
32 International EIR July 19, 2013

ernment has drawn the logical conclusion: It has to be 
prepared militarily to defend itself. From the time, in 
August 2011, of the overthrow of Muammar Qaddafi, 
against all international law, the Russians have known, 
and said repeatedly, that ultimately, they will be the 
target of the Empire’s policy of destroying national 
sovereignty, in the pursuit of its policy of world domi-
nation and depopulation.

The Chinese will not be far behind on the target list.
From the Fall of 2011 on, the Russian leadership has 

moved to up its military preparedness, with the reorga-
nization of its military-industrial sector and leadership. 
President Vladimir Putin has also called a number of 
extraordinary military exercises, of which the world 
would do well to take notice.

The snap military exercises in Russia’s Eastern Mil-
itary District, ordered Putin on July 12, are the largest 
since the Soviet period, reported Russia Today, and 
may even be the largest anywhere since the end of the 
Cold War. According to various Russian press reports 
and statements from the Defense Ministry, 160,000 
troops from all service branches are involved. TU-95 
Bear strategic bombers based in the Amur region are 
involved, having been ordered to full combat readiness 
on Jan. 14. “The main goal of the drills is to check the 
readiness of units to carry out their missions, and to 
assess the quality of their training and technical pre-
paredness,” the Defense Ministry said in a July 13 state-
ment, reported by RIA Novosti.

This exercise is the third or fourth in a series of snap 
drills which have been called since November 2012. It 
will run until July 20.

The Russian enterprise comes on the heels of the 
largest joint naval drill ever conducted by China and 
Russia, held in the Peter the Great Gulf near the city of 
Vladivostok. The exercise, which involved 4,000 ser-
vicemen, concluded on July 10.

The Russians and Chinese are determined to in-
crease their military cooperation in the face of West-
ern—largely U.S.—insistence upon a policy of encir-
clement, and transparent efforts to incapacitate the 
ability of both nations to defend themselves against a 
first strike. At the same time, however, they are seeking 
to find Americans, in particular, who will cooperate in 
long-term projects of cooperation—so far, only to see 
them sabotaged by British agent Barack Obama and 
company.

Tony Papert contributed substantially to this article.

U.K. Parliamentarians 
Challenge Queen’s 
Perpetual War Policy
by Carl Osgood

July 15—A significant faction of the British political 
establishment is not at all comfortable with the notion 
of a Hundred Years War in the Middle East, particularly 
when such a conflict presents the threat of drawing the 
U.S. and Russia into a global, thermonuclear confronta-
tion. This was borne out by the debate that took place in 
the House of Commons on July 11, on a motion calling 
on the government of Prime Minister David Cameron 
to abstain from making a decision to provide arms to 
the Syrian opposition, without first putting the question 
to a full debate and a vote in the Parliament.

The motion, which carried by a vote of 114 to 1, was 
supported by members from all three parties; and the 
debate took on, not only Cameron’s policy, but also that 
of the Queen’s favorite, former Prime Minister Tony 
Blair. While the vote was considered non-binding, the 
Daily Telegraph reported today that Cameron has 
dropped plans to arm the Syrian rebels, in part, because 
of counsel from senior figures in the Conservative 
Party, including the Tory whips, who told him there is 
little prospect of winning a vote in the Commons on 
arming the rebels.

Just a few days before the debate, on July 8, Blair ap-
peared on BBC Radio 4’s Today program to call for mil-
itary intervention in the Syrian conflict. “Personally I 
think we should at least consider, and consider actively, 
a no-fly zone in Syria.” he said. “A refusal to engage, as 
you see from what’s happening in Syria at the moment, 
where, after all, as a proportion of the population there’s 
now been more people that have died in Syria in a civil 
war that shows absolutely no sign of ending than in the 
entirety of Iraq since 2003. So, you know, inaction is 
also a policy and a decision with consequence.”

Blair has, in fact, been calling for Western military 
intervention in Syria for quite some time. On Feb. 28, 
as the 10th anniversary of the Iraq war was approach-
ing, he told the BBC that, not only had he been right to 
destroy Iraq, but the world must agree with him to do 
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the same to Syria and Iran, im-
mediately. And on June 20, 
during a conference in Jerusa-
lem, he declared that “time is 
not our friend,” adding that, 
“the cost of staying out” of 
wars against Syria and Iran 
will be higher than going to 
war.

This is the same kind of 
lying propaganda that he used 
to start the 2003 Iraq War.

Queen’s Prerogative 
Under Attack

Blair was very much on the 
minds of those Members of 
Parliament who took part in the 
July 11 debate, but two of them 
went explicitly after the 
Queen’s prerogative to take the 
country to war without Parlia-
ment participating in the decision.

The issue of the royal prerogative was first raised by 
Labour MP Paul Flynn, who noted that, “The assump-
tion is being made that Governments decide whether 
we go to war, but even that is not true.” That decision, 
he said, “rests with the monarch under the royal pre-
rogative.” Therefore, “The reason we need Parliament 
to be supreme, and not the Government acting under 
royal prerogative, is the bitter experience we have had. 
In 2003, this House was bribed, bullied, and bamboo-
zled into voting for the war in Iraq.” Nearly 50 Labour 
Members of Parliament who had already made state-
ments against the Iraq War “were pressurised into 
changing their minds and abstaining or voting for the 
war,” and it was all on the basis of a lie, “or misunder-
standing,” that Saddam Hussein allegedly had weapons 
of mass destruction, Flynn said. The same process was 
repeated for the deployment of British troops into Hel-
mand province in Afghanistan in 2006; and the pressure 
is being applied again “for war in Iran to protect our-
selves from non-existent long-range Iranian missiles 
carrying non-existent Iranian nuclear bombs.”

Those decisions, Flynn concluded, should be made 
in Parliament, “and there certainly should not be any 
Government [i.e., royal—ed.] pressure that settles those 
decisions. We should do it in future in free debate.”

Flynn’s point about the royal prerogative was en-

dorsed by Labour MP Jeremy 
Corbyn. “This really goes to 
the heart of the power of Par-
liament because anyone out-
side this place, and indeed 
anyone outside this country, 
would find it extraordinary that 
in the 21st century we still do 
not have a war powers act, and 
that the Prime Minister can still 
use the powers of the royal pre-
rogative to take us to war, 
supply arms, sign treaties, or 
anything else,” Corbyn said. 
“Surely a democratic Parlia-
ment and democratic account-
ability of the Executive require 
a vote in the House of Com-
mons before any major deci-
sion can be taken that would 
have enormous implications 
for our foreign policy.”

Cross-Party Opposition to Cameron
The motion itself was the product of opposition 

across all three parties to Cameron’s policy of arming 
the Syrian rebels, and the debate reflected that fact. 
Tory MP John Baron, the sponsor of the motion, warned 
against the dangers of pumping more arms into a situa-
tion where there is already a huge amount of weapons.

“If humanitarian concerns are uppermost in peo-
ple’s minds,” he said, “it beggars belief that anyone 
could suggest that pouring more arms into the conflict 
would not add to the violence and suffering.” He also 
warned that “the civil war in Syria is, in many respects, 
a proxy war being fought out at different levels,” those 
levels being Sunni versus Shi’a, Iran versus Saudi 
Arabia, and even the West versus Russia and China. 
“The risk of pouring more weapons into this conflict 
and of pouring more fuel onto that fire is that we not 
only increase the violence within Syria, but extend the 
conflict beyond Syria’s borders in very large measure.”

Peter Hain, a former Labour minister, argued that 
Britain is, in fact, culpable to a large degree for the vio-
lence in Syria. “We should have promoted a negotiated 
solution from the very beginning,” he said. “Instead, we 
began by demanding [Syrian President] Assad’s uncon-
ditional surrender and departure. However, calling for 
regime change meant chasing an unattainable goal at 
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The Queen’s favorite Tony Blair is working overtime 
to escalate the conflict in Syria, using the same kind 
of lies he did in pushing the Iraq War.
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the cost of yet more bloodshed and destruction, and so 
did supporting a rebel military victory.”

Menzies Campbell, a former leader of the Liberal 
Democrats, told the House that supplying arms to the 
Syrian opposition “constitutes a major change in the 
foreign policy of this government, with unknown po-
litical, military, and perhaps even Constitutional signif-
icance. Therefore, “the House is entitled to pass judge-
ment on this policy before it is implemented.” Campbell 
went even further, however, to say, “Were the govern-
ment to implement a policy of this kind without allow-
ing the House an opportunity to pass judgement, it 
would be an abuse of the process, and would most cer-
tainly be regarded as such outside this House.”

On July 10, Foreign Secretary William Hague ap-
peared before the House of Commons to make a state-
ment on the Cameron government’s foreign policy, and 
in the process of answering questions, assured the 
House that the government would bring the question up 
for a vote should it decide to send arms to the Syrian 
rebels. While a number of partisans of the government 
used this point to try to argue that the motion under 
debate was “academic” or unnecessary, Baron noted 
that “there is a deficit of trust on these issues.”

In fact, more than 80 Tory MPs have signed a letter 
to Cameron asking that prior to any decisions being 
made about Syria policy, that they be put before the 
Parliament for a full debate and a vote. The trust prob-
lem was no doubt aggravated by Cameron’s statement a 
few days earlier that the U.K. had to retain the “ability 
to take action very swiftly.”

The Lords Weigh In
Discontent with the idea of arming the Syrian rebels 

has also been expressed in the House of Lords, notably 
by Lord Paddy Ashdown, leader of the Liberal Demo-
crats from 1989 to 1999, and UN High Commissioner 
for Bosnia from 2002 to 2006. Ashdown has a history 
of supporting military interventions in other countries, 
but he nonetheless argued, in a speech before the Lords 
on July 1, that military intervention in Syria is “not sen-
sible,” despite the fact that he otherwise agrees that 
Assad must step down.

Ashdown gave a number of reasons why Britain 
should not supply arms to the Syrian rebels, but the 
most important reason had to do with the potential for a 
wider war. “Syria is not the conflict,” he said. “[I]t is the 
front line in a wider conflict that is no longer about the 
great Satan of the West, but is now about the great her-
etic in Tehran. What we are seeing being built up now is 
a determined attempt, funded by the Saudis and the Qa-
taris, to create a powerful, radicalised, jihadist Sunni 
element that can capture the community of the Sunni as 
a preparation for a wider war against the Shi’a.”

What is happening in Syria, Ashdown continued, is 
connected to what is happening in Lebanon, Tunisia, 
Egypt, and Mali. Therefore, “it is important that we un-
derstand the position of Russia. We believe that Russia 
is in favour of Assad because he is Russia’s last man in 
the Middle East. However, there is a deeper reason that 
we should understand. The Russian Islamic republics 
of Dagestan, Chechnya, and so on, are being infected 
by exactly the same movement. They know that the ji-
hadisation of the Sunni umma [community] is affecting 
their stability.” Therefore, Russia is in great danger, he 
explained.

“So we have this terrifying situation of the West 
being instrumentalised on one side in favour of the 
Sunnis, and the Russians being instrumentalised on the 
other side in favour of the Shi’a in what runs a grave 
risk, although not a certainty, of widening into a much 
broader religious conflict that will engulf the Middle 
East.”

REVIVE GLASS-STEAGALL 
NOW !

“The point is, we 
need Glass-Steagall 
immediately. We 
need it because that’s 
our only insurance 
to save the nation. . . . 
Get Glass-Steagall 
in, and we can work 
our way to solve the 
other things that 
need to be cleaned 
up. If we don’t get 
Glass-Steagall in first, 
we’re in a mess!”
— Lyndon LaRouche, 

Feb. 11, 2013 
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‘Glass-Steagall: Signing a Revolution’
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LaRouchePAC is now 
leading a nationwide 

effort to push 
through legislation 
for Glass-Steagall

(www.larouchepac.com).


