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Syrian President Bashar al-Assad and his familyhakned his government into
an essentially criminal enterprise. For more thgear Syrians have been
attempting to overthrow the system.

By some estimates 7,500 people have died. Defectrom the military have led
to creation of a small "Free Syrian Army." Reginpponents also have turned to
terrorism. With no resolution is in sight, the cayris sliding toward civil war.
Like King Louis XIV President Assad might say, "Asrmoi, le déluge."

In America the usual suspects have begun beateng/#in drums. Senators John
McCain and Lindsey Graham urged arming the Syrgvosition. More recently
McCain called for air strikes against Syria andabed the military for its caution
in "standing on the sidelines." Similarly, téll Street Journal editorial page
urgedestablishment of a no-fly zone in Syria, wavinglasall opposition.

Others have taken up the cry. For example, MattBewdsky of the Jewish Policy
Center_urgednilitary intervention in order to bring about "and to the violence,
the fall of the Assad regime and the creation eidtions for a stable democratic
system." Roger Cohen of tiNew York Times calledfor arming the Syrian
opposition and establishing "a rough equality o€és." Steven A. Cook of the
Council on Foreign Relations endorsed military@cso as not to leave "Syrians
to their fate." Former Obama aide Anne-Marie Slaeghuggested protecting
“civilians through buffer zones and humanitariardoms around specific cities,
perhaps accompanied by airstrikes against Syriay ganks moving against those
cities."



However, mere possession of the world's most pawenilitary does not mean
that it should be used irrespective of interestsymstances, and consequences.
Observed Marc Lynch on Foreign Policy online, "Riskostly foreign policy
decisions can not simply be taken to express noaiahge."

TheJournal grandly declared that "the U.S. has a strategerest in Syria's
future,” but where is that not the case? A who's whneoconservative

analysts wroten open letter asserting that "The Assad reginsega grave threat
to national security interests of the United Stdtlest what interests are those?
Syrian support for Hamas and Hezbollah is a proldtamisrael and Lebanon, not
America. Damascus is allied with Iran, but thaatieinship is inconvenient, not
threatening, to the U.S. Assad's collapse wouldkesedran, but making Tehran
feel more encircled would increase its incentivpiosue nuclear weapons.
Cohen desires "payback" for Syria "allowing al-Qaéidhters to transit Syria to
Irag." However, the Iraq invasion put U.S. troopsSyria's border with talk in
Washington of enforcing regime change in Damasthe.Assad regime
responded rather as Washington had by supportmgdamsurgents in Cuba,
Afghanistan, and Nicaragua. The U.S. might havengd a casus belli at the time,
but not now, months after leaving.

Humanitarian instincts urge action. But war is mtichte tool for sculpting new
societies. War means killing and destroying. Thaesegjuences usually are far
worse than expected -- remember Iraq's famous {zalke' Even the "best"
American interventions are not particularly gookk IBosnia, Haiti, Kosovo, and
Somalia, which left ethnic cleansing, violencetadity, and terrorism in their
wake.

There is no good answer in Syria. No doubt Assadlshgo. However, last year's
homegrown Egyptian revolution has turned ugly. Thigary authorities look

little different than the Mubarak apparatchiks theplaced, Islamists captured the
vast majority of parliamentary seats in recentteas, Coptic Christians have
come under increasingly violent attack, and Isis&dss secure.

The results of recent Western military interventawa even worse. George W.
Bush's "splendid little war" against Iraq wreckbdttnation, setting off a conflict
that killed perhaps 200,000 people, wounding ahémtise traumatizing far more,
forcing as many as half of Iraq's Christians frémit homes, many to Syria, and
empowering Iran. Intervention in Libya prolongee tivil war, killing thousands
of Libyans, and so far has resulted in human rigltstions, occasional armed
conflict, enhanced Islamist influence, and an ma¢ional market in stolen
weapons, with liberal democracy still but a faiophk for the future.



The outcome could be far uglier in Syria. The Asssagime has real support.
Despite some defections, the military and sectioitges remain largely united.
Many Syrians still support Assad as the lesser evil

The Alawites know that a successful revolution widihireaten not just their
privileges but their lives. Christians, Druze, atlder religious minorities fear
increased persecution, as in Iraq and Egypt. Riar@ H Syrian Christian and
Middle East expert now living in Sweden, sdild will be Iraq or Egypt all over
again."

Kurds are divided, with some tacitly backing theeggmment, which for years
supported the Kurdistan Worker's Party and itktanto Turkey. Many middle
class Sunnis, especially in business, back theneegnd stability over their co-
religionists and revolution. The stage is set fpogentially bloody civil war.
American military action would not change that. é:fty zone would be
ineffective against a government that has not befidopters or aircraft.
Washington would have to become a direct combat@miching attacks on the
ground against tanks, artillery, army formationsygrnment installations, and
even leadership positions.

U.S. intervention obviously could tip the balaniset Gen. Martin Dempsey,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, warned thatmascus has a competent air
defense system -- five times the air defense ofa,ilsovering one-fifth of the
terrain” -- which could make air action more "ckaljing." Moreover, the urban
warfare that characterizes the Syrian strugglarseiss amenable to air strikes
than desert combat in Libya. Defense Secretary [Raoretta warned of "severe
collateral damage." Thousands more Syrians likelyld/ die, many as a result of
American bombs.

An implosion of the state and military also coul/é far more serious
consequences than in Libya. Damascus possesseasaabsapplies of biological
and chemical weapons, including cyanide, mustasg &ad sarin nerve agents.
The consequences of their use by the regime aaldtg" to terrorist groups
could be catastrophic.

Yet foreign jihadists have begun to join the opposi The Jordanian branch of
the Muslim Brotherhood called for holy war agaitist Assad government. Sunnis
have begun organizing in Irag's west. Karim Enigar of the French Institute of
International and Strategic Studies opined thaptioportion of foreigners was
"likely to grow now that Qatar and Saudi Arabia @apenly announced that they
favor militarization of the Syrian revolution." Meover, al Qaeda head Ayman al-
Zawahiri recently called for jihad in Syria and@deda (Iraq) fighters apparently
have begun to arrive in Syria. Director of Natiohde€lligence James Clapper



blamed the latter for recent suicide bombings endities of Aleppo and
Damascus.

Even in "victory" there would be no reason to exmeeation of a liberal,
democratic regime dedicated to reconciliation aadrtony. America rarely likes
the results of the Middle Eastern elections it chems -- think Hamas in Gaza as
well as recent polls in Egypt and Tunisia. NoEshiel Larison in th&Veek:

"Each time popular, elected governments have reglaathoritarian regimes in
the region in the last decade, the new governmesntdnded to be more sectarian,
less secular, and generally worse for religiousamiies than the one that
preceded it."

Nor would peaceful elections necessarily follow Uh#litary action. The Syrian
opposition is badly divided -- Secretary Panettafgol to some 100 separate
opposition groups -- and liberal-minded humanitasianay lose out to tough-
minded soldiers after a long, wearing struggle imalv visions of revenge
supplant those of sugar-plums in most people'sdidldte horrible specters of
Lebanon and Iraq beckon.

American forces might not be alone in any confl8#n. McCain declared:
"Increasingly, the question for U.S. policy is mdtether foreign forces will
intervene militarily in Syria. We can be confidehat Syria's neighbors will do so
eventually, if they have not already. Some kindheérvention will happen, with
us or without us." None of Damascus' neighbors Isayealed their support for
direct military intervention but if so why pour U.8rces into the cauldron? If
Syria's neighbors are willing to take out the Asssgime, let them.

Anne-Marie Slaughter understandably fears thempal effect, a civil war that
becomes "a proxy war between Turkey, Saudi AraDatar, and/or at least some
NATO countries on one side against Iran, Russiabdikah, and possibly Iraq
and Hamas on the other.” But this is likely to aoewen with American
involvement. Just look at Afghanistan, where Pakigtas been playing the game
for decades, with and without American involvemdittis is another very good
reason to stay out.

Washington obviously is filled with ivory tower fgemarshals eager to send
others off on glorious crusades. But unleashinghdead destruction should not
be viewed as just another policy option.

Humanitarian intervention, once touted as necedsastop genocide, now is
routinely proposed to stop even small conflictagically, deaths in the thousands
are common around the world and offer no meaningtnidard for intervention.
Should Washington have attacked Turkey when it gotetl a far more costly and
brutal campaign against Kurdish separatists? Tippesty slope is slippery indeed.



Moreover, the U.S. would have to act without intgional sanction. It is one

thing to war unilaterally to defend America. Itgsite another to initiate another
illegal attempt at international social engineeriAgd every time Washington acts
lawlessly it loses credibility to criticize othdlges -- say China or Russia -- for
doing the same.

Finally, Americans cannot afford to continue a pplof promiscuous military
intervention. Washington's authority and resousresincreasingly limited. The
best way to husband them would be to avoid unnacgsgars -- starting with
Syria.



