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Syria has turned herself into cannon fodder in the campaigns directed against her during the American presidential election battle—a result of her miscalculations in the Lebanese presidential elections. She has led herself into an international trap that will be hard to get out of now that her presence and control in Lebanon has entered the domain of the UN Security Council following a French-American initiative. The miscalculations of Syria’s leadership regarding the consequences of her excesses in subjecting the Lebanese political scene to Syrian expectations has led to a rare European-American joint counter-effort that could likely materialize into a precedent-setting international resolution against her. Syria’s miscalculations have also provided the United States with an important gateway from which to monitor and anticipate Syrian positions in the entire Middle East region, particularly her positions towards Iraq, Iran, Palestinian organizations, and Hizbollah in Lebanon—threatening her with measures that could be enforced by means of a Security Council resolution and with international blessings. 
For some time now Syria has been on the radar of the American neo-conservatives who continue to incite the American administration against her while challenging the Democratic Party to deal with her firmly. Various Lebanese-American groups and organizations have also striven to make Syria the target of a focused campaign in Congress and inside the Republican and Democratic parties. 
Some of these groups and organizations have concentrated exclusively on targeting Syria by taking advantage of rising neo-conservative influence and by leaning on an influential group within the Pentagon that includes the likes of the extremist Richard Perle, one of the major authors of a famous document, A Clean Break: A New Strategy for Securing the Realm, that was written to provide advice and policy-analysis to the former Israeli prime minister Benjamin Netanyahu. The report speaks of the need to invade Iraq, direct military strikes against Syria, and “protect” Israel from succumbing to the pressures of reaching a comprehensive and lasting peace settlement that would not be in her interest, according to this clique of extremists.
The mentioned Lebanese-American organizations have from the very start been obsessed with ending Syrian presence in Lebanon even if it required a pact with the devil and have shrugged off accusations of treason and complicity with Israel by virtue of their associations with Richard Perle and other extremist hawks, preferring to see themselves as the means to Lebanon’s “rescue” and liberation from Syria. They pursued their campaign against Syria with patience and determination, aligning themselves with any lobby that promised to strengthen their influence in Congress, the Administration, the Democratic and Republican parties, the media, and the public.
According to some, this campaign against Syria has been finally made possible by a long-standing and prevalent American view that Syria has been an “occupier” in Lebanon, has adopted “terrorism” as a policy, and continues to impede the American effort in Iraq. An alternate view has it that this campaign has been exploited to benefit Israel at the expense of not only the Palestinians but the Arabs and Lebanese as well.
In any case, the net effect is that Syria has become the “natural” candidate for a military strike as a result of the campaign orchestrated against her by hawks, neo-conservatives, and their accomplices.
What the hawks and extremists have not succeeded in achieving Damascus has itself offered on a silver platter; namely, the internationalization of the issue.
Until recently, the unofficial reactions coming from international quarters have warned against the extremism of the hawks and neo-conservatives and the dangers of their plans for Syria should George W. Bush be re-elected. There was an almost spontaneous and unanimous international objection to the targeting of Syria and a kind of support for Damascus in the face of the campaign against her.
Such was the case until the Syrian leadership committed a fatal mistake in its role in the Lebanese presidential elections—the first mistake of its kind since Bashar al-Assad became president.
The mistake was not only an act of contempt and an affront to the Lebanese Constitution—to the ministers, deputies, and all those who were summoned to Damascus to be informed of Syria’s decision to extend Lebanese president Emile Lahoud’s term even if it required a forced constitutional amendment. The mistake was also one of miscalculating the consequences of alienating France and the United States and challenging them by crossing the red lines and degrading the Lebanese Constitution and amending it for narrow political expediencies.
The resolution that the UN Security Council prepared to adopt on Thursday could set a very important precedent in Syrian-Lebanese relations, moving them from the bilateral to the international level and bypassing the official Lebanese government position in support of Syrian presence and authority in Lebanon in favor of redefining the meaning of Lebanese sovereignty and independence and demanding of the Lebanese government that it act responsibly and live up to its obligations.
In some respects, the Security Council draft resolution could be perceived as a long overdue response to what many saw as a situation similar to that of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait—the trampling of the sovereignty of an independent nation and its subjugation to the mandate of a “friendly” state. The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait prompted counter-measures by an international coalition that included Syria and that resulted in the containment of Iraq by means of far-reaching sanctions against it. The Syrian presence in Lebanon received wide Arab support in the Taif Accords and was considered the only means available to stabilize the dire security situation resulting from the Lebanese civil war, in a country of paramount strategic importance to Syria both in terms of Syrian-Israeli relations and the larger Arab-Israeli conflict.
The resulting resolution will not be the last to deal with the Syrian presence in Lebanon, but it could be the first of its kind to formalize an international position vis-a-vis this presence. It would be a decision to no longer deal gently with Syria, a decision that would warn of more measures to come.
The Security Council draft resolution “demands” that Syrian forces withdraw “without delay” from Lebanon, supports an electoral process in the upcoming elections “conducted according to Lebanese constitutional rules devised without foreign interference or influence,”  decides that the Security Council should “remain actively seized of this matter,” requests that the Secretary General “report to the Security Council within thirty days on the implementation by the parties of this resolution,” and declares its “readiness to consider additional measures to further the implementation of this resolution as it reviews the progress being made.”
The Security Council has thus put in place a quasi-permanent mechanism that would guarantee a follow-up on the matter—a development of utmost importance. But more importantly the Security Council has declared its readiness to look into “additional measures” after thirty days, thus setting a time-frame by which to underscore the seriousness of its demands and warnings.
The “additional measures” that the Security Council threatens to take include the possibility of future recourse to Chapter Seven of the UN Charter for the imposition of sanctions, and it does not rule out the possibility of giving its blessings to military intervention should the need arise.
The draft resolution also contains a tacit linkage between the Syrian presence in Lebanon and the militias present on Lebanese soil, and it charges the Lebanese government with the responsibility of disbanding and disarming all militias. By making this association, the Security Council draft resolution has widened the scope of its demands to include a tacit message to Syria reminding her of the consequences of her relationship to militias in Lebanon—both Lebanese and non-Lebanese—and her obligations therein. There is also a tacit reference to Syria’s control in Lebanon and her relationship to Lebanese Hizbollah and Palestinian organizations considered to be radical.
In other words, the Security Council draft resolution is devoid of innocence. It is not merely an objection to Syria’s actions and her hegemony over Lebanese politicians and the Lebanese political process. It is, rather, only a starting point, for it calls for an almost immediate withdrawal of Syrian forces and draws a link between Syrian control in Lebanon the various radical militias and organizations there, and it has firmly prescribed a mechanism for future sanctions. The United States is intent on punishing Syria not only for its actions in Lebanon but wherever she might exercise power—all in the name of  ending Syria’s relationship to organizations accused of terrorism. This in turn means greater scrutiny of Syria’s relationship to Palestinian organizations. It also means bringing Syrian policy towards Iraq into the equation.
And to the extent that the Security Council draft resolution is of French and American making, with overwhelming European support, then Damascus has put itself in a predicament that will be hard to overcome. She has given American and Israeli extremism the greatest gift of all as a result of her own extremism in seeking sole control over the Lebanese political agenda. Amidst the American presidential elections and to Republican and Democrat alike, Syria now finds herself being held up as a prime example of a predator nation preying on another’s sovereignty.
The extremists in the Republican Party have never lacked the desire to place Syria on the list of nations to be punished, by military force if necessary and via Israel if permitted. Those same extremists would have liked to conclude the Iraq campaign by striking Syria, but they stopped short of doing so after a decision not to engage in unnecessary wars right before the presidential elections. Syria is next in line for a military strike on the extremist agenda, as is Iran.
Iran has provided ample excuses for an international alliance against her, but she has successfully exploited the rift existing between the American and European positions as to the methods of engaging her—whether diplomatically, militarily, or through other avenues of exerting pressure. Tehran is well aware that it is on Israel’s target list and that the latter has gone to the extent of spying on the United States to learn the details of American  policy towards Iran with the purpose of entangling the United States with Iran by way of an Israeli strike against Iranian nuclear reactors.
Until now Iran has in typical fashion avoided committing mistakes that would provide Israel or extremist hawks and neo-conservatives with the excuse to implement their long-hoped-for agendas. Iran possesses political sophistication and wisdom and understands how to gauge international indicators.
France has sent Syria more than one signal, sometimes by way of advice and sometimes impatiently. Damascus either chose to ignore the warning signals or has tried to weather them and has wagered on a political-electoral decision that has clearly cost her dearly.
Security Council scrutiny of Syria is a development of utmost importance. Now Syria finds herself at the accused defendant’s table and in a face-off with the Security Council, if she refuses to comply with an upcoming resolution.
The Syrian official position is that the Security Council acted outside the dictates of its authority and intervened in the internal affairs of Lebanon and infringed upon the latter’s bilateral relations with Syria. This position lacks international support and will not have international protection.
Syria is much better off admitting that she made a mistake and would be wise to correct the wrongs it committed as pertains to the Lebanese presidential elections. It is in Syria’s interest to consider seriously withdrawing her forces from Lebanon and severing her ties to radical organizations accused of terrorism.

Regardless of the results of the American presidential elections, the next president will surely have inherited a Security Council resolution that will present him with numerous options for actions against Syria—including measures that might go beyond what is rational.
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