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La Maison du Futur (MdF) and the Konrad Adenauer Stiftung (KAS) Syria/Iraq 
Office hosted a day-long closed-door workshop discussing the influence of 
external powers on the Syrian conflict. The Syrian conflict has stretched on for 
more than five years, and has resulted in massive humanitarian crisis both within 
the region and Europe, but more importantly, it has drawn in regional and 
international actors to the conflict. This workshop seeks to examine the impact that 
particularly the Russian and Iranian interventions including Hezbollah have had on 
the course of the conflict, analyze the long-term strategic interests and goals of 
these key players and assess the consequences of their engagement for the future of 
Syria. 

The first session entitled “Russia’s intervention in Syria, a year on” kicked off 
with the first panelist focusing the intervention on the idea of preserving state order 
by saying: “There is broad consensus that Russia is a key player in Syria. Russia’s 
fundamental objectives have been consistent and its policy has been logical. 
Regime stability is the perspective of Russia because of its fear of instability and 
the raise of radical Islamism should the Assad regime fall.” 

“Western policies foster political transitions that are considered irresponsible by 
the Russian officials. I think there is a deeper reason for this, since the stability of a 
society is considered more important than human rights and freedoms for Russians, 
who believe that Western policies are naïve and underline other intentions. This 
concern has its roots in the history of Russia. There was a real worry after the 
second Chechen war, particularly the effect that it would have on Russia’s 
stability. Putin’s personal experience has led him to believe that the Western ideal 
of freedom is a recipe for internal conflict. This fear became more acute in 2011, 
when he returned to the presidency. More generally, this Russian regime has 
declared a clash of values between Russia and the West, and invests in protecting 
minorities and guaranteeing stability. In mid-2015, with no significant results 
emerging from the Ukraine war, the intervention in Syria was timed to increase the 
people’s support for the regime”.  

The panelist then moved to discuss Russia’s geopolitical interests and remarked: 
“Recent developments have shown Russia’s desires to project power in the region 
in light of its relations with the United States. The intention was to support the 



regime that was losing territory. Moscow hoped initially that by intervening in 
Syria, it would force the US into some kind of negotiations and cooperation with 
Russia. Moscow was also keen on projecting the image of Russia as a great power 
both nationally and internationally”. 

The panelist concluded with the following questions: “There has been a power 
shift in favor of the military industrial complex. The failure of the cease-fire has 
caused the escalation of the situation in Aleppo. If Russia thought that cooperation 
could be used to improve relations, and these hopes have failed to come to fruition, 
what will the future of the conflict be under Trump’s administration? Will Moscow 
fill a vacuum caused by US entrenchment? Today, the preservation of state order 
in Syria is so essential that the Russians will continue to support the regime. Russia 
has been persistent in pursuing its goal and there is no indication that this will 
change any time soon.” 

The second panelist analyzed the impact of Russia’s intervention on the ground: “I 
will discuss a different angle regarding Russia’s presence and military deployment 
in Syria, and the large scale air campaign. Russia’s aim is to protect the regime’s 
zones and the route between Daraa and Damascus including Homs, Hama and 
Idlib, where the regime was collapsing in October of last year, as well as the route 
from Aleppo to Turkey. With the Euphrates River and oil facilities controlled by 
ISIS, Russian tactics lack accuracy; they bomb areas held by the opposition and it 
is difficult to know who bombed where, and whether the bombings were carried 
out by the regime or Russia.” 

“I think that the preference was for a military to military relationship between the 
regime and Russia, yet Russia understood that relying on the regime troops was not 
sufficient because they lack adequate training, hence the cooperation with the 
Iranians and Hezbollah. Despite the quagmire, I think Russia is doing well so far 
and has saved the regime. Russia’s involvement has complicated any other foreign 
intervention, and has forced the regional powers to take them seriously, which are 
important Russian achievements. Despite the fact that Trump’s views on the Syrian 
conflict are vague, there are three possible scenarios for the outcome of the 
conflict:  

- The regime is successful in retaking the country: This will require an in-
depth Iranian presence in Syria, which is something that cannot be achieved 
within the next year. 

- If the US prioritizes the need to weaken Iran, this will lead to cooperation 
with Russia by establishing a trusteeship over Syria. This approach is an 
option in the US administration currently. 



- The continuation of classical insurgencies (not civil war), but this will make 
Syria impoverished and unstable for the foreseeable future. 

Several interesting questions were raised by the audience: How do you see the 
evolution of the refugee crisis in these three scenarios? What about the 
implications of Russia’s policy on its relationship with Europe? Is there room for 
future negotiations? How do you see future competition between Iran and Russia? 

Regarding the question on the refugee crisis, one of the panelist said that it 
“depends on the host country and on the region in Syria that these refugees will go 
back to. I can see people going back to some areas; however, I don’t think that 
people from regions that are hostile to the regime will be able to return. Many of 
the areas from which the refugees were pushed out are now destroyed. Who will 
provide the money to rebuild them and bring the refugees back?” 

“The Iranian Russian competition is very interesting. I think that the motive now is 
to preserve Assad, at least in the northwest. There are no major disagreements 
about their objectives currently, and I do not think that this will become apparent 
until the war is over.” 

Another panelist remarked, “All of these actions are portrayed by Russia as 
defensive actions. Russia views all post war actions taken by the West as a 
conspiracy to encircle Russia. Russia’s insecurity is important in order to 
understand its motives in trying to strengthen its presence in the region. I think that 
we are in a wait and see mode. The Russian media responded very enthusiastically 
to the election of Trump, however, Russian elites are aware that Trump will not 
solely be formulating the US’s policy towards Syria. Putin thinks that Clinton was 
involved in demonstrations against him when he returned to the presidency in 
2011-2012. Regarding Iran and Russia, from a Russian perspective, it is a marriage 
of convenience but it is ready to change this in light of its relationship with the 
West.” 

The panelist added: “The Russian regime wants to prove that Russians are not 
dying in this war, and according to an official statement, since September of last 
year, only 19 have died. When the campaign started, around 50% of the population 
supported the intervention, even in Dagestan (which has a large Muslim 
population), but the memory of Afghanistan is still vivid in the minds of many 
Russians, therefore, information on casualties is avoided in the media. Russia 
wants to preserve state order in the Middle East and this has been a motivating 
factor in terms of their intervention. What happened in Libya under President 
Medvedev, who abstained from voting on resolution 1973, is something Putin was 
not pleased about. This is all unfolding at a time when there are upcoming Duma 



and presidential elections. This is why Russia is first and foremost concerned with 
the preservation of the state order. The Russian population does not associate the 
Syrian campaign with economic hardship, as what is shown on Russian TV does 
not portray the conflict as a war; it only shows missiles launches, Russian soldiers 
liberating civilians from terrorists, as well as children eating Russian chocolate for 
the first time in months. Even though some of Russia’s goals have not been met, it 
has not been a costly intervention for Russia”. 

Regarding Russia’s reluctance to deal with non-state actors, the panelist said in 
response to a question about the role of paramilitary auxiliaries fighting alongside 
regime forces and supported by Iran: “While the use of paramilitary forces is not 
commented upon in Russian media, experts say that Russia does not feel 
comfortable with these arrangements, but believes they are necessary. The 
European security architecture is a source of disappointment for Russia. There is a 
perception in Russia that they were never rewarded by the West, despite the fact 
that they did not object to sanctions on Iran and supported the West in Afghanistan. 
They therefore view their relationship with a Middle Eastern regional power a tool 
to oblige the West to respect Russia. In addition, as Russia is geographically close 
to the region, it does not want a regional war in the Middle East. It was heavily 
concerned with Assad’s chemical weapon arsenal, as it feared that this could have 
escalated into a regional war”.  

The debate concluded with one of the panelist saying that, “historically, these types 
of conflict usually end with a compromise, and Russia is the only clear ambitious 
player in this situation, which will have a negative impact on Syria’s stability in the 
long run”. 

“The US President-elect is more likely to make deals with foreign leaders; 
however, his national security advisor has strong views against Islamists, Bashar 
Al Assad and Iran. How the Trump administration perceives Russia is one of the 
main concerns regarding his policy towards Syria. It is also unclear if the rest of 
Trump’s cabinet will remain conventional in their thinking. Russia does not solely 
control what is happening in Syria, it only controls its share of military operations, 
and it is likely that they will control even less when the regime regains control.” 

The second session entitled “The Iranian role in the Syrian Civil War” started 
with the first panelist speaking about the regional strategic objectives of Iran and 
its role in Syria. The panelist said, “the four main drivers guiding Iran’s policy are: 
The need for economic integration in order to become a major economic and 
energy hub connecting Asia to Europe (which will make it less vulnerable to 
sanctions); the ongoing rejection of the State of Israel; the containment of US 



influence in the region; and the ambition to reshape regional order and limit the 
influence of the US in shaping the international order”. 

The panelist added, “Syria has a specific function amidst these drivers, as it is the 
only strategic partner of Iran, and Hafez Al Assad was the first to recognize the 
Iranian Republic after the revolution. Relations improved under Bashar who 
shaped a strategic partnership with Tehran. Iran’s defense budget is only about one 
tenth of Saudi Arabia’s, so it is unable to compete in conventional terms, which 
means that Syria is a crucial building block if Iran wants to continue projecting 
power in the region. Without Syria, Iran cannot create a counterbalance against the 
Gulf States, Israel and the US. If Syria falls, Iran will likely be next, and they are 
facing a complex question regarding their security: If Iran loses Syria, it will 
simultaneously lose access to Hezbollah, which means that it will be dependent in 
securing its own borders. While the dominant view in Iran is that they should be 
supporting and investing in Syria, there is a smaller faction that opposes this view. 
The security situation has changed since 2001-2002; Afghanistan and Iraq are 
unstable, the rise of ISIS is very dangerous, and Assad and Hezbollah have been 
weakened. Some within Iran think that this chaos is a huge opportunity for Iran to 
shape its role and to influence events in the region, especially with the limitations 
of the US role. The nuclear deal did not change anything on the ground for Iran, so 
we should not expect Iran to behave differently just because of the nuclear deal. 
Maintaining its presence in Syria is Iran’s top priority which is something that 
Assad is aware of, and that’s why he welcomed the intervention of Russia in order 
to create a counterbalance. Iran has been sidelined in the negotiation process and is 
no longer the decisive actor. There are severe divergent interests between Iran and 
Russia, from political order to the reintegration of the armed factions supporting 
the regime. Russia’s actions in Syria are not necessarily about Assad himself, it is 
more about sticking to the structures Assad secures. There is a connection between 
Iran and Syria, but divergent interests exist as well. Depending on how the conflict 
will evolve, Iran will try to secure its interests on the ground and is preparing for a 
possible fall of Assad’s regime. It is interested in having a good relationship with a 
government that will secure the presence of Iran in Syria, which will show the 
extent to which the conflict has become complicated on the ground”. 

The second panelist analyzed why, what and how Iran is investing in Syria, and 
said, “Iran has turned Syria into a symbol of resistance, and has objectives in 
keeping Syria in the axis of resistance, although its main ally is Hezbollah. One of 
the objectives is to have an Islamic army for future goals. At the strategic level and 
in the long term, Iran, Russia, Syria and Iraq will have a security alliance in the 
future, and even Egypt might join this alliance. Iran wants an unhindered land 
corridor to Lebanon, which will give it access to the borders with Israel. Iran will 



fulfill this role through a series of connected partnerships against the enemy; the 
architect of the system was General Hussein Ramadani, who was killed in October 
of last year. He trained 100,000 soldiers who held off rebels around Damascus. On 
the field, Iranians have two different missions that are very much intertwined: 
Specialized forces and voluntary individuals trained in Syria who fight alongside 
other Shia militias like Afghanis and Pakistanis. These forces travel all the way to 
Damascus and report to the recruiting head office in Damascus, with recruitment 
offices also located in Najaf and Karbala. There are more than ten defensive 
groups in Syria in charge of defending Shia shrines in addition to other missions, 
such as those engaged in the recent operations in Aleppo. Their work is mostly 
voluntary based and are not paid much (500 to 600$ per month). At a time when 
conflicts ravage the Middle East, these paramilitary forces can have an 
unpredictable and destabilizing effect”. 

In response to questions from the audience, one panelist said that “Iran is heavily 
buying real estate in Syria and offering land to Afghanis, so there is a plan for 
demographic shifts in some regions of Syria. The auxiliary groups are used 
successfully by Iran, as it does not require a lot of money to train these forces on 
the ground. The Russians are not very comfortable with these actors having a 
decisive role in the conflict and Iran will try to establish alternative forces to have a 
say in Syria even after the end of the crisis”. 

Regarding to what extent is Iran worried about a decentralized scenario, a panelist 
said that “Russia tried to bring to the table a decentralized scenario, but that it was 
not welcomed by Iran because the expansion of this model in the region will affect 
the large Kurdish population in Iran. Iran is not convinced that a land corridor to 
the Mediterranean, which goes from Idlib, Homs to Latakia and will be possible 
within a decentralized scenario, which is why they will relocate to secure this 
route”. 

Another panelist answered with regards to the Iranian militias, saying that “it is 
clear that Iran wants a more religious Syria, and that they want an exact copy of 
Hezbollah in Syria in order to secure their transportation and logistics route. It is 
also unlikely that Iran will become a major gas hub due to the increasing amounts 
of domestic gas consumption. Even though Iran will try to secure a land corridor 
from Iraq to Western Syria, it possibly lacks adequate resources for such an 
objective. It might not be able to enforce the territorial integrity of Syria, but it will 
definitely try to reclaim a land corridor”. 

The third session was entitled “Hezbollah’s Strategic Dilemma”, and the first 
panelist debated the relationship between Hezbollah and Syria. “The relationship 



from a historical context can be divided into 5 to 6 stages: In 1982, Hezbollah was 
established as a result of an arrangement between Iran and Damascus to target 
Israel in Lebanon. In the initial phase, Hezbollah was useful for both parties; 
however, the kidnapping of Colonel Higgins in the 1987-1990 period severed the 
relation between Hezbollah and the other Shiite militia in Lebanon Amal. This 
ended in 1990 with an agreement between Iran and Syria regarding Hezbollah. 
Fundamentally, Hezbollah was not looking to join the political system in Lebanon. 
This came to an end with the withdrawal of Syrian troops from Lebanon, after 
which Hezbollah joined the political system in 2005”. 

Regarding Hezbollah’s narrative on the intervention in Syria, the panelist 
commented, “Hezbollah has proven its ability to go outside Lebanon and engage in 
battles and has presented itself as an actor that prevents extremism in Lebanon, and 
has been able to leverage the threat of jihadism in this country. In addition to this, 
Hezbollah was able to successfully bring its presidential candidate to office after 
two and a half years of political stalemate and presidential vacuum.” 

The panelist added, “There is an agreement about keeping Lebanon stable, but 
what is missing from this is the fate of poor communities such as Tripoli, where 
“Band-Aid solutions” are used to respond to the threat of extremism. There are 
many social and economic issues that have led to the rise of extremism, but have 
not been fully dealt with yet”. 

“With regards to the conflict with Israel, Hezbollah has proven that it can plan and 
integrate itself when fighting alongside other factions, but the majority of these 
tactics does not change what is happening or might happen on the borders with 
Israel. There are communities who hold a grudge against Hezbollah for its 
intervention in Syria, and it is losing its strategic depth in Syria. Israel is now 
willing to target Hezbollah, which now does not enjoy the support it had in 2006. 
Through the conflict in Syria and Yemen, Hezbollah lost many supporters and its 
popularity”. 

The second panelist commented that, “Hezbollah has clearly played a role in 
protecting the Assad regime, yet the 2011 war is remarkably different than the past 
30 years of Hezbollah’s history. The factions Hezbollah are fighting are different 
than Israelis, as they are Muslim fighters who have been trained for five years in 
the fiercest battles. In Syria, Hezbollah fights in larger formations than usual and 
half of Hezbollah men joined the ranks of the Syrian army in order to stiffen its 
backbone. In terms of Hezbollah casualties, approximately 2000 have died up until 
this point. The number of casualties from the Syrian intervention is more than 
double than those from all the wars with Israel. In Syria, Hezbollah operates more 



like an army, compared to the guerilla-style used against Israel. It developed 
tactical expertise and no longer acts as a guerilla force, and instead, considers itself 
now as a conventional force. Despite the fact that Hezbollah has not been in a state 
of constant combat since 2000, the Syrian conflict allowed the new generation of 
Hezbollah fighters to learn valuable combat skills that will be exploited in the case 
of a possible future war with Israel”. 

After praising Hezbollah’s military discipline and strength in Syria, the panelist 
added, “Hezbollah leaders are aware that Israel is more likely to attack when 
Hezbollah is busy in Syria. However, this could be a mistake on Israel’s part as 
Hezbollah top fighters are kept in Lebanon. In Syria, Hezbollah finds the Syrian 
army untrained and undisciplined, and as Hezbollah fighters are placed in 
commanding roles above Syrians, this leads to conflicts between the troops. The 
communication between Hezbollah and the Russian military showed that Russia is 
impressed with Hezbollah’s fighting in Aleppo”, however, the panelist wondered 
what the impact of these relations will be in the future.  

The panelist concluded by saying that “Hezbollah is fighting in full force in 
Aleppo without the need to justify itself. Despite the rumors about Hezbollah 
withdrawing; it is likely to stay in Syria for as long as needed, especially since it is 
appreciated by the Iranians and the Russians”. 

Participants raised the following questions: “We heard how Hezbollah’s valuable 
battlefield experience gained in Syria will not necessarily be useful in a war against 
Israel. But what did Hezbollah learn regarding collaboration with other factions, 
which could eventually be used in another war?”; “Russia has a good relationship 
with Israel and has been impressed by Hezbollah’s intervention in Syria. How can 
this be translated in places like the South of Lebanon? And “Is there a divide 
between Hezbollah and Iran? To what extent do Hezbollah and Iran share the same 
point of view?” 

One panelist responded saying: “If the current momentum continues and Aleppo 
falls and if further down the road the rebels and opposition come to an agreement 
that makes Assad stay, it seems likely that the conflict will be reduced to a level of 
insurgency and that Hezbollah will be integrated into the forces active in Syria; but 
it is unclear which commander control system will be used. The Iranians and 
Hezbollah have strategic interests in having an active presence in the Golan 
Heights. This plan replicates what Hezbollah did in Lebanon between 2000 and 
2006, in order to extend the blue line in Lebanon and exert more pressure on Israel. 
However, this depends on the circumstances because the situation in Golan now is 
not in favor of this scenario. Hezbollah will have a major role even after the end of 



war in Syria. We saw in Iraq that Hezbollah trained Iraqi Shias in camps in Iran; 
Iraqis have a cultural and linguistic affinity with Hezbollah, which is not the case 
with Iranians. This is the utility of Hezbollah for Iranians who act in different 
fields through Hezbollah.” 

The panelist continued: “On the tactical level, Hezbollah is trying to preserve the 
Assad regime and this is unlikely to change soon, but it will be interesting if this 
tactical relationship between Hezbollah and Russia continues and evolves. It is a 
very interesting dynamic that should be monitored closely”. 

“In general, when it comes to Lebanese issues, Iran trusts Hezbollah to act in their 
joint interest as it understands the dynamics better. Regarding the strategic issues, 
Iran has set the guidelines, for example, the resistance campaign from 1991 until 
2000, and the strategic decision was made by Iranians and Hafez Al Assad 
regarding confrontation with Israel. There is not likely to be divergence between 
the two because both think that this battle is strategic. The dialogue will be focused 
on how they can do better”. 

An audience member expressed a divergent opinion: “The raison d’être of 
Hezbollah’s existence has been denied and they have become a deterrent force and 
made this clear to Israel in the United Nations: “If you do not attack us we do not 
attack you”. Hezbollah has now entered into a different phase vis-à-vis Israel. The 
Shia of Lebanon cannot tolerate another divine victory like in 2006. Plus, in areas 
like Zabadani, their inability to take over this area showed the shortages of 
Hezbollah. And now, Hezbollah knows that the artillery fire of the Lebanese Army 
cannot be matched by Hezbollah. Hezbollah failed after Koseir, and as a result, the 
Russians had to come in, which shows that Hezbollah is strong, but at the same 
time its limitations were proven. It has also been accused of corruption and illicit 
trade with drugs, and, for example, officials building villas costing two million 
dollars. And the most important thing is that the major challenge is the ascendant 
role of the Lebanese Army and the Lebanese Government.” 

The last wrap-up session was entitled “What does this mean for the negotiation 
process and the future of Syria?”. The first panelist said that “the scene is very 
fluid internally, regionally and internationally. Territorial spheres of influence are 
shifting back and forth. A year after the Russian intervention, Russians have not 
liberated  significant areas from ISIS, and the newest actor in the conflict is the 
Turkish intervention, which aims to liberate or occupy land in the north and create 
a safe zone. This has caused a failed state system that does not maintain 
sovereignty over its lands. It has lost a sense of its borders, economy, and natural 
resources and relies on a cash influx from one of its allies. Assad is no longer the 



main pillar, but a thin line balancing between fragmented elements of his 
coalition.” 

Regarding the legitimacy that could be brought back to Syria, the panelist said 
“The local administrative councils spread throughout the country have a strong 
administrative and transparency structure. It is up to the local communities from 
the bottom up to build peace and to teach Syrians how to be good politicians. The 
bottom-down approach has been experienced and there is not likely to be any 
positive result from this. Yet the regime and its allies want a military solution. The 
international community has been trying to reach out to these populations who are 
not represented. Over and over, the proven point is that when local actors are 
ignored, agreements are not sustainable. The idea is to create new conditions and 
new hopes. The local councils are the best hope, regardless of all the comments 
about them. A political solution will be reached once this balance of power has 
been settled and when no one exits the equation as a loser. This should be 
highlighted not only to the Americans but also to the Russians.” 

The second panelist started the intervention by paying tribute to “Ghassan Tueni, 
who used to call the Lebanese war “The war of others”, and I wonder whether it is 
the same situation now in Syria? Is it a proxy war or a revolution against the 
regime, or both? Many thought the Syrians would put an end to the Iranian 
influence in Syria but this assumption was wrong. Is an agreement between the US 
and Russia sufficient enough to end the war? We need an agreement between the 
Saudis and Iranians in Syria, Iraq, and Lebanon, which is far from possible. Let us 
not forget the grassroots of the conflict, the Syrians themselves. The Syrians will 
by no means accept the reinstatement of the Syrian regime. In order to reach a 
political solution, we need an agreement that ensures all stakeholders’ interests 
without forgetting Israel and the refugee crisis.” 

Finally, the third panelist spoke about the complexity of the crisis: “We do not 
have one conflict, but a list of conflicts and sub-conflicts, and in Geneva, we are 
dealing with very few of these. We have a cleavage in other countries of the Arab 
spring: Secularism against the Islamic concept of a state. We have Kurdish-
Kurdish and Kurdish-Arab conflicts, as well as an international conflict since the 
Security Council has been paralyzed since 2011. In Geneva, we are focusing on the 
main conflict, but when we move forward, we have to think whether focusing on 
other conflicts will help or not”. 

And on the question of asymmetry the panelist said: “We have reached a certain 
point of asymmetry. In 2014 we were thinking about the need to stop the 
negotiations, and I asked about the difference between these negotiations and those 



that have led in 1989 to the Taif Agreement? The answer I received was: At that 
time everyone in Lebanon was exhausted but in Syria nobody is exhausted yet, 
however, isn’t there a minimum interest for all sides to come to a political 
settlement that will have an impact on several other benefits first like the 
reconstruction?” 

Regarding the mediation design the panelist said: “We know all the discussions 
about the format of opposition groups, but the intervention by Russia in Syria is 
militarily, political and diplomatic. When the military challenges are settled, the 
reform will happen under the Russian umbrella. Different stakeholders are in 
competition. Russians intervened in Syria on a macro level and are not interested 
in people and religious affairs. On the other hand, the Iranians are going in on the 
micro level. All this is a constant challenge to the negotiation process in Geneva. 
Due to the asymmetry, we have to ask ourselves whether the present format will 
bring us forward or help us adjust things. There is one moral question that we all 
ask ourselves: What is the space for international organizations and countries to 
add value to the political outcome of this conflict?” 

To answer the questions raised by the audience one panelist added: “Pan Arabism 
has always failed; there is a philosophy of the “winner takes it all” model. There is 
a mentality prevailing in the region that we cannot now get rid of. We had ad-hoc 
initiatives that were rejected by Damascus, precisely because they reject the idea of 
the independence of local administrative structures that threatens the legitimacy of 
the government”. 

And regarding the possible adoption of an agreement similar to the Taif Agreement 
in Syria, and the danger of the non-representation of the Shia community the 
panelist replied: “We have to compromise on many things to stop the bloodshed, 
so it would be a possible scheme but it will not be consecrated in the constitution 
because Syria is different than Lebanon. How Syria will end up depends on the 
way negotiations are held, and what kind of peace will we get. I mentioned that we 
have a list of conflicts and we are addressing a few of them, so we will have a 
nucleus of pacified areas and it should be so good and attractive for others to join. 
It will never be a central state again and there might be hybrid forms like free areas 
and councils. The decentralization can be a compromise formula many could agree 
upon, but we should not forget the Kurdish issue or the ISIS threat. I don’t want to 
be pessimistic. We have since 2011 completed different activities in the civil 
society and we have knowledge of Syrians outside Syria who are ready to come 
back once peace is established.” 

  


