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On the 19" of May, the Financial Times quoted the British Minister of Defense, Ben Wallace,
stating that the West could face the threat of full-scale war with Russia and China by the
end of the decade and proclaimed defence preparation a paramount task for Western
countries.

One has to wonder what universe Mr. Wallace and his boss, Rishi Sunak, are living in since
Britain is engaged in war with Russia right now, has, with every step, every hostile action,
set itself up for a full-scale war, a full-scale catastrophe, which they cannot prevent. Why
Britain would go to war with China as well as Russia when China has not threatened it and is
oceans away, no one can explain in rational terms. Yet, this is the British rhetoric, the
fetishistic parroting of the words of their lord and master, the USA.

Many argue that statements, a war is not happening, that it is something that exits only in
the future, are desperate attempts to fool the British people, to lie to them about their
government’s intentions and what is coming. Others argue that they are signs that the
British government has no sense of reality. But, in the end, one has to conclude that they
are both at the same time.

Worse, these statements speak of a government, that seems to think it is untouchable, that
the war with Russia will be limited in geographic space to Ukraine, that Britain’s
participation in the war against Russia will have no direct consequences for Britain and its
people, that Russia will not dare to follow military and political logic and conduct military
strikes against Britain. Nothing could be further from the truth, yet the British
establishment, dreaming of its past, is unable to accept reality, is leading the British people
towards disaster, as the gathering storm of war edges ever closer to their shores.

The deluded thinking in Britain is an extension of the same psychosis that grips all the halls
of power in the western world, a psychosis that has its roots in the deeply troubled societies


https://www.globalresearch.ca/author/christopher-black
https://journal-neo.org/2023/05/26/britain-at-war-provoking-the-consequences/
https://www.globalresearch.ca/region/europe
https://www.globalresearch.ca/region/russia-and-fsu
https://www.globalresearch.ca/theme/intelligence
https://www.globalresearch.ca/theme/militarization-and-wmd
https://www.globalresearch.ca/theme/militarization-and-wmd
https://www.globalresearch.ca/indepthreport/ukraine-report
https://lp.constantcontactpages.com/su/IJiNQuW?EMAIL=&go.x=0&go.y=0&go=GO
https://www.instagram.com/globalresearch_crg/
https://twitter.com/CrGlobalization
https://t.me/gr_crg

which have developed in the west and whose causes will be the subject of study of future
social scientists and historians if there are any. In fact, these governments display
observable and classical symptoms of paranoia and delusional disorders, leading to the
complete break with reality that constitutes psychosis. This is a very dangerous state of
affairs because someone who is delusional, who has no grip on reality, who cannot make
distinctions between reality and imagination or wishful thinking, will make decisions and
take actions that are dangerous to everyone around them, in this case, Russia, and beyond,
the whole world.

Just after Russian began its Special Military Operation, Britain declared its support for
Ukraine along with the rest of NATO and announced it would supply it with weapons and
munitions to fight Russia. Maria Zakharova, the Russian foreign ministry spokeswoman, in
response, stated that NATO states providing weapons to Ukraine could be hit in strikes.

Ms Zakharova said:

“Do we understand correctly that for the sake of disrupting the logistics of military
supplies, Russia can strike military targets on the territory of those NATO countries that
supply arms to the Kyiv regime?

“After all, this directly leads to deaths and bloodshed on Ukrainian territory. As far as |
understand, Britain is one of those countries.”

The Russian defence ministry, after several attacks inside Russia backed by NATO, has
repeatedly said:

“We would like to stress that the direct provoking by London of the Kyiv regime into
such activities attacking Russian territory, should there be an attempt to realise them,
will immediately lead to our proportional response.”

In April, when the UK announced it was sending depleted uranium tank shells to Ukraine,
Russia said it would respond and did so, destroying those munitions in Ukraine just after
they arrived, and now a radioactive cloud is drifting west towards Europe and the UK.
Russian warnings of the danger of this happening were ignored.

On May 11, Ben Wallace announced a further act of aggression against Russia with the
decision to send Storm Shadow cruise missiles to Ukraine, which have since been used to
attack civilian centres in Russia. Again, Russia stated clearly that there would be a military
response to this action.

On May 23, during his visit to Laos, Deputy Head of the Russian Security Council Dmitry
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Medvedev issued another warning, on the day Russian security forces destroyed the
Ukrainian raiding force that attacked civilians in the Belgorod region, an openly terrorist
action backed by the UK and the other NATO states. From Vientiane, he stated,

“The North Atlantic alliance does not take the threat of nuclear war seriously enough,
thus making a big mistake. NATO is not serious about this scenario. Otherwise, NATO
would not have supplied such dangerous weapons to the Ukrainian regime. Apparently,
they think that a nuclear conflict, or a nuclear apocalypse, is never ever possible. NATO
is wrong, and at some point events may take a completely unpredictable turn. The
responsibility will be placed squarely on the North Atlantic Alliance.”

Medvedev pointed out that no one knows whether the point of no return has been passed,

“No one knows this. This is the main danger. Because as soon as they provide
something, they say: let’'s supply this, too. Long-range missiles or planes. Everything
will be all right. But nothing will be fine. We will be able to cope with it. But only more
and more serious types of weapons will be used. That's what the current trend is.”

But Russia can strike using its conventional weapons as well, against which the UK has no
defence whatsoever.

Still, the British attitude towards these warnings is to call on the magic of “legality” as if
they can weave a protective cloak around the island with incantations. Yet, everyone knows
that to use incantations to ward off danger, the formula used must have mojo or force;
otherwise the words have no effect.

In 2022, for example, then Deputy Prime Minister, Dominic Raab, hit back, after Russia
suggested it could target British military installations over its support for Ukraine, by
branding the Kremlin’s claim “unlawful.” Wallace, Sunak, and others have repeated this
claim multiple times.

Raab, and the rest, can only be right if Britain had maintained its neutrality in the war
between Ukraine and Russia. But, as we know, this is really a war by the USA, Britain and
their NATO mafia against Russia and has been all along. Ukraine is the present battlefield.
So, for Britain to claim that it has maintained neutrality is an absurdity.

A neutral state violates neutrality by breaching its obligation to remain impartial, to not
participate in the conflict. It violates neutrality by supplying warships, aircraft, arms,
ammunition, military provisions or other war materials, either directly or indirectly, to a
belligerent, by engaging its own military forces, or by supplying military advisors to a party
to the armed conflict, by allowing belligerent use of neutral territory as a military base, or
for the storage of war material or passage of belligerent troops or munitions in neutral
territory, by furnishing troops to a belligerent, or providing or transmitting military
intelligence on behalf of a belligerent are also examples of violations of neutrality.

A State’s neutrality ends when the State becomes a party to an armed conflict, or, in other
words, a belligerent. A State becomes a belligerent under the law of neutrality by either
declaring war; or participating in hostilities to a significant extent, or engages in systematic
or substantial violations of its duties of impartiality and non-participation.

Britain meets all the requirements of a co-belligerent, that is, of a party to the war with



Russia; it not only supplies munitions and weapon systems to Ukraine with the objective of
attacking Russia and Russian forces in Ukraine it has a direct role in directing the war
against Russia, including sending military officers and soldiers to advise and operate with
the Ukrainian forces, by preventing any peace negotiations -we remember the action of
Boris Johnson just as Ukraine and Russia were about to conclude a peace settlement-by the
training of Ukrainian soldiers in Britain and transporting them to the front, by supplying the
Ukrainian forces with reconnaissance and intelligence data, actively sending aircraft close to
the war zone for this purpose, by providing communications systems, by providing financial
aid to Ukraine at the same imposing economic warfare measure on Russia, euphemistically
termed “sanctions. These conditions apply to all the NATO allies, of course, but Britain’s role
is an especially egregious one.

In fact, Britain’s aggression against Russia began much earlier than 2022. Britain, as part of
NATO, supported the insurgency in the Caucasus region in the mid-1990s. Britain took part
in the aggression against Yugoslavia in 1999, part of the strategy to attack Russia,
eliminating a potential Russian ally, just as Hitler did in 1941. The Georgian attack on
Russian forces in 2008 was also supported by NATO.

All through this period, the UK government and media put out a constant stream of
propaganda against Russia, culminating in the wild claims by the British that Russia tried to
use novichok nerve poison to kill two Russian citizens, the Skripals, in the UK. That incident
had one objective, to prepare the minds of the British people for war with Russia. That no
one has seen or heard from the Skripals for several years now, that Britain rejects Russia’s
right to meet with them to see if they are all right, is never mentioned in the West. They
have disappeared, their fate unknown, two expendable pieces on the chessboard of war.

Lastly, Russia claims, with some evidence to back up their claims, that the UK was involved,
with the US and other NATO nations, in the attack on the Nord Stream Pipeline, an act of
war against both Russia and Germany, though the Germans, still occupied by US forces, are
required to accept this humiliation and keep quiet.

So British claims that Russia has no legal right to retaliate against it are absurd. Britain, as
with all the NATO countries, cannot claim to have a neutral status in the war. It has become
in law and in fact a party to the war.

It follows that any action taken by Russia against the UK to force the UK to stop its
assistance to Ukraine and end its participation in the war against Russia will be legitimate
under international law and justified under the ancient military doctrine that a nation cannot
suffer the attack of another without retaliating to stop the attack and making sure that
another attack will not follow.

The NATO gang’s claim of acting in “collective self defence,” a phrase Ben Wallace likes to
use a lot, so that they can claim to maintain a neutral status, is not a valid or logical one and
does not apply. It is clear that the USA and NATO have been planning an attack on Russia
for a long time, and the Ukraine war is a part of this attack. The conspiracy to commit
aggression has been developed over decades. Part of the preparation for the war was the
overthrow of the elected government of Ukraine and the installation in its place of a puppet
government that was then used to attack the Donbass and Russia itself. They now openly
admit that the Minsk Accords were a ruse to stall Russia while they prepared the Ukrainian
forces for war against Russia.



Further, they cannot rely on Article 5 of the NATO Treaty, since that clause can only be
invoked if there is an unprovoked Russian attack on a NATO country. But when a NATO
country attacks Russia, and here we have them all joining in the attack, it is the aggressor
and therefore cannot claim to be are acting in self-defence. It is also important to bear in
mind Article | of the NATO Treaty, since it requires NATO to act in conformity with the UN
Charter. It states

“Article 17

The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations, to settle any
international dispute in which they may be involved by peaceful means in such a
manner that international peace and security and justice are not endangered, and to
refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force in any manner
inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.”

But the NATO nations have done the exact opposite. They have blocked peace at every turn
and push Ukraine to keep the war going. Their forces are directly involved. They have even
attempted to expand their military bloc by inviting Finland and Sweden to join the war
alliance, in order to increase the forces available to them, with one purpose, to prosecute
the war against Russia. They now openly state their objective is to destroy Russia. So, the
NATO nations are not only active co-belligerents in the war, they are, in fact, the main
protagonists of the enemy camp that Russia faces. They are, therefore, all legitimate
targets.

But is an attack likely, and what will its nature be, and what will be the consequences?
These are questions only the Russian General Staff can know and foresee. We can only
speculate. But speculation can be useful, especially for the British people to realise the
danger their criminal government is putting them in.

Medvedev warns again of the dangers of nuclear war, but Russia has no need to resort to
that to retaliate against Britain. Conventional stand-off weapons will be more effective, and
what can the UK do if a strike on military airfields takes place, on port facilities, to stop the
shipment of weapons, on army bases where Ukrainian soldiers are trained, on warehouses
storing munitions and weapons marked for shipment to Ukraine, or eliminating the UK
Trident nuclear submarine force in Scotland, or any number of other targets they could
select? They can do nothing.

The National and Defence Strategies Research Group based in the UK stated in a report on
Britain’s air defences in 2016, that,

“Since the withdrawal from service of the Bloodhound missile system in the 1980s, the
UK’s Air Defence posture has diminished to mainly a homeland benign airspace policing
and point defence posture for deployed forces. The UK no longer has a comprehensive,
integrated, or robustly layered short to long-range Air Defence capability, nor a credible
or enduring operational capacity.”

Nothing has changed since then, except to get worse. In other words, the UK is defenceless
against modern Russian stand-off weapons.

| can remember, as a boy, my mother taking me several times on a bus through London. It
must have been 1955 or so and | can remember mile upon mile of burnt-out blackened



buildings, as far as the eye could see, especially in east London where entire districts were
levelled by German bombs. The country, despite its heroic RAF fighter pilots, could not stop
the bombing and then missile attacks which went on for five years.

The British government assured the people before that war, that all would be well, that they
would have peace in their time. But they lied to the people then, as they are lying to them
now. Britain was never the same after that war. It never really recovered from it. Once
again, the British government, ever saluting the masters in Washington, leads the British
people into a dangerous war, which they were never asked about, and which they do not
want. It lies to them about the causes, it lies to them about the fighting, and it lies to them
about the dangers they face, placing them in a distant future, and hides from them the
consequences of its actions. The British people must be warned. Britain is at war, and no
amount of bluffing and lying can protect them from the consequences their government is
provoking. They are predictable and they will be catastrophic.
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