
 

 

Geneva 3; deemed to be a failure? 

On the basis of UN Security Council Resolution 2254, peace talks between the Assad 
regime and his opposition were supposed to start yesterday in the Swiss capital of 
Geneva. However, they were delayed until Friday due to a disagreement over issues 
of representation and preconditions set by the opposition to stop Russian airstrikes 
that target them. While speaking to reporters earlier today, UN especial envoy for 
Syria Staffan De Mistura rejected to label these indirect talks as ‘Geneva 3’ because 
in his words “[these talks are] leading to what we hope will be a Geneva success 
story”.  Alas, De Mistura’s hopes are not anywhere close from being realised.  The 
militarily, political and international circumstances within which negotiations are to 
be held are pushing the swing powerfully toward a sole negotiator; the Assad regime, 
while leaving the other party too fragile to negotiate a road map.  

Internationally and militarily speaking, conditions are playing at Assad’s 
stake with his main backers, Russia and Iran enjoying the strongest position since 
the outbreak of the war.  Iranian President Hassan Rouhani embarked yesterday on 
a whirlwind tour to Europe aiming to sign multi-billion dollar contracts to revive his 
country’s economy after the U.S ended decades of sanctions on Iran. Similarly, Putin 
was given a free hand over the Syrian sky and land, whereby his ties with the Obama 
administration have been warmer than ever, and reached the level of partnership in 
the war against ISIS. Moscow and Tehran have shrewdly exited the international 
isolation and, furthermore, they succeeded in imposing themselves as major players 
in the Syrian drama, whom one would not be able to formulate any scenario to end 
the war without their intimate involvement.  Militarily, on the ground, the Assad 
forces, thanks to Russian Sukhoi, are regaining many strategic zones such as the 
villages in Northeastern Latakia and areas surrounding Homs. 

On the Other hand, the Syrian opposition’s situation is deteriorating rapidly 
on all levels. Internationally, their supporters, mainly the U.S. and the West are 
reluctant to press for any compromises on the regime’s side, instead they actually 
threatened to cut their support if opposition groups attempted to argue against their 
plan.  Militarily, moderate groups are being targeted by the Russians and are also 
losing ground to ISIS and the regime while their resources are nearly exhausted after 
being under siege for years now. At the grassroots level, the opposition’s popularity 
and legitimacy is demising due to the inter-factional clashes, and also because of the 



humanitarian disasters that are ranging from starvation inside Syria to the sinking 
bodies on Turkish shores. Therefore, unlike the regime who successfully secured a 
triangle of power consisting of international support, military and economic 
resources before going to the negotiation table, the opposition delegation is heading 
to Geneva while the guns are towards their heads. Rationally, embarking on peace 
talks with the Assad regime while his forces are sieging villages and while Russian 
jets are targeting opposition strongholds would be a fatal mistake.  

The opposition is trapped now, and seems to have two last options to 
maneuver; either to turn the table on the regime and Russia by accepting to involve 
the politicians whom Moscow demanded to add to the opposition delegation, while 
in return a comprehensive ceasefire and a release of political prisoners would be 
activated. Such ceasefire will secure some pressure cards for the opposition and 
more importantly, will strengthen its legitimacy in the eyes of anti-Assad Syrians 
and maximise the faith in the political solution amongst them. The second option, is 
to suspend its participation in these peace talks. The opposition has nothing to lose, 
it is indeed, in its worst position ever. So rejecting to take part in the negotiations 
could turn into the only card in its hand, and moreover, it would reinforce its positon 
internationally and locally.   

Lastly, it is worth quoting the distinguished political scientist Kenneth Waltz 
(1924-2013), he says “asking who won a given war is like asking who won the San 
Francisco earthquake”. Hence, it’s very axiomatic that no particular party could 
ultimately win the war, but there are varying degrees of defeat though. Political 
settlement is the main remedy to the Syrian conflict and to re-build a healthy 
democratic state. Yet, any peace talks to negotiate a political settlement should 
balance the power of all actors on the table otherwise it would be futile. Given the 
fact that negotiation is the art of pressuring, the Syrian opposition is very weak to 
negotiate without having any cards in hand and without a single carrot on the 
horizon. Henceforth, it would be a suicidal attempt by the opposition to accept such 
a form of negotiations. One good aspect about Geneva 3 is that the Syrian opposition 
agreed to the concept of a political settlement, and that the West finally came to 
understand that the Islamist militants should be included, yet the bad news is that the 
West is neither serious nor powerful enough to push forward a peace plan for the 
Syrian crisis. The current proposal and the context of Geneva 3 cannot be dubbed 
peace talks, rather, it is an international implicit acceptance of the Assad regime and 
Russia as supreme power in a prolonged bloody war. Yet, the U.S and the 
International Community should recalculate their stances so they would come to 



realise that in truth, the failure of Geneva 3 would not only backfire on Syria and the 
region, it would go beyond borders. Arguably, the first implication would be a rapid 
radicalisation of the moderate anti-Assad fighters, who survived Russian artillery on 
the ground. Many of them might join the ISIS, and many other might reach the 
western shores.  

 

 

 

 


