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MR. TIM ROEMER:  Well, good afternoon.  My name is Tim Roemer.  I’m the president of the Center for National Policy.  Welcome to our center and to a very interesting and intriguing event on Syria.  

We have two distinguished speakers here today, David Albright, who will talk a little bit more about the September 6th mystery incident, but also broadly speak about Syria and the Middle East; and Robin Wright, a reporter with the Washington Post, who will talk more generally about Syria geopolitically, economically, and the politics of the Middle Eastern region – give us an overview from 10,000 feet.  

Before I introduce both of them, I want to also say that the Center for National Policy entered 2008 with a commitment to bring some of the most interesting issues forward to the American people.  We have initiated a presidential series, where we just had Charlie Cook come and speak about what’s likely to happen next in the presidential primary season, and we’ve also had these ongoing series about the Middle East, an area which will greatly impact American national security interests for the years to come.  

We started with a program on Saudi Arabia.  Today, as I’ve said, is on Syria.  And tomorrow, we will be having a program on Pakistan and recent developments there since the Bhutto assassination.  

So these kinds of informed sessions, with some of the most interesting and connected speakers, is what the Center for National Policy has dedicated its mission to, and also we’re really trying to bring forward the issue of proliferation.  

We have – Robin and I were talking beforehand about the efforts of the MacArthur Foundation and the very, very good work that they do across the board.  We have a MacArthur grant here at the center to work with members of the United States Congress on national security issues, so we’re delighted to share that common interest of the MacArthur Foundation today, Robin.  

We’re very excited about today’s program with respect to Syria.  There’s not a whole lot that we have understood as of yet about what happened in the desert on September 6.  There’s been a lot of speculation about that particular event.  Was it a military site?  Was it a place that the Iranians were running weapons to Hezbollah?  Was it somehow connected as a nuclear site?  Speculation has run across the board on all of those different options.  

It’s also an area that is very important to the United States and with respect to Syria and U.S.-Syria relations, where there are U.S.-Syria relations, for Syria’s impact on the Middle East process and their connection to Iran and Hezbollah.  How will that change in the future and what is the current situation there today?  I think Robin will bring more insight to that particular set of questions.  

Let me introduce both our speakers as we get to this very interesting topic.  First of all, David Albright, a physicist, is the president of the Institute for Science and International Security in Washington, D.C.  He has written numerous assessments on secret nuclear weapons programs throughout the world.  He has cooperated actively with the IAEA Action Team from 1992 until 1997, focusing on the analyses of Iraqi documents and past procurement activities.  

Albright has testified many, many times up on Capitol Hill to members of Congress, on both the Senate and the House side, and is highly respected up there for his analyses.  He has also served with expertise on healthcare to former Governor Romer of Colorado.  And so you have a broad portfolio there, David.  Expanding on that, he – prior to founding ISIS, he’s worked as a senior staff scientist at the Federation of American Scientists.  He’s a member of the research staff of Princeton University’s Center for Energy and Environmental Studies.  And in the early 1980s, he taught physics at George Mason University right down the street. 

He holds a Masters in Science from Indiana University, my home state, and also has a Masters of Science in mathematics from Wright State University.  

So we’re delighted to welcome David.

As I get into Robin’s introduction, a very distinguished journalist and author, she has reported from more than 130 different countries on six continents for the Post, the Los Angeles Times, the Sunday Times of London, CBS News, the Christian Science Monitor.  She has written for the New Yorker, the Atlantic Monthly, Foreign Affairs, Foreign Policy, the New York Times, and several other publications.  

Her foreign tours include five years in the Middle East, two years in Europe, seven years in Africa, and several years as a roving correspondent in those areas, as well as Latin America and Asia.  She’s covered a dozen wars and several revolutions and she is now a diplomatic correspondent for the Washington Post.  In 2003, she was awarded the United Nations correspondents’ Gold Medal for coverage of international affairs.  She’s interviewed a wide range of interesting, fascinating people in the world, from South Africa’s Nelson Mandela to Pope Paul II to Libya’s Qaddafi.  

She – I could go on and on, but let me try to mention one of the books that she’s written.  Among several books, is one called The Last Great Revolution: Turmoil and Transformation in Iran and it was selected as one of the most 25 memorable books of the year 2000.  

She has become a regular panelist.  If you turn your TVs on Sunday mornings, on Meet the Press – the roundtable – and she’s been doing that for the last four and a half years.  

So I’m delighted to have them both here.  We are honored to have their analyses and their input.  And with that, how do we want to start?  You want to start with David doing – David, do you want to go first and then Robin can kind of finish up looking at the wider, broader picture?  What do you feel about it?  Is that good?  

MR. DAVID ALBRIGHT:  (Off mike) – in general.  Well, thank you very much, and I’m happy to be here.  I must say the topic of the site bombed in Syria has remained controversial and I think part of it is that there just isn’t much information available publicly.  And I think what I’ll be talking about is work that we try to make public, but I must say we’re constrained.  And I’ve worked with Robin on this, and I think the portions of the media, in some ways, are even more constrained.  And so I think in the public domain this remains a controversial action by Israel.  
And I’d like to step back a little bit and I brought some satellite imagery, but it’s going to be hard to see, so I might skip most of it, but it – but the site bombed is fairly nondescript, and I’ll come back to this in a little bit.  I don’t think you can all see it, but I’m sure you’ve seen pictures in the newspapers and on TV.  

We, at ISIS, found it and it was extremely difficult to find.  It actually was a multi-week effort to actually locate the bombed site.  And Paul Brannan, who’s sitting over there, had a lot of the really torturous work of scanning through hundreds of square kilometers of satellite imagery that we obtained from DigitalGlobe to try to locate this.  But that being said, it doesn’t confirm what the purpose is.  
And if I can start with this – the whole mystery where no one wants to talk about this.  It took a week before it came out in the media that a bombing had taken place – or approximately a week.  Israel said nothing; Syria said nothing; the U.S. government said nothing.  And I think that for people like myself at ISIS, we had no idea what it was, but clearly, got a signal early on that this was not missile, not chemical, and likely or possibly nuclear.  
And we started to search for facilities and really found nothing in the immediate – in the first few weeks, and found very little information.  Largely what we could find, using our sources and working collaboratively with the members of media, were no’s.  It’s probably not missile, or as I said not chemical.  I think there was even an almost quasi-public statement by the Israelis that whatever it was, that they hit something critically important to them at a time when military tensions with Syria were high, and they’re not going to do that.  And then someone would finish the story privately for a missile site or a chemical weapons site.  They already know a lot about those sites and there’s nothing a bombing can do that would be decisive in changing the reality of Syrian chemical weapons or Syrian missiles.  
And so while we couldn’t get a direct answer from the Israelis, we certainly got pointed in the direction, but we didn’t know what kind of nuclear facility.  And if you spend time looking for nuclear facilities in the world, they’re actually often quite hard to find.  Even a nuclear reactor is not what you often think of as something that glows in the dark and shows up in satellite imagery.  I worked on many cases where the reactor is not obvious at all.  If you talk about uranium enrichment, particularly with gas centrifuges, it’s – there is no signature of a small gas centrifuge plant.  And I think we could present pictures of sites that no one saw, no intelligence agency identified, as a gas centrifuge plant, specifically in cases in Iraq, for example, but other places too.  
You need other information beyond a satellite image.  And no one was willing to talk about the site, but I would say Syrian secrecy certainly kept this debate alive, and I think the media was particularly intrigued with the lack of information.  And I must say there were people like Robin.  There were some people at New York Times, her colleague Kessler, Glen Kessler (sp), who were dogged in trying to get some answers.  And I think that over the weeks, it slowly emerged that the most likely site that Israel struck was a nuclear reactor.  

Again, Israel is saying nothing; the United States is saying nothing.  And so it’s largely media reports that are pointing in the direction.  And I must say, just to cut this part of story short, we found a site looking for a nuclear reactor.  We had tips in the media by – I think, close to that time, we were actively collaborating with Robin, and we went out to find a nuclear reactor.  And all can – in the Q&A can talk about some of the details of that, but there are hundreds of sites we had to look at.  

We didn’t know the geographic location, except in a broad sense, but with the media tips we didn’t – we knew we didn’t have to look too far from the Euphrates, and we knew generally where to look, in what direction of one Syrian town, but it took – it was some hard work.  But we found a site that we thought was the most likely candidate for what was attacked, and this is essentially it.  When we found it, we asked around and we went to the IAEA and learned that they had found the same place.  They didn’t know what it was.  

In fact, if you see the media, the IAEA is skeptical that’s a nuclear reactor.  I do know they don’t have any information beyond what we have and probably have less, but they – this is the same site they found in a search.  And it’s at that point that we then handed the image to Robin, who then confirmed that it was the site attacked.  And we can – Robin will have to decide how much she wants to talk about that, probably not very much.  But I think by the time the story came on the Post, we released our report.  I think we felt we had the right place and that there was certainly a strong reason to believe it was a nuclear reactor.  

Now, let – I will say that that remains controversial.  Some people believe that it’s not a reactor.  There were some reports in Israel that it’s a nuclear weapons production site.  I find those a little bit far-fetched because it not only requires a facility to be there that’s extremely difficult to pick out.  If you’d ever tried to find a reactor, it’s hard.  If you try to find a place where they’re making weapons components out of plutonium, I would challenge anyone to find it if the country wanted to hide it, particularly when they’re only talking about making one or two weapons.

But it also requires something else.  Syria has to have plutonium, and in the articles, there was speculation that it was North Korean plutonium; North Korea had sold the plutonium to Syria.  And I find that personally far-fetched, and we’ve found absolutely no evidence of that.  And in that sense, we’re bounced back toward thinking of a reactor.  We don’t see that Syria’s gotten much on centrifuge and we’ve looked at that for several years.  I won’t go into it too much, but it just pushed back toward a reactor.  

Now, I think there have been a lot of speculation and discussion about why this site was attacked.  And let’s – unless you’d accept for a moment it's a nuclear facility, I don’t – I’m over time taking a fairly pessimistic view on why it was attacked.  And the obvious reason is Israel doesn’t want to allow Syria to have any nuclear capability.  It's always said that.  And so whatever state of construction this was that, it was going to knock it out.  And I would say our analysis of the photos is that it's not that far along.  Regardless of when it’s started construction, it’s not that far along.  And I can go into why I think that.  

I’d also say, I looked up the records on Pakistan. We followed the construction of their reactor for a long time, and it took them almost 15 to 20 years to build a reactor.  And they were much more capable of acquiring the wherewithal to build a reactor than I would think Syria was.  Again – so it can take a long time.  So having it start – whatever the date is, five years ago, six years ago, seven years ago – it doesn’t mean that it should be far along by now.  And so we would stick with the assessment that the satellite imagery suggests it’s not very far along, but I don’t know if that would matter to Israel.  

I think it’s – certainly one of the benefits Israel got out of this was a lot of attention and without having to take any responsibility, it could send a signal, in a sense, that Israel’s back, that it has returned and it can strike into the enemy’s territory freely and knock out places.  I don’t – I would guess that’s not why they did it.  

What I would worry about is – what I’m increasingly coming to is that it was a very negative reaction to the international community, a loss of faith that the international community could deal with facilities like a Syrian reactor, that they – and they have to just look at what’s happened in Iran at the Natanz enrichment plant, where it was built in secret, it’s discovered.  The international community is called upon to deal with it, and yet all that happens is that it comes under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards, and people on the outside of the U.S. Trade Council demanded that Iran shut it down, which it doesn’t do.  

And at the same time, Iran continues to be rather untransparent about its nuclear activities, and so you can't advocate this warm, fuzzy feeling that Iran is not going to build a nuclear weapon using this site or spinoffs from this site once the technology is fully developed.  And we know what that warm, fuzzy feeling is because we’ve – I’ve worked, and others have worked, in South Africa and looking at their nuclear weapons program, the same in Brazil.  You know when a country’s turned the corner or has decided to be transparent.  Iran has not.  

Another case, which I’m sure is on the Israeli mind, is Algeria.  Algeria built a reactor in the 1980s secretly with Chinese – source supplied by China.  And again, the international community, when they learned about it – it was made public by the United States in about 1991 – essentially, what happened was, it comes under IAEA safeguards and Algeria refused to show the IAEA facilities nearby the reactor, that at least the Spanish Intelligence Service, and some others, thought were related to possible plutonium separation ambitions.  And so you have another case, where a country builds something in secret and, in essence, gets away with it by getting far enough along and using the weakness of the international community to do nothing.  

And so I think that, in my mind, it's a severe attack on the international nonproliferation regime, and one that I don’t know how to fix, but I do think if I give one somber message today, it's that the Nonproliferation Treaty, or the treaty and regime, is in trouble.  And Israel’s action against Syria may have been one strike – further strike against that regime and a sign of loss faith in the ability of the regime to work.  

Now, I’m not sure what that means for attacking Iran.  I would think it doesn’t mean much.  I don’t think this is a prelude to attacking Iran – I'll add that.  

Let me end on North Korea.  It’s a – to me, the question of North Korean and Syrian cooperation is one of the more intriguing aspects of this whole subject, and one that certainly we’d like to find out more.  The – I do accept that there is a good chance, or there’s a possibility, that North Korea provided nuclear assistance to Syria and – but I don’t think, as I said before, I don’t think they sold plutonium.  And I also would say that this is hardly an argument against stopping the six-party talk process on North Korea.  

In fact, I would say it’s an argument – particularly if I can be cynical, since the facility has been bombed – that it’s an argument to try to draw in North Korea, to try to shine light on what they’re doing internationally with illicit trade, not just nuclear, but other types of illicit trade, and then get them to commit to stop and then try to do that in a way that can be checked out.  

And so I would say this is an opportunity to get the North Koreans to do more, and hardly an opportunity or a reason to isolate them or punish them for this, and that – and in fact, North Korea does do all kinds of really nasty trade, and it’s in missile areas and others, as you know, and so it makes sense to try to find ways to stop them.  

Let me jump to just some other pictures real quick and I’ll end on that.  You’ve seen pictures of the destruction.  The first one that I guess the New York Times and ISIS just got last week, where it shows a new building on the site and it’s – I didn’t bring the pictures – it’s also some pipe trenches and pipe work going out to what we think is a water treatment plant that appears on this image, although we had thought that there were this – there were pipes already laid from this – the old building out to this water treatment plant, but we couldn’t prove it.  But this shows that at least they’re laying the pipe work now for some reason.  

The purpose of the building is hard to fathom, but I doubt very much it’s a reactor, given the speed it was put up.  We also just acquired this image.  We haven’t published it yet, and I apologize; it’s very hard to see.  But it looks like they’re putting the foundation in, so this is November 16th of 2007.  And it’s a – it's not a very sophisticated foundation, but you wouldn’t expect a very sophisticated building to be put up as quickly as this has been put up.  And it suggests to me that it’s probably a warehouse of some type, rather than some sophisticated building.  

Certainly, from a curiosity point of view of someone who wants to know what happened, we certainly worry that the building that’s been put up so that they can excavate what was not – or what was covered in September and October, but they didn’t want to take out.  So you worry.  This doesn’t tell you one way or another if they were doing excavation, but it does mean that there is a reason for the International Atomic Energy Agency to go there.  There’s a reason for more transparency from governments on this, but I’m not optimistic that it’s going to happen.  

And I think what’s going to continue to happen, though, and this is – I’ll turn it over to Robin – we’re going to continue to look, journalists are going to continue to look into this.  And I think more will emerge, but as a base of my own experience – and I guess Robin has had similar – it’s really difficult to get the little bits of information out that you do find.  Thank you.  

MR. ROEMER:  David, thank you very much.  
Robin, if you would give us a general overview then on Syria, what it would mean for the region and the United States.  

MS. ROBIN WRIGHT:  Okay.  I should preface this by saying I’ve been spending almost 30 years traveling in and out of Syria.  And I went there and spent a lot of time in the last couple of years for a new book I have coming out next month on the future of the region, and I devote one section of it to Syria.  

The one thing that struck me the last time I went was how much time we all spend looking at Syria in terms of its external relations, its foreign policy, its regional policy, on the peace process, on the Arab-Israeli conflict, on Lebanon, on its relationship and support for extremists or rejectionist groups, but then we pay startlingly little attention to what’s happening actually inside Syria.  And I think in context of what we saw happen on September 6, it's kind of important to get a broader context because I think Syria is arguably today the most brittle regime in the Middle East, and that’s saying quite a bit.  

So I decided to take four different topics to take a look at very briefly.  One, for Syria and the regime, its opposition forces, its economy, and its security.  On the regime itself, the thing that’s so striking when you’re in Damascus, or any other part of Syria, is how much it’s stuck in the past.  Bashar Assad is, in some ways, more dangerous than his father, even if he is weaker than his father.  For all his ruthlessness, Hafez al Assad was a man who had an ideology, who had a vision, who had a sense of Syria.  He knew the Ba’ath Party’s constituency in the lower-middle classes, in the rural districts, among the peasantry, among minorities.  

Bashar, in contrast, is the prince.  He has a bit of a sense of the outside world, but it's a sheltered exposure from his brief stint in London, but he has far less sense of Syria itself.  He doesn’t have the vision.  He has nothing in terms of ideology beyond the words and he is very dependent, far more so than his father, on an inner circle – or inner circles, I should say – because they’re constantly moving around and the four different security services in Damascus.  He’s also politically very dependent on his family, Majd, his brother, his sister Bushra and her husband Assef Shawqat.  And then on his cousins, he’s dependent for a lot of the economy, his mother’s family, the Makhloufs, who reportedly have control of everything from the cell phone monopoly to the Dunkin’ Donuts franchise.  

Syrians say that Bashar is more comfortable in power after more than seven years.  I would say maybe.  I think he has learned the ropes of it more.  He’s learned how, as his father did, to constantly move around people to create that kind of instability, so that people are dependent on him or the regime.  He’s learned – as I call it – the art of shuffling among the security forces, among the politicians.  But his main instrument of power is fear – and his father had far more than that – fear in terms of both events in the region and in terms of what’s happening inside the regime.  

In terms of the opposition, I think that there are basically three categories.  One, there are the human rights activists and they span a wide variety from the Ba’athists to the dissidents.  Then there are the leftists and the former Marxists, and the third category are the Islamists.  The human rights activists generally are very weak and limited in terms of their action.  The leftists have done the most to galvanize some kind of reform agenda or a reform movement.  They were the biggest factors in the so-called Damascus Declaration, which went beyond the issue of demanding reform to begin talking about regime change and they were important in uniting the disparate opposition groups.  And they were also critical in the Damascus-Beirut Declaration, which was, for the first time, trying to get the Syrians to let go of Lebanon and recognize its full sovereignty.  

The strength of the Islamists, which also vary widely, is in many ways unknown.  The head of the Muslim Brotherhood is in London, and when I interviewed him for the book, he admitted he hasn’t a clue how strong the Muslim Brotherhood is in Syria.  He’s formed an alliance with a former Syrian vice president.  I think the thing is – when we talk about Islamist movements in Syria, the thing that’s more interesting are the unknown cells.  One of them began some attacks in 2005, the Jund al-Sham, which is the Soldiers of Greater Syria; and the further unknown of the passage of al Qaeda and its allies or surrogates through Syria, and what impact this is likely to have long term.  These are people who used Syria as a transit into Iraq.  

In some ways, Bashar’s regime is not as bad as his father’s was.  His father, if you remember – I lived in Beirut at the time – engaged in a clampdown, Hama, which led to the deaths of somewhere between 5,000 and 20,000 people, again, an action taken against the Muslim Brotherhood.  

Today, some dissidents actually get trials.  It’s a meaningless process, but it is recognition that you will be sentenced to a term.  I interviewed a wide array of dissidents in Syria who were dumped in jails, never tried, and one man who spent – who was confined in isolation in a cell the size of an elevator shaft, no windows, no contact with anyone for 18 years, never knowing how long he was going to be in, never given a trial, having no access to lawyers, no contact with his family.  And today he will – he actually has been jailed three times.  The fourth time, he got a trial and he was sentenced.

And so there is – in that sense, there is a marginal – it’s marginally better, but the tensions, particularly lately, again have been ruthless, and he’s following the pattern of his father.  Whenever the regime feels insecure, feels that there’s anything that has gained traction, they just lock up whoever is engaged in it, and then begin harassing all of their family members.  They could lose jobs, can’t have a livelihood, have to sell their home furnishings in order to survive.  

So it’s crude and conspicuous in its brutality.  And yet for all the daring of the different kinds of opposition there are in Syria today – and I think to some degree, the fragility of the regime or the brutalness of the regime – there’s no prospect that any of the opposition groups are going to make any significant impact, I think, any time in the near future.  

The third element is the economy, and this is an area of particular vulnerability and it’s often overlooked.  It’s not a crisis, but it is a very major factor.  Syria once padded its lackluster economy by what we call checkbook diplomacy, blackmailing Saudis and the rich Gulfies for money in order to go along with whatever initiatives they had in the Arab League – in Lebanon, through bribes and drugs and payoffs and rip-offs.  Most of that has evaporated.

The Syrians have also lost their patron in the Soviet Union and the violation – in violation of UN sanctions, they made about a billion dollars a year smuggling Iraqi oil during Saddam’s era.  Since 2003 and the U.S. invasion, they’ve lost that source of income as well.  

For a brief window, since Syria discovered oil in 1984, it did have a little bit of a cushion.  Crude exports exceeded imports beginning in the 1990s, but reflecting this very sorry state of Syria’s economy, that Syria’s modest oil production soon accounted for half of the government revenues and two-thirds of its foreign exchange, but that’s no longer true.  Today, imports now exceed exports.  And this month, I was told the other day, diesel fuel is now difficult to find.  

So the brief oil boom life removed, over the last 20 years, some of the sense of panic about, or urgency about, the need to reform the economy.  And the attitude was, “Why bother?  We have this cushion.”  And I think Syria has now begun to pay the price for delaying something that it needed to begin doing a long time ago.  

Damascus today has a very hard time absorbing the 300,000 young people who enter the job market every year.  

There are no food shortages.  You don’t feel it on the streets, but it is a troubled economy in which corruption has become really a part of everyday life.  The only place I know that’s worse in the region, and a region very bad on corruption, is Iran.  And when I was there – and almost every time I got in a cab, the cabby would be pulled over from a policeman who emerged from absolutely no place in some obscure corner asking – saying that he violated something, which he clearly hadn’t done.  Basically, he was driving on the street, not in the wrong lane, not speeding, whatever.  And the trick is, you have to give some cash to the policeman in order for him not to write the ticket, and that just happens now.  The cabbies say that's part of not just daily life, but throughout the day.  

There’s also very little work incentive without reforms.  When I was in – and lived in Beirut in the 1980s and would travel to Damascus at least every month, we used to hear the joke about how Syrian civil servants would go to the office in the morning.  They'd leave their coat on the back of their chair, go out for coffee or to work a second job, and they'd go back in the afternoon and pick up their jacket and go home.  They basically not worked at all.  When I went back last year, I heard the same joke.  Nothing’s changed very much.  

The last area I wanted to discuss was national security, and security, at the end of the day, is the basis of most everything Syria does.  It’s been based on five different factors or premises.  One is – the most obvious is regime survival, and that’s not easy for a regime that bases its – that has a constituency of 11 percent of the Alawite population, the ethnic base of – in Syria.  

Secondly, on parity with Israel, Hafez al Assad’s dream was always not just to do the kind of deals that the Jordanians and Egyptians did, but one that would endure and that would not be a cave-in.  He wanted something more extensive and enduring.  The third is control over Lebanon, so that it is unable to make any decision or act unilaterally without Syrian approval.  

The fourth is a coalition of convenience with Iran.  This is not necessarily a natural alliance at all, but Syria needs Iran in a post-Cold War world. And the fifth one – fifth and final – is the ideological security.  At one point, the Syrians actually had dreams of exporting the Ba’athist ideology, but it still wants to accrue allies and influence, and it’s doing this today largely through the Ba’ath Party wings in other parts of the region, doing through the Palestinian rejectionists and extremists.  

Juggling any of these goals has been increasingly difficult, I think, for Damascus.  I think the regime has endured steadily – unsteadily by trying to address something here, something there, teasing us with – by coming to Annapolis, but not being willing, at the end of the day, to really engage in the peace process, stalling.  

On the last issue, and that’s the September 6th attack, I will admit that I was one of those who had really grave, serious doubts that there was a nascent nuclear reactor there.  And it took a lot of convincing to convince me that it was at least a possibility.  I was one of those who believed that this was – when we – before we knew where it was, especially when we heard where the Israeli planes, I think, dropped a fuel tank or something – anyway I was convinced that this was something that they were attacking, some Hezbollah arms that had come by land from Iran into Turkey and to Syria, destined for Beirut.  

I guess I’m mystified as well why Syria would want to move on this track.  It struck me as wildly ambitious because it doesn’t have the educated class, the nuclear technology, engineering, weaponry to sustain a program, unlike Iran, which does have all of those dimensions.  It’s also a hugely expensive program at a time its economy is troubled.  And finally, I think neither the Syrians, nor the Israelis, want to take steps that would lead to a confrontation.  I think they’ve both been trying to avoid it.  

I will add one other final point on the North Koreans.  And my understanding is that the Israelis went in at that hour to avoid – there were actually North Koreans working on site.  And they went in late at night, in large part to avoid collateral damage, or the death of North Koreans that might inflame this and endanger the six-party talks.  

So that’s my summary of Syria today.  

MR. ROEMER:  Thank you.  Please join me in thanking our terrific panelists – (applause) – on this very difficult topic to talk about.  
David, let me start with you with a question and it’s a tough one, and you even hinted at it.  

(END)  

