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“The resolution adopted by the UN Security Council on August 11, 2006 fully satisfies neither Israel nor Washington nor Hezbollah. This does not mean that it s *air and balanced t only means that it s  temporary expression of a miltary stalemate. Hezbollah could not inflict a
major miltary defeat on Israel, a possibilty that was always excluded by the utterly disproportionate balance of forces in the same way that it was impossible for the Vietnamese resistance to inflict a major miitary defeat on the U.S.; but neither could Israel inflct a major miltary
defeat — or actually any defeat whatsoever — on Hezbolah. In this sense, Hezbollah is undoubtedly the real poliical victor and Israel the real loser in the 33-day war that erupted on July 12, and no speech by Ehud Olmert or George W. Bush can alter tis obvious truth. 1]
In order to understand what s at stake, it is necessary to summarize the U.S -backed goals that Israel was pursuing in ts offensive. The central goal of the Israeli onslaught was, of course, to destroy Hezbollah. Israel sought to achieve this goal through the combination of three
major means,
“The first one consisted in dealing Hezbollah a fatal blow through an intensive “post-heroi ael's tic advantage" in firepower. The campaign aimed at cuiting Hezbollah's road of supplies, destroying much of
T miltary Inastuctos (slocke o1 rocket, Tocketlaunehers, 6. Siinatng & mejor rumbe o 16 ﬁgnlevs and docapiating by assaseinating Hasean Neatan and over key party leaders.
Tho sscond s ursised coasse I ik HozboRi iass b among Labenesa Sz aginst h pary, which arl Would dsighale  responsia ot e rgedy Wiough s fenisd PSYO campaig, This equie ofcorss, 1at sl it masshs saster on
Lebanese Sties by an extensive criminal bombing campaign that an d hundreds of civiians. This was not the first time that Israel had resorted to this kind of stratagem — a standard war crime. When the
PLO was active in Southern Lebanon, in what was called *Fatahland” before the first Israeli invasion in 1978, Israel used to heavnly pound the inhabited area all around the point from which a rocket was launched at it territory, even though rockets were fired from wastelands. The
steagem sccseder t ha e il o the PLO a sinifcant partof the populaton ofsouther Labanon. s b tefacthat eactonayladers were sl a majcforca down hee an ht th Palstian uerllas cou ey be repusiste s lien since i
behavior s generally isasious. This me, gven th incompatably beter saius of Hezbolh among Lebanese Sfies,lsfael tought hat it coudachieve the same efect simply by cramaically increasing he scope and brtalty o the olleciive punishmer
The third means consisted in massively and gravely disrupting the lie of the Lebanese population s a whole and holding it hostage through an air, sea and S0 as to incite ti tion, especially han Shite, bganes Hozbolah,and hus
create a poliical climate conducive to miltary action by the Lebanese army against This s why, the offensive, Israeli that they did not want any force but the Lebanese amy to aem in southern Lebanon, rejecting specificaly
an ematona ofce and spiting on he exising UNIFIL Tris pojet has ctull boen the goalof Washington and Pars eve since hey worked 6gether on proaucing UN Securty Councl resoluion 1559 n September 2004 that calld fr the widawalof Syt to0ps o
Lebanon and “the disbanding and disarmarent of al Lebanese and non-Lebanese milfias,” e. Hezbollah and the organizations of the Palestinians in theit refugee camps.
Washington had believed that, once Syrian forces were removed from Lebanon, the Lebanese army, which has been equipped and trained chiefly by the Pentagon, would be able to “disband and disarm" Hezbollah. The Syrian army effectively withdrew from Lebanon in April 2005,
ot because of thepressure fom Washingion and Paris, but due o the poiical trmoil and mass mabilzation tht resulted rom the assassination, i Februaryofthat year,of Lebanese formar Prime Mister Rafk Haria very close fiend of e Saudi rling lass. The balance of
forces in the country, in light o the ihat occurred, id not make it possible for the U.S -alied coalfion 0 envisage a settement o the Hezbollah ssue by force. They were even obliged (0 wage the ensuing pariamentary eections in
May in a broad coaifion with Hezbollah, and rule the through a lah miristers, outcome prompted Washington to give Istael a green light for its military intervention. It needed only a suitable pretext,
which the Hezbollah'scross-border operation on July 12 provided
Messure aganst e ceiralgoa and e e means descibd above, he rachofensive s otal and btant allure. Most oviousy, Hezbola vias not desiryed —far rom .1 hs etaind the bk of b s poliealsructure and s milary force, nciging i he loury
of shelling northern Israel up to the very last moment before the ceasefire on the morning of August 14. It has not been cut oftfrom its mass base; if anything, this mass base has been considerably extended, not only among Lebanese Shites, but among all oth
Telgious communiies s well, ot 16 menton e huge prest trat s war brouGht 1 Hezbollh capecialy i he Afal Tegion an he restof e Mushm wark Lt it ot east, al s s e . st m th overalbaance of forces n Lebanon it a drection ror e e evact
opposite of what Washington and Israel expected: Hezbollah emerged much stronger and more feared by its declared or undeciared opponents, the friends of the U.S. and the The L Hezbollah, making the protest against
the Israeli aggression its prioriy. [2]
‘There is no need to dwel any further on Israel's most blatant failure: reading the avalanche of critical comments from Israeli sources is more than suffcient and most revealing. One of the sharpest comments was the one expressed by three-time “Defense” minister Moshe Arens,
indisputably an expert. He wrote a short artcle in Haaretz that speaks volumes:
“They [Ehud Olmert, Amir Pe
retz and Tzipi Livni] had a few days of glory when they siil believed that the IAF's [israeli Air Force's] bombing of Lebanon would make short shiift of Hezbollah and bring us victory without pain. But as the war they so grossly mismanaged wore on... gradually the air went out of
them. Here and there, they st let off some bellicose declarations, but they started looking for an exit — how to extricate themselves from the tur of events they were obviously incapable of managing. They grasped for straws, and what better straw than the United Nations
Security Council. No need to score a military victory over Hezbollah. Let the UN declare a cease-fire, and Olmert, Peretz, and Livni can simply declare victory, whether you believe it or not.... The war, which according to our leaders was supposed 1o restore Istael's deterrent
re, has within one month succeeded in destroying it [3]

Arens speaks the truth: as lsrael proved increasingly unable to score any of the goals that it had set for itself at the onset of its new wa, it started looking for an exit. While it compy its failure by and revengeful fury that it unleashed over
Lebanon, its U.S. sponsors switched their alttude at the UN. After having bought time for Israel for more than three weeks by blocking any attempt at discussing a Security Council fora of the cases of paralysis in the history of the
61-year old intergovernmental institution — Washington decided to take over and continue Israel's war by diplomatic means.
By Swieing s alitde, Weshigtonconverged aainwithPais o e s of Labanon, Shatleg wih e U,  comman albt ), dadcalon 10tadng e et ou of Saudsches, aspocialy by solig th Sauc s milary hodwar 4, Pods togulryand ogparuristaly
stays on the ight side of the Saudis every time some strins arise between Washington's agenda and the concerns of s oldest Middle Easter clins and protégés. Israel's new Lebanon war was such an opportunity: as soon s Israels murderous aggression pro
Coumerprogichve fom (e sandpon f the Saucirlng fami, who e terihe b o ncreasing desablcato ofhe Ml East hat couk rove el o ek Iiests, ey roquested a co35aon f i war a1 & e (o lormatve moans
pans \mmedlale\y came out in favor of this attitude, and Washington ended up following sut, but only atter giving the Israel agaression a few more days to try to score some face-saving miltary achievement. The first dratt resolution crafted by the two capitals circulated at the UN

5.t wes & Hlant atempt o acheing diplomaticll what sl had notbeen abe toachieve mitary. The cre i siaing “trong suppoe or Lebanon's sovergnt,nieveriheles cale o hereopering f i aitorts and harorsany or vy snd purely
vt prposes and provided o th osabIShRGT f an-neraOTa SMbAr an he e PPl of A v et merel ebanon exceptas authorized b s government. i fhe words an embargo on Hezbolah.
K reassenad resodion 1559, caling or a rthr esoluton tat would auhoree ~nder Chapter VI f e Ghrte e deployment o & UN-mandated Imemationa force 1 support e ebanese amed forces and governmentn providing  secure envronment and cotue o the

perman e and a long-term T formedation s 50 vague ha t could oy mean, actually, an nfemational force autnoned t wage Miary Operatons (Crapir VIl of the UN Grare) n rder f implement rescluton 1553 by orce, i alfance

ilh e Lebanese army. Moreover. o rovion resiictd s force o th are soulh of e Ltani Rer, he area which under e rat esouon vias o be e of Hesbollah sament, and (e i ofth zone that el has edquestod 1o b secured afr g i t get

This roject was totaly nwaranted by wha sael had achieve on he round,Nowever, and he et s nerfors defoted HezhuHah came out strongly against it, making it clear that it would not accept any international force but the existing UNIFIL, the UN force deployed
slong Lebanors border i el (e Bl Line) since 1976, The L st for changes, backed by the chorus of Arab states including all U.S. clients. Washington had no choice then, bu to revise the draft as it would
ot have pasea & 4ot at he Security Council anyway. Morcover, Washngion' aly, French oreaient acaues Criree — ahose County 1S expocid 1 povide he malor componentof e ntermadnal oce and lad 1 had hmsel docared PUBIEly o weoks o th fhing
Tt o loyment wa, posaile wihbut o agreement with Hesbolah. [

The rtwas tereore esed and enegotisted, il Wasringlon ased sae 1o randih h et of  major grourd ofesive and o actuly tat mplementing 3.2 means of pressure  rder o cnable Washingtan o gt e bestposile dea o s sandpoit. norer

tofaciatean ageement ading L aceaselre hatbecane more and more gt for umanitarian reasor ‘South of the Litani River and softened its general position. Resolution 1701 could thus be pushed through

st tho Secraty Counl on g

Washington s man concsssion s 1o shandn thepoject o reeting an achec muknaton rc er Chiaper V1. Irsieed, he eschion snborses i ncrsass I th oros sngi of UNIFIL i a i of 15,000 s, th revarging snd considestty

Susling he ex\slmg ON force. The main rick. however,was o 1edefine the mandate of i frce <o that i could now “assit the Lebanese arme forces i taking st jards “the establishment between the Blue Line and the Litani river of an area free of any armed personnel,

s and weapont oher than those of the Government o Lebanon and of UNIFIL UNIFIL Gan now a5 wll ake all ecessary acion e of deployment o 1 frces and as  doems wihin s capabites o ensure ha s area of operaions 1 not il for hostie acvles
oy ind:

Combined, he o ecedent ormuasons come it lose 0. Chapter VIl mandate,orcou el b st n s way. o any ae. Moreovr, the mandas of UNIFIL is ol exisnded by Resoaion 1701 beyond s “sressofdelayement i can now assist he
governmentof Lebanon s equest n s efor tosecue s borders and otr ety ponts o prevent he entryin Lebanon withau S consen ofarms o rll
e a sentenco hat defnelydoes ot refer (o Lebanaris border with saelbut Lo s border wih Sy, whichuns the engthof th country. fom north "o south These ar he major traps in Resolution 1701, and not the wording about the withdrawal of the Israeli

accupamn amy that mary comments e focused on. propelled by the 1t force of Hezbollah, not by any UN resolution.
Dezbolla daced 1 e ts reen Ight or e apotoval b the Lobanese government of Resoluon 1701 Hassan Nasrallah gave a Speech on AUGUSt 12, xpining he decision of he party o ogee o the Hincluded a
e sivaton! (han i someof s previousspeeches and a gooddealof pn\mca\ visdom, Today, Nasralla s, we face e easonable and possibl naural resuls of e reat from their Thi

necessary, of victory — like thos sed backers in Tehvan and Damascus - would have reduired Nasralkh o add, e king PYITIUS of o Greece, one more sueh victory and ona o om it eader

visely and explichy refcted enterng o & polemic about the szsessmant of v W' resuls, sresaing tht -our real oty s stop e agaression, ecover (e occuple testory and “achieve securfy and stabity n o Couns and he retursofth reugees and dislaced

Raallh deine the practical posiion of is movement a such: o abide by the ceasefre; o fully cooperate with "ll ht ca faciate the retun o ou isplaced and refugee people {0 thlr homes,  theirhouses, an al hat can faciate humaniarian and rescue operaions.” He
did so while expressing the readiness of his movement to continue the legitimate fight against the Israeli army as long as it remains in Lebanese terriory, though he offered to respect the 1996 agreement whereby operations of both sides would be restricted to miitary targets and
spare civilians. I this regard, Nasrallah stressed that his movement started shelling northern Israel only as a reaction to Israel's bombing of Lebanon ater the July 12 operation, and that Israel was to be blamed for extending the war to the civiians in the firs place.

Nasrallah then stated a position toward Resolution 1701 that could best be described as approval with many reservations, pending verification in practical implementation. He expressed his protest against the unfairmess of the resolution, which refrained i its preambles from any

condemnation of Israel's aggression and war crimes, adding however that it could have been much worse and expressing hi for that from happening. His key point was to stress the fact that Hezbollah considers some of the issues
ihat the resoluion dealtwilh 0 be Lebanese interna afals hat oughi 0 be discussed and setled by the L he added an emphasi Lebanese national unity and solidari
was the most the Hezboliah had to faciate fre encing of e war A e whle population f Lebanon wes neld hosiage by sael, any invansigent atude would have ad erile hmaniarian

consequences over and above the lready appaling results of srae's destructive and murderous fury. Hezboliah knows perfectly well that the real issue s less the wording of a UN Security Council resolution than its actual interpretation and implementation, and in tht respect
whtisdeterminan s e siuationand blanceof rceson th groun. o George W. Busisand Efud OImetts valn boastng abou thelr ity s embaied supposedy n Resouton 1701, one neecsonyt quate Comhe Arons preempive repy i he aheaty quated e
“The appropriate hetoric has ying. So what if the agres il receiving a daily dose of Hezbolah rockets — as a defeal suffered by Israel at the hands of a few thousand Hezbollah

fightrs? S0 what i nobody beieves it an-ebdonsa UNIEL foee i o Hesmolan,ans vt esbollh i vt of ockets Sl 1 a5enel and ey micldene byt o SUecoss et e gty il Dence Forces, il o becom 5 paer for

peace’

e rea“continuaton o the war D aher means h oleady starte il Labanon A1 sske e fourmein ssues, hre redewe i evers arr ofporky, The frtssue, onthe damestc Labanese level, 1 h i of tho catine. Tho eising pariamentry mejoty I

Lebanon resulted flawed by a electoral law that the regime had enforced. One of its major was the distortion of th gre:

movement led by Michel Aoun alliance with Hezbolah after the election. Moreover, the recent war affected deeply the political mood of the Lebanese population, and e \egmmacy majority is thus

Of cours, any change nthe gaverment i auor o Heabolh o s ales wou racicly e the mearing ofrsolton 1701 53 s itrpretallon depend vty uch o the Lebaniss govemmans i, One milor concen n s regad. howeve, s 10 avoid any side toward

arenewed civilwar in Lebanon: That's what Hassan Nasrallah had in mind when he emphasized the importance of "national ur

The socand 9606 a5 on e Gomest Lobaness Vel 0 r6conSTion e Harr and s Saudl ackers ht bl h polica fuence i Lebanon by dominaing hereconstucton effot afer Lebanons 15 year warended n 1990, This e thy b faced by an
intensive competion from Hezbollah, with Iran standing behind it and with the advantage ofits inimate link with the Lebanese Shite population that was the principal target of the Israeli war of revenge. As senior Israeli miltary analyst Ze'ev Schiff pu it in Haaretz: °A ot also

depends on who will aid n the reconsiruction of southern Lebanon; f t s done by Hezbollah, the Shilte population of the south will be indebted to Tehran. This should be prevented.” 6] This message has been received loud and clear in Washington, Riyadh and Beirut. Prominent

articles in today’s mainstream press in the U.S. are sounding the alarm on this score.

“The third issue,

naturally.is the “disarmament” of Hezbollah in the Lebanon for of the Lebanese army and the revamped UNIFIL. The most that Hezbollah is ready to concede i this respect is to “hide” ts weapons south of the Litani River, .e. to
efrain from displaying them and to keep them in cover storage. Any step beyond that, not to mention a Lebanon-wide disarmament of Hezbllah, is inked by the organization to a set of conditions that start from Lebanon's recovery of the 1967-occupied Shebaa farms and end with

the emergence of a government and army able and determined to defend the country’s sovereignty against Israel. This issue is the first major problem against which the implementation of Resolution 1701 could stumble, as no country on earth is readiiy in a position to try to disarm
Hezbollah by force, a task that the most formidable modern army in the whole Middle East and ane of the world's major miltary powers has blatantly failed to achieve. This means that any deployment south of the Litani River, whether Lebanese or UN-mandated, il have to accept
Hezbollalrs offer, with or without camoufiage.

“The fourth issue, of course, is the composition and intent of the new UNIFIL contingents. The original plan of Washington and Paris was to repeat n Lebanon what i taking place in Afghanistan where a NATO auxiliary force with a N fig leaf is waging Washington's war.
Hezbollals resilience on the miltary as well as on the poliical level thwarted this plan. Washington and Paris believed they could implement it nevertheless under a disguised form and gradually, unti poltcal conitions were et in Lebanon for a showdown pitting NATO and its
local alies against Hezbola. Indeed, the countries expected to send the principal contingents are all NATO members: along with France, ltaly and Turkey are on standby, while Germany and Spain are being urged to follow suit. Hezbollah is no fool however. It is already engaged
in dissuading France from execuing its plan of sending elite combat troops backed by the stationing of the single French air-carrier close to Lebanon's shores in the Mediterranean.

On the last issue, the antiwar movement in NATO counties could greatly help the struggle of the Lebanese national resistance and the cause of peace in Lebanon by mobilizing against the dispatch of any NATO troops to Lebanon, thus contributing to deterring their governments
from tying to do Washington's and Israel's ity work. What Lebanon needs is the presence of truly neuiral peacekeeping forces at its southern borders and, above all,that its people be permitted to settle Lebanon's intemal problems through peaceful poliical means. Al other
roads lead to a renewal of Lebanon's civil war, at a time when the Middle East, and the whole world for that mater, is already having a hard time coping with the consequences of the civil war that Washington has ignited and is fueling in Iraq,
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Notes

1. On the global and regional impiications of these events, see my artcle “The Sinking Ship of U.S. Imperial Designs,” posted on ZNet, August 7, 2006.

2. As an Istael observer put itin an artcle with a quite revealing title: ‘It was a mistake (o believe that miltary pressure could generate a process whereby the Lebanese government would disarm Hizbulah.” Efraim Inbar, “Prepare for the next round,” Jerusalem Post, August 15,
2006,

3. Moshe Arens, “Let the deviltake tomorrow,” Haaretz, August 13,
4. Both the U.S. and France concluded major arms deals with the Sudein uly.
$ Intnview withLe Morde, Jl 27, 20

v Schiff, "Delayed ground offensive clashes with diplomatic timetable,” Haaretz, August 13, 2006.
i Achcr 1w - Lovanon and eaches poftca aconce o v Uiy of Pt seet i bock The Clsh of 0 a book of the Middle Eas, s forthcoming,
Publishers. Stephen R. Shalom, the editor of Perlous Power, has kindly edted this article.
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