



	
	

	
	

	Page:Hansard (UK) - Vol 566 No. 40 August 29th 2013.pdf/23

	
		From Wikisource

		


		

		
		

		Jump to navigation
		Jump to search
		This page needs to be proofread.
1465
Syria and the Use of Chemical Weapons
29 AUGUST 2013
Syria and the Use of Chemical Weapons
1466

 

Bill Wiggin (North Herefordshire) (Con): In the right
hon. Gentleman’s legal experience and opinion, at what
point does destroying air defences and preventing a
military capability start to become regime change, and
would not that be illegal?

Mr Llwyd: Clearly, regime change is unlawful in
international law. Any incursion of that kind would
have to take sides, so inevitably that will follow. The
hon. Gentleman is right.

The timing of the decision must also be questioned.
If, as some of us believe, the decision on military action
has already been made in Washington and agreed by
the UK Government, that is the real reason why we are
here: because Washington feels that there should be
some bombs falling this weekend. Many atrocities have
taken place in the two years since the conflict began.
Surely those seeking to take military action could wait a
few days longer, to ensure that their facts are straight.

It is obvious that there is no threat to the security of
the UK—that we know. The Government seek military
action in order to deter and undermine chemical weapons.
They may well seek that—that is fine, although military
action must be sanctioned by law—but surely they
should wait until the full conclusive proof is available,
verified by the UN, having had the inspectors’ report.
The basis of any decision on military action taken in
that light, the Government’s own litmus test, should be
undeniable. That is why I believe it is imperative that
even within the Government’s own reasoning, they should
heed the UN Secretary-General’s call for more time to
establish whether chemical weapons were used and, if
possible, where they emanated from.



Naomi Long (Belfast East) (Alliance): There appear
to be two conflicting objectives in what has been set out
by the Prime Minister. Does the right hon. Gentleman
agree that on one hand it is about policing the use of
chemical weapons, and on the other a humanitarian
agenda is being set out, with legal reasons why a
humanitarian intervention would be possible? The three
conditions could have been met in Syria at any time for
many months, however, and have been met in many
other countries around the world where we have not
intervened, so which is the real objective in taking us
forward in this way?

Mr Llwyd: That is a very good question. The abstract
of the legal opinion presumes that there will be no
progress via the UN, so it then goes into detail on
humanitarian intervention. There are at least four flaws
in that debate, but that is for another time, and no
doubt we shall have that opportunity.

Even if nothing else is learned from Iraq—there are
many lessons to be learned—the one lesson should
surely be that weapons inspectors should be given time
to carry out their work and report fully to the UN. The
situation in Egypt is a timely reminder of western
Governments’ fickle adherence to so-called universal
principles: first supporting the movements rising against
the Mubarak regime in favour of democracy, and then
siding with the army when it carried out a coup and
overthrew a democratically elected Government. Gaddafi
was condemned for Lockerbie, then lauded for opposing
al-Qaeda, then condemned again swiftly when the situation
turned in Libya. In the recent past, Assad was lauded 
by the British Government. His actions now clearly are
deplorable, as have been the actions of many other
groups fighting in this conflict, which has descended
into a bloody civil war.

The recent build-up of rhetoric regarding military
action has been confusing. Last Friday, the United
States and UK Governments were pressing for weapons
inspectors to be allowed into Syria. On Monday the
inspectors went in, albeit under difficult circumstances,
but on Monday evening all indications were that the US
and UK had made up their mind, and that a strike was
indeed imminent. That may be why we are here today.
On Tuesday the UK softened its stance, however, perhaps
worried about the consequences of proceeding into
conflict where there is very little public support for
it—the legacy of Iraq looming large, as has been said.

Plaid Cymru will be voting against the Government
motion and instead supporting the amendment tabled
by the official Opposition, and if it is called, the amendment
tabled by the hon. Member for Brighton, Pavilion (Caroline
Lucas). The past decade has seen the UK embroiled in
many bloody wars, paying a high price in treasury and
blood, and failing to secure any peace. The middle east
is in a very precarious state as we speak. We must learn
well from those mistakes. I want to place it on the
record that our support for the official Opposition’s
amendment today does not in any way imply that we
shall in any way vote for a military strike in due course,
unless the evidence supports it.

4.50 pm

Dr Julian Lewis (New Forest East) (Con): As the
Prime Minister pointed out, poison gas was extensively
used in battle in the first world war. That led to a
revulsion that was formulated by the 1925 Geneva gas
protocol, which banned the use of poison gases but did
not prevent a country from possessing a stockpile so
that it could threaten retaliation if attacked by such
gases. That protocol had nothing to do with the fact
that poison gas was not used in the second world
war—what prevented Hitler from using it was the threat
of overwhelming retaliation. Indeed, sarin and tabun
were nerve gases that Nazi scientists invented in the
1930s and 1940s. Hitler proposed to use tabun in 1943
but was deterred from doing so by the mistaken belief
that the allies had discovered it too, although they had
not. Similarly, Churchill thought of using poison gas
against the V-weapons in 1944, and decided not to do so
on military advice. The gas protocol had nothing to do
with it.

Mr Brooks Newmark (Braintree) (Con): If my hon.
Friend is talking about Hitler’s use of gas on soldiers he
should not forget that Hitler used poison gas on innocent
civilians—6 million Jews to be precise.

Dr Lewis: I am delighted to have the extra minute,
especially as that was the next point I was going to
make, given that a large proportion of members of my
family were among those victims who were gassed.
Hitler used poison gas against those innocent victims
because he did not give a fig for the gas protocol; he
cared about whether or not people could hit back.
Those victims could not hit back whereas the allies
could, and that is why he did not use gas against them.
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