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Kofi Annan is a good, ethical man who wishes to leave the post of UN Secretary General with an accomplishment that would be added to his historical career. He believes that such an achievement could be accomplished in the Lebanon and the Middle East files. However, his dream would be threatened by a major failure if he sustains the approach he employed in his last visit to the region, despite the intermittent successes in some of the files. For his known trait, characterized by the ability to sail through while avoiding involvement, might cost him his career and ambitions. Moreover, the negative outcome on Lebanon and Palestine may be exorbitant. Hence, unless he stops, rectifies, and thinks 'outside the traditional frame' when dealing with the Middle East conflict and the balance of powers in the aftermath of the war on Iraq, Kofi Annan might unintentionally contribute to a serious deterioration in Lebanon and Palestine.

What the UN Secretary General must realize first and foremost is that the element of time might turn against him, serving agendas that contradict his faithful aspirations for Lebanon and the region. He should scrutinize the requirements for sparing Lebanon a series of sabotages, assassinations, and maybe even upcoming wars, because he may be held accountable for some of them after it is too late.

He should stop repeating the tune regarding the interconnectedness of solutions for Lebanon, Palestine and Syria in the conflict with Israel, because it is the Syrian regime's tune, holding Lebanon and Palestine as hostages as means to reclaim the Golan Heights.

If Kofi Annan's intention is to be fair and balanced in his position toward the Arab-Israeli conflict, then he has plenty of opportunities to demonstrate his resoluteness in basic principals. As a start, he has a clear case of occupation. It is among his duties as the Secretary General to declare, and repeatedly declare, that he is against this occupation, and that Israel must end its occupation of all Arab territories.

Then there is Israel's record, rife with violations of international human rights laws, which Annan has not addressed, expect for a reproof here and a condemnation there, via his spokesman. The Secretary General could show more concern, and can personally, and on each occasion, object to Israel's violation of the international law, human rights and international human laws to pressure it to cease committing such violations.

Kofi Annan's last report on Resolution 1701 did not blame Israel for its use of cluster bombs in Lebanon or for its excessive and abhorrent violence in striking at Lebanese infrastructure. It even avoided directing any criticism to Israel, an alleged necessary balancing element in exchange for not criticizing Hezbollah for dragging Lebanon into war without the least regard to the Lebanese government's stance.

This imbalance is against the interests of both Lebanon and Israel, and places Kofi Annan in an unfavorable light by emphasizing his scarce  courage in calling a spade a spade. Kofi Annan's compliments to Syria and Iran also seem in line with the 'balance' for not criticizing Israel, but it actually came to serve Syria and Iran, as well as Hezbollah's leadership in a suspicious way that led to many questions regarding who and what influence Kofi Annan's thinking. For this is not the first time that Annan has displayed appeasement and acceptance of Syrian and Iranian approaches as though he sees Damascus and Tehran as partners in some mysterious project only he is capable of comprehending and implementing.

Annan and his advisors might be under the impression that the Iran-Syria-Hezbollah axis is challenging the US-Israeli axis. Hence, it is the axis speaking for Arab and Islamic rights. If this is what is truly in Annan and his advisors' minds, then they should all reconsider, otherwise the contribution of this team to the region's future will be one of doom.

Accordingly, it is not necessary for the UN Secretary General and his team to seek 'balance' through insisting on some intertwined solutions for Lebanon, Palestine, and Syria, because the war of axes, in which Damascus enters as an active and direct party, will lead to the flagrant exploitation of Lebanon and occupied Palestine.

The Secretary General and his team were better off openly objecting to the proposals by Syrian President Bashar al-Assad that he will not co-operate or assist in liberating the Shebaa Farms from Israeli occupation unless he is guaranteed an Israeli withdrawal from the Golan Heights. Annan ought to have openly opposed this proposal, instead of voluntarily conveying it to the headquarters of the international organization. Since the Shebaa Farms issue - and Kofi Annan knows this very well - was created by Damascus to implicate Lebanon.

Why, then, has Annan agreed to convey the scandalous Syrian stance taking the Shebaa Farms hostage for the Golan Heights, when he knows that abstaining from dealing with the Shebaa Farms aims at overthrowing the Lebanese government headed by Fouad Siniora through allowing Hezbollah to claim the right to resistance to liberate the Farms from Israeli occupation?

Kofi Annan opened the door in his report to the possibility of working with Israel, Syria and Lebanon to resolve the Shebaa Farms issue based on a proposal by the Lebanese government to end the occupation of the farms and place the area under an international guardianship until the demarcation of the Lebanese-Syrian borders, which will decide on the farms' geography.

He said in his report that he "took note of the Lebanese government's proposal to place the area of the Shebaa Farms and Kfar Shouba at its proximity under the UN supervision until the final border demarcation" pointing out that "this measure requires a precise geographical definition of the area as per my letter to Al Siniora in June 2006, and I am currently considering this possibility from all its geographical, legal and political aspects, while its adoption is eventually up the Security Council."

Annan did well to leave the door open to the Lebanese government's proposal, but frankly, he did not present the issue of the Shebaa Farms in his report and during his visit firmly enough, neither with Israel nor Syria. The Secretary General should have given this issue a clear priority during his talks with the Israeli leadership, informing it that the international community - which it now needs the most - will not be able to assist it unless it drinks from the 'cup of poison', if it believes that placing the Shebaa Farms under UN supervision constitutes a 'reward' to Hezbollah.

Kofi Annan should have unequivocally informed Israel that its refusal to place the Farms under international guardianship dramatically undermines the Lebanese government, which needs to eliminate Hezbollah and Syria's pretexts, and to be able to exercise its sovereignty and deploy the its army in the South and along the borders to prevent the flow of arms to Hezbollah and the Palestinian factions, as well as to what Syria claims to be al-Qaeda elements that have infiltrated into Lebanon.

As for Israel, Kofi Annan was not firm with Syria, despite his mandate delegated by the Security Council, and which stemmed from international Resolutions, most prominently, 1559 and 1680, which made clear demands on Damascus, including the demarcation of borders to include the Shebaa Farms.

Kofi Annan conveyed Syrian promises to demark the borders in his report as an achievement. He could have been rightfully proud of such an achievement if he had returned with time lines, and start and end dates for demarcation.

Had he achieved guarantees that Damascus was ready to exchange ambassadors and set up embassies as attestation of its recent recognition of Lebanon's independence, he would have been able to rightfully claim that he had made a breakthrough. Had he produced an explicit Syrian agreement to the deployment of international forces on the Lebanese-Syrian borders to prevent infiltration and arms smuggling, he would have been able to rightfully bestow on Syria the mark of excellence he gave it in his report. But there is nothing in his report to indicate his motive for rewarding Damascus or Iran with the mark of excellence.

Annan bestowed this mark on Iran in the conclusion of his report without even bothering to add a paragraph that tells us why Tehran deserved such recognition. And this is an example of the truncated nature of the report, characterized by dangerous failure toward Lebanon and the region, and perhaps toward Annan's aspirations of a distinguished resume.

The Secretary General seemed apologetic on behalf of Iran's President, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, who seeks lip service in what he calls 'negotiations', as a way to buy time and stall the nuclear file, while not proving any commitment whatsoever in contributing to the  implementation of Resolution 1701.

What is worse is that Resolution 1701 practically demanded that Iran and Syria stop supplying Hezbollah with weapons, but the Secretary General's report failed to mention any commitment by Iran to withhold weapons or refrain from smuggling them though Syria to Hezbollah and the Palestinian and Non-Palestinian factions with the aim of sabotage in Lebanon. He, nonetheless, exempted Iran from answering such issues and gave it a mark of excellence.

Indeed, Kofi Annan and his team realize that according to Iranian calculations, Palestine and Lebanon are no more than an appendix for exploitation and abuse in the files of its regional and nuclear ambitions. Indeed, they realize that instability in Lebanon is extremely lucrative for Iran, and is a source of petrodollars. Indeed, they realize that it is a carefully studied policy equivalent to the policy of buying time and stalling, leading to a 'mild escalation' in the nuclear file, which in turn translates into money from the oil markets and petrodollars.

They realize that the leadership in Iran hijacks the Palestinian Cause, not for the sake of providing salvation to the Palestinians from occupation, but to trade their misery for the usual Israeli-Iranian appeasement and for subjecting the Islamic World to the imperialistic ideology emanating from Tehran.

Kofi Annan, as he has stated, does not believe in the isolation policy, but in the involvement policy. However, in his considerations toward Iran, he overlooks that Tehran finds that isolation is indeed in its interests, and that it is not willing to become involved because reciprocation is not what it wants. Rather, isolation protects it from demands.

In his report, Kofi Annan failed to shoulder the burden and responsibility. He has not made any proposals, and has missed a golden opportunity. He may not have lost it completely, despite his terrible dereliction in seizing it, and despite the astonishment at the content in his report to the Security Council.

He succeeded in helping to lift the Israeli blockade on Lebanon, which is an important achievement that deserves appreciation as much as mobilizing key nations to participate in the formation of the UNIFIL 2 forces, and monitoring the borders to prevent the smuggling of weapons into Lebanon. 

Such are the achievements for which Kofi Annan deserves all the appreciation for his fundamental contribution. But this does not exclude the seriousness of the content of his report on the participation troops in the UNIFIL 2 forces, and on the Lebanese government, despite Fouad Siniora's wish that the report was to carry a tone of flexibility, and not imply threats or warnings. For the language of threats and warnings lies within the area of expertise of Hezbollah Secretary General Hassan Nasrallah, who also knows when to use it. This was clear when Nasrallah deliberately stated on the eve of Annan's report that the Lebanese government is not qualified to honor commitments.

As a surprise, two days later in a press conference, Kofi Annan declared that he had no knowledge of Hezbollah's demands for the resignation of the Lebanese movement, and for that reason, he had "no comment" on the principle, but voiced, nevertheless, his overwhelming support of Siniora's government, calling on the Lebanese to do the same.

He also vehemently objected to the criticism that he did not come up with any concrete proposals, saying that if he were to disclose the content of the conversations he holds with world leaders, they would only speak to him about the 'weather' and 'grandchildren' afterward.

Annan became very agitated and blocked follow-up questions when he heard a question about his unjustified and publicly announced marks of excellence, and his failure to utilize the opportunity given by the Security Council to make proposals. He vehemently responded by saying: "I don't think that anyone in this hall or in the region believes that my trip to the region was a waste of time or a missed opportunity." Of course not. The visit was not a waste of time, but the report was a wasted opportunity, but even that is not the end of the road. Kofi Annan delivered this report 30 days after the adoption of Resolution 1701, and might ask the Security Council for more time for its completion and the inclusion of concrete proposals, which is good.

What the Secretary General should be aware of as he embarks on his work to implement Resolution 1701 to solve the Middle East's issues is that Lebanon is his - the Secretariat General's - and the UN's greatest test. This is for the record, so that Kofi Annan does not claim later that he never heard or realized his personal responsibility toward the international tribunal, which is publicly opposed by the Syrian government for an unknown reason, considering that the tribunal will try those involved in the assassination of late Lebanese Prime Minister Rafiq Hariri and his comrades.

The Syrian government, with support from Iran, intends to abort the formation of this international tribunal, and is continuing to pursue its objective of toppling the Lebanese government through Hezbollah and its other allies, since this tribunal requires the unanimous support of the government. Hence, toppling the government means toppling the tribunal; it is the objective Damascus seeks to achieve by any means possible.
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