Talk of deals with Syria and Iran and its consequences for American interests
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Many scenarios are competing in what has come to be called the hot summer that is coming to the Middle East, carrying with it all kinds of wars, direct and by proxy, between armies and militias and mercenaries. Restrained wars for bargains and unrestrained war. Wars that drag you to wider regional wars among nations, and wars that import from failed states, such as Iraq, volunteers whose only profession is destructive war and the removal of the other's faith and its abolition.

Many of these wars, if they come, will be under the title of hostility to the United States and retaliation for the destruction of Iraq and its protection of Israel from accountability for the occupation. However, most of these wars are related to the power ambitions of local players and the greed of the hegemonic regional players. And because the nature of wars in this time of volunteers, anarchists and organized militias withdraw from the states' control, and could affect stability in the region, then international players are advised to stop dealing with the issues and parties to the Middle East region in the way they have before, and to act at the level of the responsibility placed on their shoulders. This means that the Secretary-General of the United Nations, Ban Ki Mon, has the opportunity to play the role of visionary, which requires firmness and taking the initiative so that he can have a distinct place with meaning and usefulness. It also requires him to distance advisers and staff that weigh him down to bring in experts and strategic thinkers that can assist him in the implementation of his vision.

This means that Russia has the responsibility to play a leading role that shows that it is with the State and its institutions, far away from anything that will make it out to be childish or arbitrary, stands with the militia and refusing to condemn mercenaries employed against the State. I mean that the European Union is now required to actually contribute to the success of Tony Blair's missions, the new Representative of Quartet Committee charged with the peace process. Not only at the level of international support for Palestine, but also in terms of putting the necessary pressure on Israel, with tools owned by the European Union.

Certainly, it is the American player that stands at the forefront of responsibility when it comes to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and thus George Bush has to reimburse a debt owed to his former friend, the British Prime Minister, who begged him to put his weight behind a just solution to the Palestinian issue as a fundamental part of the empowerment of moderation in the face of extremism in this fateful battle. He must inform Congress and his ally Israel that American interests, when they do not coincide with the Israeli interest, then remain as the unquestioned priority for the American President. While also taking every action to paves the ground for such separation, when needed. He must acknowledge that thinking seriously of 'Plan-B' now is unavoidable when it comes to the American role in Iraq, and the entire region.

If the Middle East is crowded by the noise of war, then the United States is filled with the noise of dialogues. On the one hand the security of Iraq is behind calls for a dialogue with Iran and Syria because most Americans believe that withdrawing from Iraq requires dialogue with the Iranian and Syrian neighbors. Why? Because James Baker and Lee Hamilton made this suggestion in their report, and Bush did not take the advice. And because of the great resentment with the American president and his failure in the Iraq war. Thus there is a kind of spontaneous hatred towards any position he takes now, without checking the details of the situation.

Getting out of Iraq as soon as possible is all the rage now. The general belief is that the dialogue with Iran and Syria will help with the gradual exit of American troops from Iraq. But what this portion of Americans don't want to check in detail are the following questions: Is there really anything to support the assumption of Tehran and Damascus ability to secure an exit for American troops - and that's if they even have the desire to facilitate this? And if there is, what is the price that they will ask for in exchange in their respective bargaining with the United States? Is the United States really ready to pay the cost of withdrawal from Iraq in deals that reward blackmail and support armed men who killed American forces, and not only innocent Iraqis?

These questions are not just rhetoric, but are central to the American strategy and to the stature of the United States in the Middle East region and the world. If Iran, for example, is ready to sincerely assist in the withdrawal of American troops and work hard to police Iraq after the Americans scramble from it, in exchange for retaining its superior nuclear capabilities. Is there an American readiness to go along? This is an option, and not necessarily a bad option, But the American administration, Congress and the American people must be prepared for these bargains. . The meaning of these bargains is, quite simply, blessing the survival of the Iranian regime in power, and desisting from any action that would change the regime. This means US silence over Iran's possession of the nuclear bomb like its silence over Israel's, Pakistan's and India's acquisition of the bomb.

If there is such willingness, then George Bush must put on the table a set of demands and guarantees that form a paradigm shift for such new strategic relationships, if it is really being prepared. Logically, it is assumed that Iran is ready to abandon Hezbollah, as an armed militia that will take its proper place in the political process. It should be supposed also that there be guarantees that ensure that Iran will cease its aspirations of regional hegemony and that it will accept that it does not own Iraq. Logically, it may be assumed that such trivialities are unrelated to the internal situation of the Iranian regimes since they proceed primarily from the recognition of the regime's survival.

So, there are scenarios for the dialogue and a price the majority in the United States may be willing to pay as long it ensures the withdrawal of American forces from Iraq. This majority does not want bases in Iraq or a role in the Middle East region. It wants to return to a stronger kind of isolationism than traditional isolationism. It wants to head to China and Japan where there is no hostility to America or no such blind hatred for the Americans of the kind which possesses a large part of the Arab and Muslim communities. This majority does not want war with Iran, or even a military strike against its nuclear reactors. It wants withdrawal. That, simply, is all it wants. It wants withdrawal, and the rest can go to hell!

This does not mean that there is a consensus on this, especially within the US administration, but rather that there is an ongoing and a raging conflict not just among those against  appeasing Iran and those calling for engaging it in dialogue but also among the advocates of dialogue themselves.

This does not also mean that the military option was taken off the table or that a decision to formulate a strategic partnership with Iran has been made.

It is the scenario of dialogue versus the scenario of a war that this summer might bring, a war that starts in Lebanon before getting out of hand to culminate in a US military strike against Iran. While this might be a far fetched scenario, in time of raging, uncontrollable wars, however every thing and every possibility remains on the table.

Syria, for its part, seems to be a strong candidate for the dialogue scenario of a different kind, one based on the scenarios of carefully- planned and carefully-executed wars, at least according to the views of some of those with close Syrian inner circles.

Meanwhile, the pillars of the US administration are nowadays facing an unusual dilemma as they weigh their options against Syria, namely: the dilemma of the pressure from the Israeli lobby on the US administration and the Congress, which does not seek a change of regime in Syria, but rather sees the survival of this regime as constituting no harm to Israel and a guarantee to the neutrality of the Syrian-Israeli forint.

The problem facing this lobby, however, is the presence of Hezbollah in Lebanon and the Syrian guarantees to it in the event that a deal is reached.

And just like the case with Iran; what the regime in Damascus seeks is the survival of the regime. And agreeing to keep this regime essentially means turning a blind eye on its retune to Lebanon and the restoration of its hegemony over it.

This relationship between the administration and the Isreali government becomes clear. George W. Bush is not willing to sacrifice Lebanon within or without a Syrian-Israeli deal.

Furthermore, there is the international tribunal to prosecute those behind the politically motivated assassinations in Lebanon, and who, according to pervious international reports and to the common believe include Syrian officials.

Therefore, a well-studied, well- orchestrated scenario of a war between Syria and Israel using Lebanon as its prime battlefield while at the same time guaranteeing minimal friction between those two is being concocted.

According to this scenario, Israel would overcome the reputation it has gained in its miserable war on Hezbollah last summer, out of which, both Israel and Hezbollah emerged as losers, then after the well-planned 'victory' over Hezbollah, Syria would seize the reign of things in Lebanon to contain Hezbollah and the armed Palestinian factions, who it is now exporting to southern Lebanon to provoke the UNIFIL forces and force them to pull out of southern Lebanon in order to make this war possible.

Where does the Golan fit in this equation? Lebanon is much more important for Damascus than Golan. Moreover, totally liberating Golan deprives Damascus from its logic for being there, just as it does from Israel. They both need the conflict, and fear peace.

Some believe that the peace issue is possible through a peace agreement following the restrained war, and that this is part of one of the scenarios and agreements taking place behind the scenes between some Syrians and some Israelis.

How about Hezbollah in these equations? It's not out of the question that Hezbollah might be a party in these agreements since the Syrian return to Lebanon guarantees Hezbollah the rule in Lebanon. Hezbollah might be a part in the restrained war and accepts a tactical defeat only if it would bring "victory" along with being represented in the government and the authority.

It's not necessary also that any American-Iranian agreement be based on giving up totally on Hezbollah in the literal sense of the word. It rather means giving up the party as an armed militia. Such militia will not be of any use in a country ruled by Hezbollah in view of the easy, fait accompli peace, and coexistence agreements with Israel. That means that Hezbollah doesn't seem neutral in all the scenarios of deals, wars, and dialogues, but rather a main chain.

Overthrowing the Lebanese government is a main part of these scenarios, and Israel knows this fact by heart. Israel might come to an agreement with Syria about Hezbollah, and it might stipulate that Damascus let go of Hezbollah if it wants to have the Israeli guarantees that it needs.

The US and Europe, especially France, must make it clear to Israel, and any other party, that Lebanon will never be dealt with as a commodity in the trade-offs of escaping justice, and skewing the dues of peace. This requires a strategic resolution to help the Lebanese army stand its grounds in the battles against Fath Al-Islam, and the armed groups exported through Syria. This entails empowering the army with weapons, and stances. And I don't mean only political stances with it and with the government. The scenarios being cooked are different from reality. Lebanon will gradually turn into another stand (referring to such countries as Kurdistan, etc.) to which suicide volunteers will flow in the season of immigration from Iraq.

The powers forming an alliance against the country, the army, and the government believe that they could control the number of new comers to Lebanon through the Syrian lands. However, after the American withdrawal from Iraq, things might get out of control, chaos might dominate, and the balances of terror and allies might become disturbed in the midst of the illusions of victory and defeat equations.

Iran will inherit an explosive Iraq, and unfinished wars, and Syria also will have a piece of the cake since it is a neighbor of an agitated, and angry Iraq full of volunteers, takfiris, Jihadis, and leaders in a horrible sectarian war. Therefore, overestimating the Syrian and Iranian abilities would lead to surprises of another kind that must be avoided. We must come back to earth instead of getting carried away with the scenarios of dialogues and the coming wars. The two regimes both in Tehran and Damascus are too vulnerable to deserve any scrutinizing whether deals with them are risks or guarantees. The international responsibility must focus on preventing another country from falling apart in the midst of submissive deals with regimes or militias.
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