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Map shows how conflict cannot be contained 

Thousands took to the streets last Saturday to protest against David Cameron’s 
drive to a new imperialist war. 

Cameron put his case for bombing Syria in parliament on Thursday of last week. He 
claimed military intervention is the only way to keep Britain safe from a terrorist 
attack by Islamist group Isis. 

“Every day we fail to act,” he said, “is a day where Isil can grow stronger.” But Britain 
has been bombing Isis for over a year in Iraq. The US and others have been 
bombing Isis in Syria and Iraq at the same time. Isis has become stronger. 

Some Tories don’t support Cameron, but argue for ground troops. To win them 
Cameron claimed that Britain will ally with “about 70,000 Syrian opposition fighters 
on the ground who do not belong to extremist groups”. 

This includes Kurdish fighters—although in Britain the government has banned the 
PKK Kurdish group it now wants to arm in Syria. 

The claim of 70,000 fighters came from the Joint Intelligence Committee. This same 
committee lied about Saddam Hussein having weapons of mass destruction in Iraq 
“ready for firing within 45 minutes”. 
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Comment [1]: Certainly Islamist movements 
like Daesh can be comprehended as 
'competing globalisation' forces and networks 
which cut across nation-states. That said, 
Daesh also gains from having territorial 
strongholds. What’s more, Assad’s regime is 
strongly territorial, as linked to the nation-state 
of Syria. Within the Middle East there are 
competing regional imperialisms too. A more 
nuanced understanding of geography would 
help here. 
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Comment [2]: Is British-US-French 
imperialism the only imperialism in operation 
here? What about Russia's intervention - is this 
not imperialist too? Also, what about the 
regional imperialist powers of the Middle East? 
How are you defining 'imperialism' exactly? 
How are you positioning Assad and his regime 
in this context? 
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Comment [3]: What are the roots of Islamism 
and Daesh in particular? Are you implying that 
Daesh is simply a product of imperialism? What 
other conditions of existence over time and 
space have contributed to its development? Do 
you have any ideas on how Daesh might be 
defeated and by what agency? 
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Comment [4]: What is the political 
composition of these Syrian opposition fighters? 
Aside from Cameron's potential alliance, are 
there any elements of the Syrian opposition that 
you would support, and on what basis? What is 
your political assessment of Kurdish fighters 
and the PKK? 
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Comment [5]: Are you claiming instead that 
there are little to no opposition forces that exist 
in Syria (which are fighting against Daesh and 
Assad), and with what conclusion? I am 
confused as to what your line of argument is. Is 
it simply that the figure of 70,000 is 'a lie', and 
that Cameron is proposing war on the basis of 
this lie? 



Evidence 

There is no evidence for an alliance of groups in Syria willing to work with each other 
let alone the West. 

Even Tory Julian Lewis, chair of the Defence Committee, questioned where this 
“magical” number came from. 

General Sir Richard Shirreff, who was Britain’s army chief in Nato, said even if the 
70,000 did exist it wouldn’t be enough. 

He said, “To take a city of 350,000 is going to need a massive force. It’s not 
something you are going to achieve with 70,000 so-called Syrian moderates.” 

The US tactic of arming so-called “moderate” rebel groups has been a shambles, as 
arms and equipment have ended up in Isis hands. 

The Pentagon claimed in 2014 it was training 5,000 Syrian rebels at a cost of £400 
million. 

The US Senate Armed Services Committee exposed the project as a fiasco. 

It asked the army chief in charge of the intervention in Syria, general Lloyd Austin, 
how many fighters had been produced. 

Austin admitted, “We are talking four or five.” 

Cameron’s call for war has plunged the Labour Party into crisis (see page 4). Party 
leader Jeremy Corbyn, who has a long anti-war history, faces a majority of pro-war 
Labour MPs in Westminster. 

Cameron’s smooth speeches may persuade MPs of the case for war. 

But the carnage and chaos more bombing will unleash can mean any war would 
come to haunt him just as Iraq haunts Tony Blair. 

End comment and mark: there are some very basic ideas here which form a 
narrative, but at times the discussion is confused, and overall it lacks a full and 
critically developed analysis and conclusion. 43% 
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Comment [6]: Do you mean no 'alliance' or 
no 'groups' or no both? If there are groups 
(however small), but not in an alliance, who 
oppose Daesh and Assad and who promote a 
secular and democratic resistance, would you 
be in favour of political solidarity with such 
groups - independent of and in opposition to 
Western imperialist powers? You seem to be 
implying that either there are no such forces or 
that such forces (like the PKK) have been 
previously banned by the British government 
thus are… what? Unsavoury? I would assume 
you are instead suggesting that such a banning 
is inconsistent with a present proposed alliance. 
But again, what is your own political 
assessment of the PKK and Kurdish fighters? 
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Comment [7]: You appear fixated with a 
number, rather than with the existence of any 
political resistance in Syria, which opposes 
Daesh and Assad. Why is this? 
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Comment [8]: I wonder: are you making an 
armchair assessment of the 'balance of forces' 
here, rather than a political analysis of the 
forces involved in this war? Furthermore: are 
you positioning yourself as an imperialist Army 
General? Since you seem to be arguing that 
because the numbers of Syrian opposition 
fighters are small and the training of them is 
ineffective, then they are a waste of money? It 
is confusing as to whether you are taking a pro-
imperialist or anti-imperialist stance in this 
respect. 
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Comment [9]: You have made no reference 
to the dictatorship of Assad and Russian 
intervention in Syria. War is a continuation of 
politics by other (forceful) means, thus a 
political assessment of all forces fuelling this 
war is needed. Also, you have failed to assess 
the nature of Daesh. What is your political 
alternative to bombing vis-à-vis the 
humanitarian crisis in Syria? You appear to be 
'against the imperialist war' but 'for'… nothing? 
Finally, think geography – your narrative reads 
as parochial rather than internationalist. 


