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Preface

An alternative title for this book would be Everything that a British anti-war Movement has ever Told you is Wrong but modesty and brevity dictate otherwise. The reason for writing the essays contained in this short book are two-fold. Firstly, to provide an alternative historically driven narrative on why the British establishment is in a state of constant eagerness to militarily intervene in foreign countries. This narrative is rooted in the British Empire’s rise and fall and as the title suggests certainly not in the supposed loyalty to the so-called “special relationship” with the United States. Secondly, the book, I hope, provides a brief introduction to why and how the British establishment founded an empire.


Therefore, on one level the book should furnish the reader with a constructive rebuttal to a British anti-war movement’s 60-year insistence that Great Britain is a “poodle” to the United States. On another layer of reading I have, once again, hopefully provided the reader with a solid foundational springboard to understand how the imperial legacy of the British Empire lives on in today’s wars. Indeed, one of the unspoken but greatest achievements of the British establishment must be how the subject of British imperialism is absent from academic study at undergraduate level or even post-graduate level. It is a fact that one would be hard pressed to find a module on a Politics, History or International Relations course at undergraduate degree level that focuses on the 400-year-old British Empire let alone a dedicated degree.


I would like to thank the following individuals for their assistance in reading parts of this book. Firstly, Dr. Clive Harris who I have, on many occasions, interrupted as he was engaged in his own research at the Library of Birmingham. Max Ajl and Mudhusree Mukerjee for their feedback on the essay(s) I sent

to them. My appreciation also goes to the staff at John Hunt Publishing for agreeing to publish this book.


Finally, my warmest gratitude to the staff at the Library of Birmingham and my local library in Cradley Heath for their assistance.  The latter assisted me immensely with obtaining many articles and books from the British Library and elsewhere.








 Chapter 1

 Introduction: Great Britain Wants War


The suicide terrorist massacre took the lives of 22 people, mostly children, at a pop music concert in Manchester in May 2017. The bomber had grown up in the city with his parents who had, we are strongly led to believe, “fled” Libya during the era of Colonel Muammar Gaddafi’s rule. His parents had clearly settled in Manchester because there had already been a small but established community of Libyans residing there since the mid-1990s. And some of these Libyans were associated or members of a jihadi organisation, Libyan Islamic Fighting Group (LIFG).

Initially, the LIFG was made up of veterans from the so-called Afghan “jihad” whereby Islamist mercenaries were recruited from around the world to fight the Soviet Union’s military intervention in Afghanistan in the 1980s. Out of this geo-political wash emerged a group of fighters known as the Arab-Afghans, that is fighters of Arab origin who travelled to fight Soviet troops in Afghanistan. Once the war was over, most of these fighters returned to their home countries but others sought refuge elsewhere in the knowledge that their home countries would be far from hospitable to their resettlement. Some Libyan and other veterans of this war found refuge in the United Kingdom.

The real reason behind British hospitality towards Libyan jihadis is that Libya had been a thorn in the British establishment’s side ever since Colonel Gaddafi overthrew the British puppet King Idris in 1969. Gaddafi did not endear himself to Britain for nationalising the oil industry and his widely reported support for the Irish resistance in the northern part of Ireland. So it was no surprise that in 1996, Britain’s foreign intelligence service, MI6, turned to a leader from the LIFG, a certain Abu Abdullah Sadiq, for assistance in an assassination attempt on Gaddafi. 1

Sadiq was an alias of Abdel-Hakim Belhadj.

A leaked cable from the mid-1990s 2 revealed that the assassination attempt on Colonel Gaddafi was to be complemented by orchestrated uprisings in Libyan cities led by Libyan colonels with “limited contact” to Islamist-jihadi veterans of the war against the Soviet Union in Afghanistan. This plot failed but the plan certainly chimes with what materialised in the lead up to the NATO intervention of 2011.

The so-called “Arab Spring” of early 2011, that is the overthrow of the pro-Western Tunisian and Egyptian regimes, provided the British establishment with the perfect pretext to finally overthrow Colonel Gaddafi. Certain militias had quickly taken up arms against the government during the early stages of the Libyan “uprising.” Gaddafi, in turn, made televised threats against these militias. For their part, Western media erroneously and falsely reported that Libyan army soldiers were committing rape crimes and employing foreign “African” mercenaries to recapture territory lost to the Islamist militias. Yet the only known foreigners in the early period of the uprising were captured British MI6 agents in Libya’s second city, Benghazi. 3

Overlooked in the early period of the rebellion was not only the racist lynching of black Libyans and Sub-Sahara African migrant workers by some of the Islamist militias but also the fanatical calls in the British media, especially its right-wing media, for the United States to lead a military intervention in Libya.


Libya

The following is an account of the calls to intervene in Libya with a deliberate focus on the main bugles of Britain’s right-wing media, the Daily Telegraph and The Times because by virtue of circulation figures, at least, they are the most consequential. A mere 11 days after the uprising, 26 February 2011, the British media reported that there was a British and French plan to impose sanctions on Libya at the United Nations. 4

In the week commencing 28 February 2011, the British media stepped up the tempo to promote military intervention. In The Times , Defence Editor Deborah Haynes reported that “Britain was ready to use force.” 5 The report went on to say that: “Going further than any world leader, [UK Prime Minister] David Cameron said yesterday that he had ordered General Sir David Richards, the Chief of the Defence Staff, to work on how to impose a no-fly zone in Libyan airspace. Fighter jets would shoot down any encroaching Libyan aircraft...”

In the Telegraph , the British urge to drop bombs on Libya was dressed up as a Western initiative to do so: a report claimed that the, “West is ready to Use Force against Gadhaffi” be cause for Cameron, “…Gaddafi’s departure was Britain’s ‘highest priority,’” adding: “If helping the opposition would somehow bring that about, it is certainly something we should be considering.” 6

As such certain individuals close to the British military informed the readership that it was ready for a “Libyan mission.” 7

British plans for intervention hit a stumbling block according to Christopher Hope of the Daily Telegraph , when other world leaders shunned the idea. 8 A spotlight was then placed on what the right-wing media perceived to be then President Obama’s foot dragging. British militarism was not then keen on Obama sensing his paternal Kenyan roots as an impediment to mutual understanding because Imperial Britain had once occupied Kenya with the usual attendant repressions and torture. As such Obama was clearly singled-out as an obstacle to the British urge for military intervention or rather a no-fly zone.

“Waiting for Washington” declared The Times in late February 2011 as it praised the “success” of George W. Bush and Tony Blair in the “War on Terror” and compared their decisiveness and clarity with Obama’s “hesitancy.” 9 In another editorial entitled the “Essence of Indecision” the paper urged Obama to show “leadership” and referred to ex-Defence Secretary Robert Gates’s rebuke of Cameron’s call for military intervention as “inglorious.” Naturally, because the Obama administration wasn’t then keen on war it was accused of “sowing discord” among the Western alliance while the right-wing media also insubstantially accused Gaddafi of using foreign mercenaries and child soldiers. 10

On 10 March 2011, The Times confirmed that it is Britain that is taking the lead in wanting intervention and delightedly declared that there is a “glimmer of hope” in the Obama administration in that it may be coming round to seeing the Libyan situation their way: “[with]British and French officials seeking quicker action from the US, the White House distanced itself for the first time from a policy tied to UN approval, creating a chance for rapid movement after indecision by the White House.” 11

On the following day, 11 March, a report in the Daily Telegraph openly queried the nature of Obama’s strategy, “Is it cowardice? Is it indecisiveness? Or is it clever diplomacy?”, before concluding that because of “America’s size and military power, the American president does not have the option to remain neutral indefinitely…” 12 As we all know, Great Britain has always known what’s best when it comes to what direction American foreign policy should take.

A comment piece, in the Sunday Telegraph on 13 March, contrasted Cameron’s urge to intervene in Libya with Obama’s “paralysis.” The author goes on to “hope” that Obama “follows Cameron’s lead, as Clinton followed Blair’s lead in Kosovo.” However, the writer does possess the honesty to argue that intervention is in Britain’s interests: “The argument for intervention in Libya is not purely or even primarily humanitarian, however. Even if one sets aside its importance as an oil-producing nation, Libya remains central to Britain’s strategic and commercial interests in the region.” 13

It is only natural that the Daily Telegraph editorialised over the next couple of days that Obama’s “silence” is “hurting the West” (the “West” here is a generic metaphor meaning British interests). One of the ways the silence is hurting the “West” is that: “…staying out of other people’s quarrels in the most volatile and oil-rich region on the planet is not a realistic foreign policy.” 14

Exactly! Realism can here clearly be defined as UK interests sitting on top of the oil wells of Libya.

On 16 March, The Times once again accused Obama of dithering or as it says, Obama “hovers and havers” while the British are resolute in purpose and as such are attempting “to get support for more robust action.” 15

Almost synchronically, both The Times and the Daily Telegraph reported that Cameron was finding it “frustrating” working with Obama. 16 One must surely ask, did the journalists who regurgitated Cameron’s feelings in their respective newspaper reports sit at the same governmental briefing meeting?

The Times on 17 March, in an editorial, claimed that Obama was nowhere to be seen, and also seemed to be threatening that there would be “consequences” for his treatment of European opinion. They further argued, not for the first time, that Obama had been a “brutal disappointment.” 17

That is, he was a disappointment to the British urge for war on Libya.

On the same day The Times included a report which confirmed that it was Britain and France which had taken the lead in tabling the UN resolution to implement a no-fly zone.

Enough pressure seems to have been exerted on Obama by not only the British but also members within his own administration to intervene. The United Nations adopted a nofly zone over Libya which was clearly and practically interpreted (or misinterpreted) by NATO as the spearhead of the “rebels” as they consolidated their positions in Benghazi and advanced into Tripoli before pulverising Gaddafi’s hometown Sirte with Apache helicopters.

It was known all along that the “rebels” included a good proportion of Islamists and specifically members of the al-Qaeda affiliated LIFG. In effect, a de facto alliance between NATO air power and Islamist militias emerged in 2011.

The Manchester suicide bomber’s father, Ramadan Abedi, travelled to Libya to join in the British-led war during this period on the back of Britain’s cries for intervention. His sons followed him.

We rightly remember the victims of the suicide bomber in Manchester but nothing of the millions of victims of the British-led intervention in Libya. Tens of thousands of Libyans were reported killed because of the intervention and millions of refugees were created, many now wanting to escape the lawlessness of Libya via the Mediterranean Sea.

Libya is now literally a violent no man’s land. Whereas once it was one of the richest countries in Africa with excellent facilities and quality of life, it is now overrun by competing Islamist militias. Even an official British Parliamentary report on the intervention in Libya, published in 2016, conceded in conclusion that stories of Gaddafi’s supposed atrocities, which were used to justify the no-fly zone, could not be confirmed or, as it says, it “could not verify the actual threat to civilians posed by the Ghadhaffi regime; it selectively took elements of Muammar Ghadhaffi’s rhetoric at face value…” Furthermore, the report claimed that the government “failed to identify the militant Islamist extremist element in the rebellion.”

At the end of the day, the report grudgingly admitted the intervention was based on “erroneous assumptions.” In other words, Libya was destroyed in collusion with Islamist jihadis on the basis of a pack of lies. 18

To rub salt into the wounds, Boris Johnson, as UK Foreign Secretary, was cracking jokes in late 2017 at Libya’s expense claiming that no sooner than dead bodies could be removed from Libya’s coastline the city of Sirte (Muammar Gaddafi’s home town) could be turned into a new Dubai; that is, as we shall see later in the book, an outlet for British neo-colonialism. 19




Syria

The Libyan intervention did not deter the British establishment from calling for more military intervention elsewhere, namely in Syria. Indeed, getting rid of Gaddafi only seemed to have whetted the appetite of Cameron.

As the Islamist militias were establishing themselves in Libya and reducing what was once a highly functional state to an anarchic pulp, Cameron visited the United States. Before he set off he was interviewed by arch-British imperialist apologist, historian Professor Niall Ferguson for Newsweek magazine in March 2012. Lo and behold, he once again announced his “frustration” at Washington’s lack of interest in intervening in Syria. 20

In the aftermath of Obama’s re-election in November 2012, Cameron twice raised the verbal stakes in advocating intervention in Syria. Firstly, on the very day of Obama’s historic re-election and on the back of peddling weapons to the Persian Gulf despots, he said he would advocate to his “friend” Obama that the situation in Syria be dealt with. 21

In the following month Cameron rehashed the “inaction is not an option” formula as an argument to intervene in the Syrian war. 22 This formula dates back to the build-up for the war on Iraq in 2003 and was popularised by then Vice-President Dick Cheney who in turn adopted it from the military historian Victor Davis Hanson. 23

Days later Cameron was claiming that his government was leading the calls to review the arms embargo on Syria with a view to supplying more weapons to the so-called “rebels.” 24 It was also acknowledged that the British alongside the French had complained to the Obama administration about the latter preventing Qatar from sending more sophisticated weaponry to these rebels. 25 Clearly Qatar was the local surrogate for European strategies.




Iraq

Obviously Cameron’s palpable hunger for war in Libya and Syria was simply in line with his most famous predecessor, Tony Blair. But there was a major difference in the way Cameron and Blair’s approach to war was reported mainly because the British establishment would not or could not accept that Blair was behaving in accordance with what he thought were British interests and not because, as it was widely reported back then, due to his subservience to then American president, George W. Bush.

On the basis, of this wrongly perceived subservience, Tony Blair was dubbed a “poodle.” As we shall see, it is not the first time in the post-World War Two era that the demeaning sobriquet has been pinned on a British Prime Minister when he or she is perceived to be in lock-step with American imperialism.

Indeed, one could argue that back in 2002-3 when Bush’s America was making the case for war on Iraq on the back of misleading information about “weapons of mass destruction” (WMD) in the possession of Saddam Hussein’s government falling into the hands of Islamist terrorists, the British establishment was no less committed to providing fabrications of its own to support the case for war. The UK government had claimed that Iraq could deploy WMD within “45 minutes” 26 and that Iraq had made “Uranium purchases from Niger.” 27

However, it needs to be emphasised that the erroneous notion that Tony Blair was simply being subservient, i.e. “a poodle,” was propagated mostly by those who were against the war on Iraq, namely the leading organisers behind the UK anti-war movement, the “Stop the War Coalition” (StWC).

The prominent leaders of this movement, mostly left-wingers,  the late Tony Benn, Andrew Murray, John Rees and Lindsey German had all made comments that British foreign policy was beholden to Bush’s America. The Labour politician Tony Benn claimed that the UK waged war and invaded Iraq at the “behest” of the US government. 28 Andrew Murray claimed that Britain was “dragged” into the Iraq invasion, 29 while Lindsey German ridiculously claimed that British foreign policy was “dictated” by George W. Bush. 30 There was no evidence for any of these statements. The notion that Britain invaded Iraq purely with its own historical and economic interests in mind was clearly alien to these campaigners.

One of the anti-war movement’s more mainstream advocates was the then Guardian newspaper’s associate editor Seamus Milne who is now Labour leader Jeremy Corbyn’s Strategy and Communications Director. He continually pushed the “poodle” line during the build-up for aggression on Iraq. The articles he wrote in this period are contained in his very commendable book The Revenge of History . As a disclaimer and because I don’t want to be regarded as a hypocrite, I enjoyed reading this highly informative book but his insistence that Blair was subservient to Bush in the run-up to war on Iraq mustn’t go unanswered.

A year before the 9/11 attacks on American soil and the subsequent announcement of a “War on Terror,” Milne wrote an excellent and aptly titled article “Throwing our weight about.” 31 Herein, he took to task Tony Blair’s infatuation with military interventionism (or “humanitarian war”) specifically in Kosovo, Iraq (1998) and Sierra Leone as well as noting British interference in Zimbabwean domestic issues. Milne further endorses Nelson Mandela’s opinion of Blair, that is, he is “introducing chaos into international affairs,” and informs his readers that Blair’s “government has emerged as the most interventionist British administration since decolonisation.” Most of all, he hits the nail on the head when he claims Blair’s Chicago address in 1999 was a “clarion call…for a new wave of worldwide intervention.” 32


But no sooner had George W. Bush launched the so-called “War on Terror” on the back of the 9/11 terrorist attacks, than Milne seemed compelled for some strange reason to change his tune with regard to Blair’s hunger for war. Rather than simply stating that Blair had found a political soul-mate with more military tools at his disposal, Milne, like others in the movement, began peddling the line that Blair was nothing more than a subservient politician at Bush’s beck and call.

In an article written in February 2002 titled, “Can the US be Defeated” he argues that Tony Blair lacks an independent spirit to distance himself from Bush: “Tony Blair has demonstrated none of the limited independence shown by earlier Labour ministers, such as Harold Wilson, and all the signs are that he will once again agree to whatever he is asked to on Britain’s behalf.” 33

In September 2002 Milne wrote that what is “actually happening is that Blair, as Bush’s senior international salesman is providing political cover for a policy which is opposed throughout the world.” He concludes that for Blair, the Iraq war is about “his ‘article of faith’ in the centrality of the American relationship and the need to pay a ‘blood price’ to maintain it.” 34

On 21 November 2002 Milne refers to Blair as Bush’s “faithful lieutenant.” 35Again, on the 16 January 2003 Blair is referred to as no more than a “salesman” for George W. Bush’s anticipated war on Iraq. 36 But 2 weeks later, Blair is demoted to a mere “faithful cheerleader.” 37

Come February 2003, Milne cleverly turns the tables on the warmongers’ fondness for associating Saddam with Hitler and therefore painting those who oppose war as nothing more than 1930s fascist appeasers. He argues it is rather Blair who is “appeasing” George W. Bush: “But if appeasement – unlike the form it took in the 1930s – is regarded as an attempt to pacify a powerful and potentially dangerous power, it sounds far more like the behaviour of Tony Blair’s government towards the Bush administration.” 38

Just before the invasion of Iraq in March 2003, Donald Rumsfeld, the then American Defence Secretary, let it be known at a press conference that the United Kingdom’s proposed role in the coming invasion was then inconclusive: “what will ultimately be decided is unclear as to their [Britain’s] role in the event that a decision is made to use force.” Speaking at the Pentagon, he added: “Until we know what the resolution is, we won’t know what their role will be and the extent they’ll be able to participate.” 39

In other words, Rumsfeld was openly saying that Britain can join the invasion if it wants to – basically the decision is theirs. This frank moment of honesty from one of the most high-level Bush officials exposed the false (anti-war) narrative peddled at the time about Blair being a “poodle,” “cheerleader” or whatever subservient designation they saw befitting. In that brief moment, it was revealed that Blair was acting on his own accord in what he perceived to be the interests of the British establishment. This was later confirmed by Bob Woodward, the acclaimed American political author, in his book Plan of Attack . He records a conversation that took place between Bush and Blair:


“..Bush said he would let Blair drop out of the coalition and they would find some other way for Britain to participate.

“I said I’m with you. I mean it,” Blair replied.

Bush said they could think of another role for the British forces – “a second wave, peacekeepers or something. I would rather go alone than have your government fail.”

“I understand that,” Blair responded, “and that’s good of you to say. I said, I’m with you.”

Bush said he really meant it that it would be okay for Blair to opt out. “You can bank on that.”

“I know you do,” Blair said, “and I appreciate that. I absolutely believe in this too.


“Thank you. I appreciate that. It’s good of you to say that... But I’m there to the very end.”” 40



Rumsfeld’s candour and bluntness on Britain’s potential role threw Milne into panic and theatrics. He disingenuously asserted that Tony Blair:


“had been stabbed in the back by the very US administration for whom he had put his own leadership on the line. By publicly calling into question Blair’s ability to join a US attack on Iraq, Donald Rumsfeld was clearly signalling the Pentagon’s impatience with the chaotic diplomatic quadrille in New York and letting it be known that Blair’s usefulness to his US patrons may be close to being exhausted.” 41



Of course, no such “stab in the back” took place. Actually, it was most likely Milne who felt betrayed because Rumsfeld had totally undermined the central plank of his and the entire British anti-war movement’s argument for the reason why the UK was joining the US in the invasion of Iraq. It was a war of Tony Blair’s own choosing.

On 10 April 2003, just after American tanks had rolled into Baghdad, Milne was at it again claiming that “Blair is once again seeking to provide a multilateral fig leaf for a policy set by Washington hardliners.” 42

Many years later, Milne allowed himself to safely revert to the essential truth about Blair. In February 2008, after Iraq had then been almost forgotten and it was far from people’s concerns, Milne was able to write (referring to the aforementioned Blair Chicago address) that during the NATO bombing campaign over Kosovo: “Blair set out five tests for intervention as part of his ‘doctrine of international community’, a catechism for liberal interventionists much admired by the Washington neoconservatives who followed them. Arguably, only one of the five was met in Iraq.” 43

More so, former South African president Thabo Mbeki has claimed that Blair vouched the idea of a joint invasion of Zimbabwe in a regime-change operation. 44

As can be easily discerned, Britain has led the way in insisting on war on Libya, Syria and indeed (alongside the US), Iraq.

As a side note, in March 2001, 6 months before the 9/11 attacks, a certain foreign adviser to Tony Blair sent him a memo advocating regime change in Iraq. 45 In the early stages of the US-UK occupation of Iraq, this same adviser became the UK government’s Special Representative in Iraq. By 2009 he had begun his 5-year spell as head of the British intelligence agency MI6. By 2015, he was sitting comfortably on the roost of his 2001 memo; Sir John Sawers is now non-executive director of BP (formerly British Petroleum). 46

The whole point of this short book is to put forward a modest yet empirically qualifiable case against one of the greatest political myths of the last 50 years, that is the notion that Britain is “America’s poodle” and as such participates in wars out of some peculiar attachment to the United States or because of a misguided, one-sided friendship with the United States.

Therefore, I shall begin by covering the origins of England’s foreign policy in piracy during Elizabeth Tudor’s era in the following chapter. In the third chapter, I shall provide an overview, via British imperialist rule in India, which connects the piratical origins of this foreign policy with the unspoken British imperial presence in today’s Persian Gulf. The forth chapter will detail how and why the United States and the British Empire ended up as allies especially as the Republic considered the Empire to be its nemesis for most of its existence before the twentieth century. The fifth chapter is in 3 sections. The first section is an overview of British imperialism’s entry into the Arab World (or the ‘Middle East’ as it more popularly known in the UK) via World War One and specifically how British military defeats in Europe and Iraq compelled the Empire to make false promises to Arab leaders in support of its war efforts. Secondly, a conclusive outline on how Britain laid the foundations for the ethnic cleansing of Palestine by its proxy Zionist forces by crushing Palestinian requests for democracy. The third section is on how the Saudi clan came to power and were made into a nation-state (Kingdom of Saudi Arabia) to complement British imperialism and its Zionist project in Palestine. The information in the sections of the fourth chapter do overlap as the history in this period overlaps. I have tried to minimise any inevitable repetition. The sixth chapter deals with the notion of Britain as “America’s poodle” within the historical period the derogation emerged, namely the Cold War between the United States and the Soviet Union.
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