotence, whether governmental or popular, while their crocodile tears keep falling. No more partial resistance in Lebanon and no more resistance on behalf of anyone. This is the true Lebanese promise from now on. What is important this time is that the Security Council agrees with the wounded Lebanon, and it will do something effective about it.
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