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Debate Lebanon

Resolution 1701, a weapon in the hands of Lebanon

Will Michel Aoun replace the governor of the central bank?

I 

t is expected for any 
elected president to 
appoint his own people to 
key positions in govern-
ment, all with the aim of 
implementing reforms and 
other measures geared 
towards strengthening and 
improving the economy 

and the governing process. In this 
respect, Michel Aoun, Lebanon’s 
new president, is no different. His 
term in office opened with his 
appointing his daughters as 
advisers and General Joseph Aoun 
as commander of the army.

Seemingly Aoun’s thirst for 
power is only outmatched by 
his effort to return Christians to 
their former glory as the ultimate 
overlords of Lebanon, a status they 
unwillingly relinquished following 
the end of the civil war in 1990. 
Consequently, Aoun’s logic dictates 
that all senior appointments in 
government, especially Christian 
posts, entail the candidate be from 
his own camp or in his good graces.

Those criteria seem to be lacking 
in Riad Salameh, the governor of 
the Banque du Liban since 1993. 
Salameh, who has served under 
three presidents, is considered by 
many the architect of Lebanon’s 
monetary policy and a skilled 
banker who has shielded the 
economy and the banking sector 
from the roller-coaster nature of 
Lebanese politics.

Equally, many opponents of Sala-
meh, Michel Aoun chiefly among 
them, have criticised his lack of 
vision and propensity for enriching 
Lebanese banks by taking out more 
loans to cover the huge debts (ap-
proximately $74 billion) that late 
prime minister Rafik Hariri and his 
successive governments brought 
upon the country.

Salameh is perceived by some 
as responsible for the economy’s 

ruin by presiding over the biggest 
Ponzi scheme in the history of 
Lebanon, in which debt was used 
to pay more debt while transfer-
ring wealth from the populace to 
developers and banks. Proponents 
of this last view, led by Hezbollah’s 
mouthpiece Al Akhbar newspa-
per, have relentlessly campaigned 
to discredit Salameh’s monetary 
policy and regulatory measures, 
going as far as to accuse him of 
conspiring with the United States 
to impose sanctions on Hezbollah 
supporters and their institutions.

This all seems to indicate that 
Salameh’s days as governor of the 
central bank might be numbered. 
Although Salameh, like any other 
civil servant, is replaceable, oust-
ing him now might have lasting 
implications on Lebanon’s econo-
my, especially vis-à-vis the spectre 
of US sanctions on Lebanese banks. 
Salameh has worked hard to stabi-
lise the Lebanese currency. Thus, 
his removal might create a feeling 
of distrust in the business and 
banking worlds.

Salameh’s economic policy, or 
lack of it, might be up for question 
but what is certain is that he and 
other leading bankers in Lebanon, 
among them Antoun Sehnaoui 
(Société Générale de Banque au 
Liban) and Saad Azhari (BLOM 
Bank), have lobbied tirelessly in 
Europe and the United States to 
keep Lebanon off the sanctions 
lists, thus saving what remained of 
Lebanon’s failing economy.

Given this fact, as well as Aoun’s 
persistent disregard of UN resolu-
tions, particularly UN Security 
Council Resolution 1701, and his 
recent statements in support of 
Hezbollah, replacing Salameh with 
anyone with ties to the president, 
regardless of competence, can-
not bode well for Lebanon. Such a 
step would expose Lebanon even 

further and engender the reprisal 
of the international community 
against the country’s political sys-
tem as well as its economy.

When Lebanese policymakers 
decided in 1963 to empower the 
central bank and its governor by 
passing the Code of Money and 
Credit, they consciously gave the 
governor quasi-autonomy to allow 
him to carry out all his duties re-
gardless of the politics of the time. 
It is, therefore, perhaps counter-

productive as well as precarious for 
Aoun and his allies to take full con-
trol of the government, especially 
its economy. Any blunder on their 
part would not only mean a failed 
state but also a failed economy to 
go along with it.
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I
n the summer of 2006, 
Lebanon had no choice but 
to accept UN Security 
Council Resolution 1701. 
That said, the resolution 
put an end to hostilities at 
a certain stage and it was 
enough to stop Israeli 
aggression on Lebanese 

soil, which had aimed to destroy 
part of the country’s infrastruc-
ture.

Because it concerned all Leba-
nese borders, the resolution laid 
the foundations for fortifying the 
country. It also laid the foundation 
for another war.

Hezbollah, the force behind the 
destructive 2006 war, had two 
choices: Either take advantage of 
Resolution 1701 to further secure 
Lebanon or leave the country open 
to Iran as it had been previously left 
open to the Syrian regime, which 
had used Palestinians and others to 
rip apart Lebanese society and gain 
control of the country.

What is different at this stage is 
that Iran was using Hezbollah to 
achieve the same goals pursued by 
Syria. At that time, the Syrian re-
gime patiently manoeuvred until it 
had established a military presence 
in the country.

With Resolution 1701, Hezbollah 
cried victory. Israel did not object 
to that because what Hezbollah 
was celebrating was its victory over 
Lebanon. Hezbollah wanted to 
prove that it had filled the security 
gap left by the withdrawal of Syrian 
troops following Rafik Hariri’s as-
sassination in February 2005.

The street demonstrations 
of March 14th, 2005, forced the 
demise of the Syrian-controlled 
Lebanese government. Hezbollah 
seized the chance to implement its 
project of turning Lebanon into an 
Iranian vassal.

Hezbollah wanted a victory over 
Lebanon. This is why it did not 
object to “a single word in Reso-
lution 1701”, to use Saad Hariri’s 
phrase, not even to the length of 

the Lebanese-Syrian border. The 
2006 war was an essential stage 
in Hezbollah’s programme, which 
was intimately connected to Iran’s 
expansionist project.

That project was reborn follow-
ing the 2003 war in Iraq. Through 
the Americans, Iran scored a tre-
mendous victory over Iraq and as 
its own cronies claimed power.

Recent provocations targeting UN 
forces in southern Lebanon should 
not be taken lightly. Resolution 
1701 cannot be any clearer regard-
ing the presence of weapons in 
southern Lebanon. It recognises 
only the legitimate Lebanese armed 
forces. It seems, however, that Iran 
has its own interpretation of Reso-
lution 1701.

Iran and Syria had refused border 
delineation between Lebanon 
and Syria. They also opposed the 
presence of international forces 
along the border. So, Hezbollah’s 

acceptance of Resolution 1701 in 
2006 must have been temporary, 
just for the purposes of a transi-
tion stage. Now, the party could get 
back to its plans of laying its hands 
on Lebanon.

It is within this framework that 
the 2006 occupation of Beirut and 
the May 2008 raids on Beirut and 
Mount Lebanon can be understood. 
The 2006 sit-ins aimed at harming 
the country’s economy while the 
2008 attacks aimed at terrorising 
the Sunnis and the Druze once an 
appropriate Christian cover was 
found for Iran’s project in Lebanon.

Given current political tensions 
in Lebanon, it would not be harm-
ful to delay for a month or two 
parliamentary elections expected 
in May. These elections can take 
place in October or November. 
However, the new election law is 
very important. It is very important 
that it be fair in deed and not just 

tailor-made to Hezbollah’s wishes 
and projects.

It is important that the par-
liamentary elections take place, 
just as it was important that the 
presidential elections took place 
even though it was difficult to 
predict if the compromise reached 
at the time could withstand Iranian 
pressures.

Even more important than the 
elections are two things. First, it 
is crucial that Hezbollah does not 
impose an election law that gives 
it control of the parliament and 
thus achieve in 2017 what it failed 
to achieve in 2009 thanks to Saad 
Hariri’s counteractions.

Second, it is no less crucial 
that Resolution 1701 remains the 
legitimising reference in the hands 
of the institutions of the Lebanese 
republic and not in the hands of a 
party whose single purpose is to 
enslave Lebanon to Iranian inter-
ests. In a nutshell, Resolution 1701 
must remain a weapon in the hands 
of Lebanon.

Lebanese citizens must not for-
get the events of March 14th, 2005. 
They were an overwhelming popu-
lar refusal of Hezbollah Secretary-
General Hassan Nasrallah’s, “Thank 
you, Syria” speech of March 8th. 
The Lebanese must keep in mind 
that the world’s attention is fo-
cused on Syria, thus making events 
in Lebanon just a small detail in the 
region.

Lebanon’s only protection 
resides in legal legitimacy and its 
only international cover is Resolu-
tion 1701. Anything else is pure 
fantasy such as the Palestinians’ 
liberation will come from southern 
Lebanon. Anything else will lead 
to falling into Iran’s Lebanese trap. 
In the Iranian project, it is irrel-
evant that Lebanon and its citizens 
become fuel in Iran’s expansionist 
wars for the greater glory of the 
mullahs’ empire.
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Who will fill the seats? A view of the Lebanese parliament
in Beirut.                                                                                                        (AFP)

Quasi-autonomy required. Lebanon’s Central Bank Governor Riad 
Salameh speaks in Beirut.                                                                   (Reuters)

Replacing 
Salameh with 
anyone with ties 
to the president 
cannot bode well 
for Lebanon.

The new election 
law must be fair 
in deed and not 
just tailor-made 
to Hezbollah’s 
wishes and 
projects.


