On Kofi Annan's Tour
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UN Secretary General Kofi Annan's visit to the Middle East next week will be risky and counter-productive if he intends to just open a discussion here or take an opinion there; or if he is not carrying a Plan A or B to stimulate the States toward taking necessary stances. The current critical phase requires to avoid slipping into the pitfalls of partial solutions, while the 'doors' are wide open for seeking radical solutions to the regional issues. 

All the actors know what each must do to avoid escalation and for the sake of stability. However, instability is the most valuable and demanded commodity, according to the indicators. It yields oil funds to Tehran, the 'father' of the Iranian-Syrian-Hezbollah axis. It is also the 'spawn' of chaos, which the US-Israeli axis has always found necessary in the Arab arenas to achieve its goals of subjugation, division and fragmentation. Instability and stubbornness seem to go hand in hand. No party in either axis has any desire to fix the situation in Lebanon, to adapt in Iraq, or to find a real solution to the Palestinian issue, despite talk about the need to introduce new ideas to the negotiating tables.

Kofi Annan intends to visit Lebanon, Israel, Palestine, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Turkey, and, most likely, Iran and Syria. The timing of his visit in itself is not encouraging, particularly regarding his visits to Tehran and Damascus. This week, the government of the Islamic Republic of Iran delivered to the five permanent members of the Security Council and to Germany its response to the package of incentives and rewards for suspending uranium enrichment to the effect that it rejects the offer and wants talk.

As for Damascus, it rejects the Security Council Resolutions that demand the demarcation of the border with Lebanon. It also rejects the deployment of international forces on the Lebanese-Syrian border to prevent the infiltration of weapons to the Lebanese and non-Lebanese militias in Lebanon.

Therefore, the timing of the UN Secretary General's visit to Tehran amid its confrontation with the five permanent members of the Security Council seems to be an attempt to protect Iran from pressure by providing a channel for dialogue as a back door, bearing in mind that the Iranian proposal is, in turn, based on talk under the so-called 'negotiations'.

Also, the timing of his visit to Damascus in the wake of President al-Assad's speech and statements seems to be an attempt to rescue the Syrian regime from its regional and international isolation; a decision made by Kofi Annan that it would be wise to hold talks and to listen.

If Annan goes to the Iranian and Syrian leaderships without detailed, specific and firm demands from them, his visit to these two capitals would bear negative results and consequences for the region, as well as his occupational biography, as he is preparing to step down from office. It is unacceptable for the UN Secretary General to head for the capitals of Iran and Syria to simply listen or emphasize to the two leaderships that their influence in Lebanon must be positive.

Kofi Annan, according to his spokesman, will pay the visit to stress the importance of the implementation of Resolution 1701. This Resolution imperatively laid down an arms embargo, with both Iran and Syria in mind, as they supply weapons to Hezbollah. The Resolution also required that the Secretary General make proposals for a solution by the 12th of next month "to implement the relevant provisions of the Taif Accords, and resolutions 1559 (2004) and 1680 (2006), including disarmament, and for delineation of the international borders of Lebanon, especially in those areas where the border is disputed or uncertain, including by dealing with the Shebaa farms area".

Syria and Israel are at loggerheads regarding the Shebaa Farms. Damascus made it clear at the top levels that it will not agree to the demarcation of the border, including the Shebaa Farms. Israel made it clear in more than one assembly, as well as with the international delegation which visited it recently, that it will not withdraw from the occupied Shebaa Farms, because this withdrawal would be a 'reward' for Hezbollah and terrorism.

Hence, Kofi Annan must be firm with the Syrians and the Israelis in this matter. He must go to Israel with a convincing strategy to explain to the Israeli government that 'rewarding' Hezbollah would be to keep the issue of the Shebaa Farms unresolved and subject to Syrian and Iranian blackmail, not to withdraw from the farms and place them under international mandate. If he faces the expected intransigence in his talks with the Israelis on this issue, Annan must show firmness and tell Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert and his Minister of Foreign Affairs, Tzipi Livni, that the international community, the benefits of which they discovered in the wake of their wretched venture in Lebanon, will not be able to carry out the task they wish of it.

In other words, the Shebaa Farms are to be the 'poisonous chalice' Israel must swallow, regardless of its view that handing over the Farms to the UN is a 'reward'  for Hezbollah, or that it is, in fact, a logical step in a rational strategy that it must embrace.

More importantly, Israel, by rejecting the idea of handing over the Shebaa Farms to the UN, has fallen into the trap set by Syria and Hezbollah. Israel radically undermines the Lebanese government, headed by PM Fouad Siniora, which has fallen into the quagmire of the Shebaa Farms.

If Israel wants the Lebanese government to implement its sovereignty over the entire Lebanese territory and deploy the army at the south of the border to prevent the transfer of weapons to Hezbollah and other parties, it has no choice but to pull the rug from under the feet of Hezbollah and Syria by placing the Shebaa Farms under UN mandate until a demarcation of the Lebanese-Syrian border is implemented.

Kofi Annan must be firm with the Israeli government in this matter, and must be clear that the international community will fail in its task if Israel refuses to respond to some of its ideas.

It is also important that Annan have a Plan B in the event of continued Israeli intransigence, or in the event that Israel continues to prepare for war to threaten the whole of Lebanon to strike Hezbollah.

Upon his visit to Lebanon, it would be useful for the Secretary General to show the government and parliament how avoiding to deal with Hezbollah's arms has resulted in the reluctance of countries to contribute troops. These countries are not confident that the concealment of Hezbollah's arms may be a basis for the empowerment of the State's authority. They cannot accept that their soldiers be sacrificed for a performance in the 'play' of concealing Hezbollah's weapons, and pretend that the arms no longer exist. It is necessary for Kofi Annan in Lebanon to show that the Shebaa Farms, which he placed in Syria when the Blue Line was being drawn, are not necessarily Lebanese, despite Syria's allegations, because the available maps repeatedly placed it on Syrian territory. Accordingly, Annan is also required to present the Lebanese government with an offer to backtrack on the tangled issue of the Shebaa Farms, which has been given more significance than it deserves, because Hezbollah and its army, not the government, have taken it as a pretext to justify the ongoing Resistance to liberate it.

What is required of Kofi Annan, if and when he comes to Damascus, is clear and crucial. He is not to hold with President Bashar al-Assad discussions based on which al-Assad could keep Lebanon hostage to regain the Golan Heights. Annan must cling to the UN Resolutions, especially 1701, 1559 and 1680, which call on Syria to take action. All these Resolutions partly deal with the Syrian role in Lebanon.

Kofi Annan must be of the utmost firmness with Syria on the issue of the Shebaa Farms and the demarcation of the border with Lebanon. He must ask it to stop its elusiveness and hand over all the documents and maps, which it has so far been concealing, and which would prove Syria's allegations that the Farms are truly Lebanese. He must challenge the Syrian President's threat to close down the border with Lebanon, if the international forces are deployed on the border. He must explain to him that Resolution 1701 makes it incumbent upon Syria not to allow the infiltration of arms across its borders with Lebanon.

Kofi Annan knows well that one of the main pillars of Syrian policy is to prevent the establishment of an international tribunal to try those involved in assassinations in Lebanon, at the top of which is the assassination of former Prime Minister Rafik Hariri. He knows that Damascus wants to overthrow the Lebanese government headed by PM Fouad Siniora by any possible means and at any cost, because such a tribunal, in Syria's view, would not be convened if Siniora's government is toppled. That is because the tribunal would need unanimity from the Lebanese government if the court is to be of international nature.

Kofi Annan should make Damascus understand that the UN has a Plan B in the event of Lebanon's government being toppled. The investigation into the terrorist act that killed al-Hariri has collected evidence to submit in court. If the Lebanese government is ousted in order to bring down the court, neither the Security Council nor the General Secretariat will yield to such dangerous policies, as they have contingency plans for trials that will definitely pull the rug from under the feet of those who do everything they can to evade commitment of the crime.

The Secretary General should first avoid falling into the whirlpool of the US policy toward the Middle East, as its policy toward Iraq seems to be the same toward Lebanon. The first miscalculation is the assumption that there is an actual Iranian-Israeli 'hostility' because of the Palestinian issue, or that Tehran's support for Hezbollah is really for the sake of Lebanon, or that the situation in the Middle East could improve if Washington and others adopted the approach of dialogue and recognition of every influential player like Hezbollah in Lebanon, as well as the results of the election process, which brought, for example, Hamas to power in Palestine.

Actually, the fact that US policy has failed in the war on Iraq and toward Palestine does not oppose the fact that US policy toward Lebanon has helped it to be free of Syrian hegemony, restore sovereignty through an elected government, support the authority with international legitimate resolutions, and protect democracy in Lebanon. Lebanon, whose 'brothers' and neighbors tried to sink it in a quagmire of assassination, has been significantly supported by the US, France, and the international community, which rescued it from destruction and collapse.

Ahmadinejad of Iran crowns himself as the leader of a revolutionary Iran, as a 'Shah' of Persian imperialism, whose objective is to subjugate the Islamic World with his own ideology. If the US forces were to leave Iraq, Ahmadinejad would raise the banner of victory, because the Arab arena would be more permissible in the absence of American protection. If American troops remain in Iraq, they will be the down-payment on retaliation if Washington deals military strikes on Iran.

The UN Secretary General should not lose sight of these complicated equations when he visits Tehran, which will not cooperate in the implementation of Resolution 1701, for the sake of which, according to him, Annan is touring the region. Iran regards Lebanon as simply an extension to be used and exploited for its regional and international ambitions and files of nuclear weapons. It is extremely satisfied with the inflow of oil revenue resulting from the calculated policy of destabilizing Lebanon,  and the deliberate escalation in the nuclear file, through a strategy of procrastination and buying time.

RaghidaDergham.Com
