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Hello again,
As you will know, on Thursday Parliament rejected a Government motion on the use of
chemical weapons in Syria.
This motion supported the principle of military intervention to protect innocent children and
adults from further unlawful and despicable attacks, but it was no "rush to war" - it was an
option.
The motion clearly stated Britain would not get involved in any such military action
 without another vote,
 without more evidence
 and without more attempts to convince the UN to step in.
On that basis and for reasons I will explain, I supported the motion; but, despite supporting
their own motion which did not rule out military intervention, Labour chose to vote against
the Government motion and it was defeated.
The Prime Minister immediately accepted the vote; the result is that even though evidence
continues to emerge that the perpetrator of these appalling and unlawful attacks on
innocent citizens is indeed the Syrian regime, if there is any military intervention by other

countries we will not be playing our part. I also believe we have considerably weakened our
negotiating hand.
There are those who oppose all war and whilst I may not agree with them I respect their
views.On Thursday evening there were both Conservative and Labour MP’s who passionately
believe we should not take any military action in Syria whatever the circumstances, and
they accordingly voted against or abstained on both motions. They acted on principle and
rightly so.
As you may know I was on holiday when Parliament was recalled. I had been following
events via emails and in newspapers downloaded from the Internet. My own view based on
what I had seen and read was that innocent civilians in Syria had again been attacked, there
was very strong evidence that chemical weapons had been deployed and good evidence the
attack had been launched by the Syrian regime. My view was that if Assad was using
chemical weapons against his own people then this was clearly a war crime - a breach of
humanitarian law requring a tough response which could, possibly should, include military
intervention.
However, I knew the UN officials had not completed their enquiries as to whether chemical
weapons had been used (it is important to remember they were not enquiring as to who was
responsible for any deployment of chemical weapons). I was also very concerned that we
should not rush into any military intervention for a number of reasons and I made my
concerns known to the Government.
I have little doubt there is an overwhelming desire amongst the vast majority of sensible
people not to get entangled, again, in the type of desperately complicated and dangerous
situation we found ourselves in Iraq. The situation in Syria is particularly difficult because
the opposition to the President Assad's regime is so diverse and frankly contains some groups
we most certainly do not want to support or give succour to.
Back in early 2003, I was a candidate in the City Council elections, in the run up to the
invasion of Iraq. I was very much opposed to the invasion and war in Iraq, and didn’t
hesitate to make my views known. It gave those of us who argued against the invasion of
Iraq no pleasure that our analysis and fears were in time proved right.
Had I been your MP I would not have voted in favour of the invasion and I say that not with
the benefit of hindsight but given my publicly stated views at the time.
So I came to the debate on Thursday about Syria with a clean political conscious unlike
many, on both sides of the House of Commons, who voted for the invasion of Iraq and who
now quite understandably, fear making the same mistake again.
I read the Government motion and agreed with it. It clearly states,
"a strong humanitarian response is required from the international community and that this may,
if necessary, require military action that is legal, proportionate and focused on saving lives by
preventing and deterring further use of Syria’s chemical weapons;"
As I say this is no “rush to war” especially as it also states a second vote would have to take
place before we engaged in any military action in Syria and we should continue to persuade
the UN to step in,
"every effort should be made to secure a Security Council Resolution backing military action
before any such action is taken, and that before any direct British involvement in such action a
further vote of the House of Commons will take place;"

It is also important to note that Labour's motion was not against the principle of military
intervention - on the contrary it stated it,
"supports steps to provide humanitarian protection to the people of Syria but will only support
military action involving UK forces if and when the following conditions have been met"
Many of those conditions were echoed in the Government's motion.
The first vote was on Labour's motion which I didn't support as I believed the Government's
was considerably better - far clearer as a statement of principle. Labour lost the vote and
we then voted on the Government motion which I believe, given what their own motion had
said, the Opposition could have supported or at least have abstained.
Since Thursday more compelling evidence has emerged that chemical weapons have been
deployed by the Assad regime against their own people. We now learn of an attack on a
school and the terrible injuries to children and I would urge you to watch an interview on
last nights Newsnight with Dr Rola who has been working in Syria and who witnessed those
injuries and has seen the Syrian planes attacking innocent civilians. I found her evidence
compelling.
(click here for the link to the episode or here to watch the interview with Dr Rola on the
BBC News web site).
Part of being British has been our willingness to take in the refugee and asylum seeker
fleeing persecution at home. I was proud that when there has been clear evidence of the
need to take action to protect the innocent living under tyranny, Britain led from the front
and wasn't afraid to do the right thing. The situation in Syria is not the same as the situation
in Iraq a decade ago, the similarity is with Bosnia where we and other nations failed to
intervene and stop the slaughter.
When the Government lost the vote on Thursday evening Labour MP's yelled with delight. I
have no doubt they celebrated defeating the Government and not because they had
advanced any noble cause. Equally, I have no doubt Assad and his supporters were also
cheering.
Blatant party politics came into play and my great fear is that in reducing our options we
are weakened as a nation and most importantly we have weakened our ability to protect the
innocent and bring about peace in Syria.
I will be sending out my usual email newsletter next week.
Have a great weekend,
Anna

The Government's motion
That this House:
·
Deplores the use of chemical weapons in Syria on 21 August 2013 by the Assad
regime, which caused hundreds of deaths and thousands of injuries of Syrian civilians;
·
Recalls the importance of upholding the worldwide prohibition on the use of chemical
weapons under international law;
·
Agrees that a strong humanitarian response is required from the international
community and that this may, if necessary, require military action that is legal,

proportionate and focused on saving lives by preventing and deterring further use of Syria’s
chemical weapons;
·
Notes the failure of the United Nations Security Council over the last two years to
take united action in response to the Syrian crisis;
·
Notes that the use of chemical weapons is a war crime under customary law and a
crime against humanity, and that the principle of humanitarian intervention provides a
sound legal basis for taking action;
·
Notes the wide international support for such a response, including the statement
from the United Nations Security Council, to “overcome internal disagreements and take
action against those who committed this crime, for which the Syrian regime is responsible”;
·
Believes, in spite of the difficulties at the United Nations, that a United Nations
process must be followed as far as possible to ensure the maximum legitimacy for any such
action;
·
Therefore welcomes the work of the United Nations investigating team currently in
Damascus, and whilst noting that the team’s mandate is to confirm whether chemical
weapons were used and not to apportion blame, agrees that the United Nations Secretary
General should ensure a briefing to the United Nations Security Council immediately upon
the completion of the team’s initial mission;
·
Believes that the United Nations Security Council must have the opportunity
immediately to consider that briefing and that every effort should be made to secure a
Security Council Resolution backing military action before any such action is taken, and that
before any direct British involvement in such action a further vote of the House of
Commons will take place; and
·
notes that this Resolution relates solely to efforts to alleviate humanitarian suffering
by deterring use of chemical weapons and does not sanction any action in Syria with wider
objectives.

The Opposition Motion
This House:
Expresses its revulsion at the killing of hundreds of civilians in Ghutah, Syria, on 21 August
2013;
believes that this was a moral outrage;
recalls the importance of upholding the worldwide prohibition on the use of chemical
weapons;
makes clear that the use of chemical weapons is a grave breach of international law;
agrees with the UN secretary general that the UN weapons inspectors must be able to
report to the UN security council and that the security council must live up to its
responsibilities to protect civilians;
supports steps to provide humanitarian protection to the people of Syria but will only
support military action involving UK forces if and when the following conditions have been
met:
1. The UN weapons inspectors, upon the conclusion of their mission in the eastern Ghutah,
being given the necessary opportunity to make a report to the security council on the
evidence and their findings, and confirmation by them that chemical weapons have been
used in Syria;
2. The production of compelling evidence that the Syrian regime was responsible for the
use of these weapons;
3. The UN security council having considered and voted on this matter in the light of the
reports of the weapons inspectors and the evidence submitted;
4. There being a clear legal basis in international law for taking collective military action to

protect the Syrian people on humanitarian grounds;
5. That such action must have regard to the potential consequences in the region, and
must therefore be legal, proportionate, time-limited and have precise and achievable
objectives designed to deter the future use of prohibited chemical weapons in Syria; and
6. That the prime minister reports further to the House on the achievement of these
conditions so that the House can vote on UK participation in such action.
This House further notes that such action relates solely to efforts to deter the use of
chemical weapons and does not sanction any wider action in Syria.
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