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[Mr Lammy]
We need cooler heads rather than broader shoulders.
The Government must abandon the march for “war by
the weekend” and assure the House that any military
intervention will be countenanced only after the weapon
inspectors have been given time to investigate, free from
external pressure. The process might be long and arduous
but it is necessary and right.

We are holding this debate on the anniversary of the
speech that Martin Luther King made, but he made
another speech in 1967 against the Vietnam war. We
should reread his words.

6.55 pm
Lorely Burt (Solihull) (LD): Like many Members, I
have deep reservations about the actions we are
contemplating. I am therefore pleased by the changes
made to the Government motion, regardless of whether
they were prompted by last-minute demands by Labour
Members—although quite why they proposed an
amendment almost the same as the revised motion is a
little beyond me.

I welcome the common-sense decision to allow the
weapons inspectors to report before we take the final
decision to act and the UN’s work to secure consensus
for action. Colleagues on both sides of the House have
expressed scepticism about whether Russia will vote for
it, but I urge the Government to wait until a Security
Council resolution can be proposed and voted on before
taking any further action.

Russia and China abstained in the vote on the no-fly
zone over Libya, and there is scepticism among colleagues
who believe that this will happen again, but in the face
of overwhelming support among the rest of the
international community Russia would be further
marginalised and the legitimacy of international action,
with or without a supporting UN Security Council
resolution, would be increased.

Regardless of whether we agree with Russia, it is
entitled to its point of view, which is that action could
lead to further destabilisation in the middle east. Ironically,
if we do not get the Russians to vote on a resolution we
give them an opportunity to make mischief and blame
western imperialism and themselves to contribute to
destabilising the region.

The third change that I welcome is that a further vote
must be held before any military action is agreed. Without
that, I would not have been able to support the motion.

I still worry that we might be embarking on a slippery
slope: that what we agree today will pave the way to
further action. I worry that we are being softened up.
The motion still provides that the UN must be allowed
as far as possible to ensure the maximum legitimacy for
any action taken. It states that



“every effort should be made to secure a Security Council
Resolution…before any such action is taken”.




The implication is that if we do not get the UN resolution
we will take action anyway and that that will be the next
step. If the UN cannot get the consensus it needs, will
we not already have tacitly supported military action? It
is only one small step to approve “limited” action, and
once you have done that you are on the road. It is a bit
like pregnancy: a woman cannot be a little bit pregnant—
either she is or she is not.

Dr Thérèse Coffey (Suffolk Coastal) (Con): I appreciate
the hon. Lady’s concerns, but I think she is debating
something we are likely to discuss next week. Does she
agree that we should not allow the conscience of Russia
and China to be our conscience when we are considering
potential action?

Lorely Burt: I entirely agree. I am not suggesting that
we take no action; I simply think that we must have
international approval before taking that step.
Having bombed supposed chemical weapons sites,
what then? With all that human suffering, surely we
should intervene further. As the right hon. Member for
Hitchin and Harpenden (Mr Lilley) commented, would
we really want to allow President Assad to win? Several
hon. Members have expressed concern about military
action and they, like me, fear mission creep. Not every
member of the public has researched these issues in
detail, but they have a strong feeling. Only one person
in four supports military action. Members of my own
party are fearful of that and have urged me to vote
against. Even the chambermaid at my hotel yesterday,
before I left my family holiday in Wales, said to me,
“Please don’t let them vote for war.” I will not.

In summary, I do support action, as I said to the hon.
Lady, but under the present circumstances, not a military
solution.

Damian Collins (Folkestone and Hythe) (Con): No
one wants war, but does the hon. Lady agree that there
is a war, whether we want it or not, and if we choose to
do nothing at all and further atrocities are committed
and further chemical weapons attacks take place, what
comfort will that be to any of us?

Lorely Burt: I am not suggesting that we do nothing,
but in order to ensure that we act with maximum
legitimacy, we must have transparent international law
on our side and make sure that the actions that we take
have wide international approval. If not, we run the risk
of being condemned as a pariah by Russia and giving
the Assad regime an excuse for more action. At present
I support action, but not a military solution. I want to
make it clear that unless we act with a wide international
coalition within transparent internationally agreed law,
I will not vote to take military action in Syria in the
future.

7.1 pm
Kate Hoey (Vauxhall) (Lab): I remember, 10 years
ago, like many Members, sitting on the Government
Benches listening to the whole of the Iraq debate and
agonising about how I should vote. I remember my
heart telling me that I should support my leader—I
particularly wanted to support my right hon. Friend the
Member for Blackburn (Mr Straw), my good friend—and
my head telling me throughout that debate, “No, there’s
something wrong here,” and I voted no. I voted no,
understanding that many members of my own party in
Vauxhall probably supported the war, although most
did not. Many people in my constituency supported the
war, although most did not. There was an even split at
that time.

On this occasion, 10 years on, I am very clear and I
am not agonising. I oppose military action in this case.
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