
		
			[image: 1.png]
		

	
		
			
				

				[image: ]
			

		

		
		

	
		
			Back cover
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			Governing by Fake News Foreword

			Taken together, my notes and analyses from thirty-five years of working in international security on three continents, in the service of security and peace, in national and international settings, would have saved just over 470,000 lives. But nothing was done! Fear of deviating from prevailing opinions, prejudice, refusal to see a problem from a different angle have been convenient loopholes, often hiding incompetence and lack of curiosity. This is what is known as the ‘deep state’ or ‘permanent state’: a bureaucracy that lives for itself and seeks to satisfy its own interests, to the detriment of the general interest.

			Working for the United Nations and NATO, I have been in contact with soldiers from all countries during several crises, both in the field and at headquarters level (in the Congo, Sudan, during the Libyan, Ukrainian and Syrian crises). I have seen the weakness of the higher echelons of command: the inability to understand the logic of the adversary, the lack of general culture, the absence of sensitivity to the holistic dimension of conflicts, a total lack of imagination in finding alternatives to the use of force to solve sometimes simple problems, cowardice when it comes to advising the political level based on facts and an almost total absence of a sense of responsibility. Wars are won by soldiers, but certainly not by generals.

			Diplomats are not much better. Generally more educated, they are often corrupt, lack courage and imagination. Locked into institutional thinking, they share with the military an inability to understand asymmetric phenomena. Frequently the complacent victims of rumours, they favour administrative discipline over common sense and solve problems more out of duty than out of concern for efficiency... even if it means ‘twisting the neck’ of the truth.

			What are the facts that allow one to say that «the Islamic State is seeking to create a civil war in France1 «? What are the facts that allowed Nicolas Sarkozy to claim that Iran «calls for the destruction of Israel2 « or Emmanuel Macron to claim that Vladimir Putin is «obsessed with interference in our democracies3 « or that «Russia invaded Ukraine4 «? Literally none... but it is enough to establish a foreign policy, to strike and kill innocent people.

			In fact, our perception of events is very partial, and therefore biased. We believe we have objective and complete information, but this is not the case: slight omissions, simplifications and other distortions modify in a subtle way our way of understanding the world. The phenomenon is all the more pronounced when it is fuelled by emotion - as in the case of terrorism - or by fears that are deeply rooted in the mind - for example, the Russian threat. Thus, suppositions become certainties and prejudices become realities, verbs in the conditional tense are rephrased in the indicative tense, and the prudence of the intelligence services is ignored in favour of more categorical messages. To the point that the intelligence services are castigated when they provide facts that contradict the political discourse5 !

			Even war seems to escape all rationality. People engage in it without any strategy or precise objectives, destroying societies permanently for short-term reasons. By analogy, we attribute to others (such as Russia, Syria or Iran) the same willingness to engage in conflicts without objectives, simply out of a desire for conquest or glory... Yet the facts tend to contradict our prejudices. We do not understand war, so we cannot understand peace. With simulacra of strategy, which are only an erratic series of tactical actions, we seek solutions to our perceptions, and not to the reality on the ground, as in the Democratic Republic of Congo, Darfur or South Sudan, which was enthusiastically welcomed at the United Nations in 2011, and which is today one of the main providers of refugees6.

			The mistreatment of a small cat arouses more emotion on social networks than the massacre of children in Iraq by Western air forces... The death of the «500,000» Iraqi children7 in the 1990s, or of 40,000 Venezuelans in 2017-20188, because of Western sanctions, has not provoked any reaction in Europe: no one has taken to the streets, and those responsible have never been sought or sanctioned! There are demonstrations for migrants, but not against the Western strikes that drive them into exile. We demonstrate for sustainable development, but we plunder the main resource of developing countries: people. A modern form of colonialism, where the victims are complacent and participate in the plunder. Millions of people have taken to the streets to demonstrate their anger at terrorism, but how many demonstrated before the strikes provoked the violence, when the likely consequences were known?

			The cause of these dysfunctions is information that is most often deliberately truncated in order to protect poorly thought-out decisions that support individual postures or respond to short-term visions.

			This book does not claim to establish or re-establish truths, but seeks to inspire ‘reasonable doubt’ about the way we are informed. It shows that what we take for granted is an often crude deception: official reports and the international press demonstrate that the information is there, available, provided that one takes the trouble to look for it. In the information jungle, the intelligence services have an essential role in providing an objective picture of the situation, a sort of ‘yardstick’, which should enable political or military decision-makers to decide. We shall see where they have failed... well before terrorism and wars...

			 

			J. Baud
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			1. The perverse effect of false truths

			A liar says: «I lie! Is he lying? (Epimenides, 550 BC)

			Our perception of the environment is truncated by information that conceals false truths - often fuelled by cultural bias - which tend to shift our frame of reference and distort our reading.

			The Christchurch killer in March 2019 justified his massacre of 51 Muslims with the theory of ‘great replacement’. Yet in New Zealand, the Muslim population constitutes barely 1% of the total population, while the Maori and Asian populations make up 15% and 6.5% of the population respectively. This suggests that this sense of ‘great replacement’ has been artificially generated; perhaps not deliberately, but through carelessness and clientelism. By associating - volens nolens - Islamists with Muslims, we have created the conditions for inter-community violence and given real meaning to the word ‘Islamophobia’.

			Our reductive vision of things tends to generate ‘false truths’, which have entered the ‘normal’ reading of things and - for various reasons - are no longer questioned. We then enter the realm of ‘post-truths’, where reality becomes the product of perception and no longer of objective facts. The problem is that these ‘post-truths’ condition the way we see problems and solve them.

			Western strategic decisions are based on assumptions, prejudices and, in the best cases, clues, but very rarely on proven facts. When Donald Trump struck Syria with 59 cruise missiles in April 2017, the media and the European political establishment applauded and followed suit, even though there was no evidence to justify an act of war against a sovereign country, without being threatened and without a UN mandate9.

			As soon as it is conveyed by the «traditional media», the information becomes a «truth», and all the more so if it confirms our prejudices. Ironically, the political or military action induced by these ‘truths’ is precisely the source of the terrorism that is killing us. We ourselves create the conditions for our insecurity. Most of the victims caused by terrorism in France between 1990 and 2017 could easily have been avoided if we had wanted to understand objectively the terrorists’ motives. If the latter are obviously guilty of their acts, politicians, journalists and other «terrorism experts» who seek to impose their own interpretation of the phenomenon, excluding the reasons given by the terrorists themselves (under the pretext of not «proving them right») objectively become accomplices. In fact, they distort the understanding of the phenomenon and provoke inappropriate responses.

			The search for ‘truth’ is a complex undertaking. Lies and omissions are the basic elements of «founding myths»: rightly or wrongly, they have often helped to create a consensual basis and to smooth out potential conflicts, thus contributing to the stabilisation of societies and the facilitation of living together. Buddha, Moses, Jesus Christ, William Tell, Joan of Arc and many others probably fuelled «fake news» in their time, yet they have become moral references or symbols of unity. But they have also justified massacres, genocides and injustices...

			Today, we claim to be fighting terrorism in the name of «Western values»: respect for human rights or the rule of law. But is this true? We start wars in defiance of international law, lie to multilateral organisations, threaten the families of recalcitrant diplomats with reprisals, practice torture, bomb sovereign countries without UN approval, support countries that commit massacres, support jihadist movements that use women and children as human shields, support the assassinations conducted by Western countries against diplomatic emissaries of countries with which they are not at war, accept military forces that deliberately shoot children with impunity, etc. In July 2019, a report by the UN Assistance Mission in Afghanistan shows that Western coalition forces are killing more civilians than the Islamic State10 !

			In November 2018, in an interview with the BBC, Mike Pompeo presented the US sanctions and announced that the Iranian government would have to do the right thing «if they want their people to eat11 «. This way of threatening the civilian population in order to force the government to act as the US wishes, corresponds precisely to the definition of... terrorism, namely:

			The use or threat of force to achieve political change12.

			But to justify these wars, it has been necessary to present the enemy as worse than us. For example, the term «Bashar al-Assad’s regime forces13 « or «loyalist forces14 « is often used instead of «Syrian army15 «, implying that it is a faction and not a state institution (Christian militias are «loyalist forces»). When referring to Russia, «power» becomes synonymous with «government16 «, the Russian army becomes «Putin’s forces17 «, while «arrests» become «arrests18 «. It is thus accepted as an indisputable fact that Vladimir Putin, invariably described as the «master of the Kremlin19 «, is a «dictator20 « or a «muscular autocrat21 «, or that Bashar al-Assad is «massacring his people22 «, in such a way that it is no longer necessary to demonstrate this. Are we talking about the «forces of Macron’s regime» or «the master of the Élysée» deployed on the Champs-Élysées? In fact, this terminology is not innocent and is part of a subtle conditioning to legitimise Western actions. In 2016, NATO’s Centre of Excellence for Strategic Communication (STRACOM), based in Latvia, even published a document that sought to show a kinship between the Islamic State’s communication strategy and that of the Russian government23 !

			The revelations of official documents show that in Afghanistan, Libya, Syria and Iraq, Westerners have thrown themselves «headlong» into conflicts presented as indispensable to our security, without any strategy, without any knowledge of the adversary and without foreseeing the consequences at home. We are silent on the fact that we deliberately created these conflicts and that their horrors are the result of our irresponsibility. But no one calls for accountability. Even the victims seem to be willing...
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			2. Defining fake news

			Translated into French by the term «infox» - which combines the words «information» and «intoxication», and presupposes that its purpose is to deceive - the expression «fake news» is a legacy of Donald Trump’s election campaign. Used to castigate his opponents, the expression quickly went viral and has marked the political vocabulary since 2016. However, if we intuitively understand its meaning, its definition remains unclear. Is it falsified information? Transformed? Inauthentic? False? Unreal? Unrealistic? Inaccurate ? Exaggerated ? Undocumented ? Incomplete? Altered intentionally (misinformation) or unintentionally (misinformation)? Is it the result of ignorance, malice or didactic simplification? Conversely, what criteria determine whether information is true? How many people believe it? What is the standard by which we decide that a piece of information is true?

			Rumours about the banning of Chips in Belgium24 or about the development of a sushi tree in Japan25 are obviously more a matter of humour than a desire to cause harm. Some fake news can be generated by Internet users themselves. For example, Google’s success comes from the way it searches for information: it attributes a relevance value to the results of a search according to the number of links that lead to it, on the assumption that Internet users make a rational choice between the various answers offered to them. Thus, the relevance of a search result is not directly related to its content, but to the number of visits by Internet users. In an extreme case, if they choose a stupid answer as the result of their search, Google will consider it the most relevant. Jokers have used this principle to create fakes - called «Google bombing» - by «bombarding» wacky answers with links. For example, typing in «miserable failure» led inexorably to George W. Bush, or «French military victories» yielded no results, and suggested searching under «French military defeats»26. Today, Google has put in place corrective mechanisms that prevent such manipulations. This being said, the very nature of algorithms does not exclude that similar situations can be provoked in a more subtle way. This is the anecdotal aspect of «fake news».

			At the top of the pyramid is fake news, which manipulates facts to create a false coherence around an appearance of truth, in order to distort an audience’s perception and push them to support a policy. They lead to the notion of ‘post-truth’. These are the «real» fake news: the most perverse, the most dangerous, but the most difficult to detect.

			A quick look shows that there are very few verifiable and irrefutable facts to support our picture of countries like Russia, Iran, Syria, etc. Gaddafi was probably a dictator, but where are the mass graves of the massacres attributed to him? Omar Bashir was probably a dictator too, but where are the mass graves of the 400,000 deaths in Darfur between 2003 and 2006? By having created and accepted these lies without batting an eyelid, we have generated hundreds of thousands of other deaths and an immigration that we can no longer control...
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			3. Western interventions: lies as shields for democracy

			Long before the start of the «Arab Spring» of 2010-2012, the US had a plan to overthrow 7 governments in the Near and Middle East. In March 2007, US General Wesley Clark, former NATO Supreme Allied Commander Europe, revealed a conversation he had at the Pentagon just after 9/11:

			One of the generals [...] picks up a piece of paper on his desk: «I just received this memo today from the floor above, from the office of the Secretary of Defense, which describes how we are going to take down 7 countries in five years: starting with Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Libya, Somalia, Sudan, and ending with Iran27 !»

			A little less than twenty years later, all these countries are in crisis or at war. In all of them, the unrest began as a manoeuvre for influence and led to a regional crisis. All these crises have the involvement of the US, France and Israel in common; all will encourage the development of jihadist terrorism and all will be steeped in myths carefully nurtured by the mainstream media. All follow the same Hegelian pattern.

			 

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Principle

						
							
							Example: Libya

						
							
							Example: Venezuela

						
					

					
							
							1

						
							
							Create the problem by arming or provoking a group or a party, and push it into a violent posture.

						
							
							Provoking demonstrations by relying on Islamists.

							Arm the rebels (clandestinely).

						
							
							Paralyse economic activity through sanctions.

							Preventing any possibility of funding to address the precariousness of the situation.

						
					

					
							
							2

						
							
							Generate a reaction in public opinion and in the political class through disinformation or by demonising the government to make it particularly odious.

						
							
							Accusing the government of massacring its population.

							Accusing it of employing «highly paid» mercenaries.

							Accusing the government of inciting the rape of women.

						
							
							Create the image of an unscrupulous dictatorship.

							To give the image of a government that seeks to starve its population in the face of common sense and prevents international humanitarian aid.
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							Propose a solution to the problem (military intervention, establishment of a state of emergency, curtailment of fundamental rights or freedoms, etc.)

						
							
							Adoption of a resolution for the protection of civilians.

							Supporting the Islamist opposition materially (officially).

						
							
							To give the image of a unanimous opposition. Recognition of an alternative president.

							Offer humanitarian aid.

							Half-hearted threats of military intervention.

						
					

				
			

			Table 1- How a crisis is made

			3.1 “It was the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan that led to the creation of... al-Qaeda28 “

			Fuelled by the prevailing ‘Russophobia’, the myth that the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan is at the origin of jihadism is still alive and well. It is still frequently evoked by specialists in terrorism, such as Rik Coolsaet29, politicians, such as former Prime Minister Manuel Valls30 or journalists such as François Clémenceau:

			One of the reasons why we have seen the emergence of Al Qaeda is because in Afghanistan the Russians came and invaded, occupied the country and in a way created Al Qaeda31

			But this is not true! Robert Gates, director of the CIA from 1991 to 1993, explains in his memoirs that the Soviet intervention was itself a response to the American attempt to destabilise the pro-Soviet regime in Kabul with jihadist movements six months earlier32.

			In April 1979, two months after taking power in Iran, Ayatollah Khomeini had the CIA’s TACKSMAN I (in Behchahr) and TACKSMAN II (in Kabkan) electronic listening stations closed. Located in the north of Iran, they ensured the surveillance of the south of the USSR. At the same time, in Afghanistan, land reform provoked growing discontent against President Taraki. But despite repeated requests, the USSR refused to intervene to restore order. There was therefore an opportunity for the Americans to encourage an Islamic rebellion in Afghanistan in order to overthrow the regime and keep Soviet influence in the region at bay. Incidentally, the CIA is considering redeploying a listening station there, which would take over the tasks of the old TACKSMAN stations.

			Thus, on 3 July 1979, President Carter signed a directive authorising the CIA to support the mujahideen in Afghanistan through clandestine psychological operations and material support. This was the beginning of Operation CYCLONE, which had a budget of 4 billion dollars33 and allowed the CIA to arm the Afghan Islamists. On the same day, Zbigniew Brzezinski, National Security Advisor, sent a note to President Jimmy Carter to draw his attention to the fact that «this aid would lead to Soviet military intervention34 «. In January 1998, in an interview with the Nouvel Observateur, he explained:

			We did not push the Russians to intervene, but we knowingly increased the likelihood that they would do so35.

			In September 1979, the brutal rise of Islamist violence pushed Hafizullah Amin to take power in Kabul. But it also had an effect on the southern republics of the USSR, which had a Muslim tradition and had been in chronic struggle against Moscow’s power since the 1920s. After several attacks by Islamist groups, the USSR felt directly threatened and decided to intervene in Afghanistan in December 1979.

			Initially, it deployed its 40th Army at short notice, but configured for conventional warfare and ill-prepared for counter-insurgency combat, its losses were high and its results meagre. This suggests that the Soviets had not planned this intervention for a long time, but they learned quickly. The 40th Army was completely restructured and reconfigured: its armoured units were reduced and its backbone was now made up of artillery (nothing moves faster on the battlefield than fire), signals units, small special forces units (‘spetsnaz’), and helicopters.

			In a second phase (from 1983), new operational concepts were applied: the emphasis was placed on air-mobile combat, with tactics reminiscent of those of the French army in Algeria twenty-five years earlier. The autonomy of small independent units was increased and the operational integration of combat means was improved. The ability to act on the basis of individual initiative - a concept that had been very limited in the Soviet army until then - was encouraged. The implementation of the ‘Reconnaissance-Rapid Complex’ (RUK), which shortened the decision-making circuit between combat units and support formations, very quickly brought spectacular results accompanied by a drastic reduction in losses36.

			The effectiveness of these new concepts was such that the United States decided in 1986 to provide the Afghan resistance with portable Stinger anti-aircraft missiles, which were, at that time, highly sensitive, classified and sparingly shared.

			Contrary to what the West would later claim, the Soviets were considerably more effective and efficient than Nato and the US. While the latter would try to change society (and fail to do so), the Soviets sought only to keep the government in place: a considerably more reasonable goal, and one which they achieved. As always, the weakness of the Western military is the use of tactics as a substitute for strategy.

			The resistance that the Americans supported politically, financially and materially was an amalgam of scattered, poorly coordinated groups with no unifying doctrine. A picture as disparate as the Resistance in France in the years 1940-1942. Far-left movements rubbed shoulders with royalists, Shiites worked with Sunnis with a single adversary: the Soviet occupier. There was no talk of a global jihad or of attacking Western countries. The objective was not to propagate a faith, but to overthrow a government considered corrupt. This is why, once back in their countries of origin (Algeria, Egypt or Libya), foreign fighters will take up the same struggle against their respective governments.

			What is known as «al-Qaeda» is only a military base (al-qa’ïda al-’askariyya37 ) of the Afghan resistance. It was dismantled in 1989: no terrorist group of this name was created, neither by Osama bin Laden (OBL) nor by anyone else. He himself confirmed this in an interview given to Al-Jazeera on 21 October 2001, which was not widely broadcast in the West (removed from YouTube), a transcript of which is available on the Terrorisme.net website38. The rumour that OBL was an American agent is simply not true: he was only one of the multiple beneficiaries of American support through the Pakistani services, but American officials only really knew about his existence in the 1990s39.

			After the departure of the Soviets and without a unifying enemy, Afghanistan and its capital are left to rival factions struggling for power. Lynchings and public executions - sometimes with great cruelty - are a daily occurrence40. The problem is that the Americans were not concerned with rebuilding a new Afghanistan, but simply with fighting the Soviets. Thus, unlike in the Second World War, the Americans have not been able to put in place a «De Gaulle» or a «Jean Moulin» who would federate the efforts of the resistance into a strategic coherence. In fact, the Taliban will fulfil this role, as will the Islamic State thirty years later in Iraq and Syria... the Westerners have learned nothing!

			It is in this atmosphere that the Taliban («students of religion») are taking hold. Of Sunni origin, their movement appeared in September 1994. It aims to federate the different ethnic groups, religious tendencies, political families and factions that had made up the Afghan resistance. Starting from the region of Kandahar, in the south of the country, it quickly conquered, practically without fighting, the whole country, except for the north which remained in the hands of the Northern Alliance, led by the Tajik Ahmed Shah Massoud.

			As soon as they came to power, the Taliban established a strict regime, the aim of which was to restore civil peace and order, suppress factionalism and enable the management of the state. The Shariah regime - Islamic law - is imposed and enforced severely. Their government enjoys fairly broad popular support, mainly because it provides a form of security and eliminates the anarchy and arbitrariness that prevailed with the militias. However, it failed to gain the international recognition that would allow the country to develop41. The West refuses to deal with the regime; an intransigence that has the effect of discrediting the moderate fringe of the movement, which is in favour of reforms in exchange for international recognition, in order to develop the country.

			The Taliban are not ‘global jihadists’ and have never aimed to spread their doctrine around the world. On the other hand, they support - more out of religious conviction than political or territorial ambition - the efforts of Islamist fighters in the region42, especially in Jammu and Kashmir. The conflict then drains Islamist fighters from all over the world, settled in the ‘tribal areas’ on the border between Afghanistan and Pakistan. These fighters, captured at the end of 2001, beginning of 2002 by the American special forces, constituted the first contingent of prisoners at Guantanamo; which the Americans had to free a few years later... after having transformed them into global jihadists!

			In fact, the Taliban’s efforts are absorbed by domestic problems and rivalries between local jihadist leaders:

			The Taliban and Mullah Omar, in fact, have often defined themselves against other Afghan leaders whom they consider to represent radical pan-Islamic thought. The Taliban mocked these Muslims, who include Gulbuddin Hekmatyar and Abdul Rassoul Sayyaf, as «Ikhwanis43 «, their term for radical pan-Islamists44.

			The American strikes of August 1998 brought the Taliban closer to the pan-Islamic jihadists around a defence of Islam45, without however pushing them into the global jihad. On the other hand, they will create a feeling of injustice and cowardice that will lead to «9/11».

			3.1.1 «The Taliban refuse to hand over Bin Laden46 «

			Since September 11, the names ‘Al Qaeda’ and Bin Laden have been on everyone’s lips, but what concrete evidence was there to make this claim? In reality: none. To this day, his guilt remains speculative and there is no evidence to suggest that he was actually involved in the attacks, as we have seen.

			After the June 1996 attack on the Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia, OBL was expelled from Sudan under pressure from the United States. The first accusations against him were formulated on 10 June 1998, in a document that remained classified SECRET, and concerned his alleged involvement in the death of American soldiers in Somalia in 1993. He then took refuge in Afghanistan, in the Kandahar region, where he continued his fight against the American presence in Saudi Arabia and organised training camps for the fighters of Jammu-Kashmir. But his freedom of action is not total: in 1998, Mullah Omar, the Taliban leader, imposes on him not to undertake any terrorist act as a condition to stay in the country47, and there is no indication that he has broken this agreement.

			After the 9 August 1998 attacks on the American embassies in Dar es Salaam and Nairobi, the Americans became more pressing and asked for his extradition. However, there is no proof and the American accusation is based solely on suspicions, themselves based on his fatwa of February 1998. But in reality, we don’t know anything about it: on a note concerning these attacks, President Bill Clinton scribbles to Sandy Berger, his National Security Advisor:

			Sandy, if this article is correct, the CIA has certainly exaggerated the facts presented to me. What are the facts48 ?

			The Taliban’s position is clear: they are ready to hand him over, but demand proof of his guilt49. The Americans provided evidence, but the Afghan High Court of Justice ruled that it did not prove his involvement and refused to hand him over. The Taliban then asked the Americans to make a «constructive proposal» to resolve the crisis50. But this request was never reported as such in the Western media and the Americans did not respond.

			Yet the Taliban sought a solution. On 21 February 2001, they offered to extradite him to the United States in exchange for an agreement on the sanctions affecting the country, but for reasons that were never fully clarified, the US government refused.

			After 9/11, the issue of OBL’s extradition came up again and the Taliban envoy told the US chargé d’affaires in Islamabad that if the US provided evidence of his responsibility, the «problem could be easily solved51 «.

			But in reality, the evidence of OBL’s involvement is of little interest to the Americans, as they had already decided to intervene in Afghanistan long before ‘9/11’. On 4 September 2001, exactly one week before 9/11, the National Security Presidential Directive 9 (NSPD9)52 was submitted to President George W. Bush for signature. Classified SECRET, it is entitled Defeating the Terrorist Threat to the United States53, and in a TOP SECRET classified annex, it directs the Secretary of Defense to plan military options «against Taliban targets in Afghanistan, including leadership, command control, air defence, ground forces and logistics54 «. It was approved on 25 October 2001.

			But the President must have the approval of Congress. To get around this problem, on 14 September 2001, Congress passed a Joint Resolution on the Authorisation for the Use of Military Force (AUMF), which stipulated that the President must have the approval of Congress...

			That the President is authorized to use all necessary and appropriate force against those nations, organizations, or persons that he determines planned, authorized, committed, or aided the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, or harbored such organizations or persons, in order to prevent any future acts of international terrorism against the United States by such nations, organizations, or persons55.

			It provides the legal basis for the ‘perpetual wars’ waged by the US since then, and explains why Iraq, Venezuela and Iran will later be accused of supporting international terrorism...

			On 7 October, with US forces ready to strike, the Afghan government offers to try OBL, but President Bush refuses the offer56 and launches bombing raids which, even at this stage, affect the civilian population. A week later, the Afghan deputy prime minister, Haji Abdul Kabir, confirmed that the Taliban were ready to hand over OBL, if proof of his «involvement» (not even his «responsibility») was provided and in exchange for a halt to the bombing. This position is also relayed by the Taliban ambassador to Pakistan57 ; but the Americans refuse to enter into it58. The Independent newspaper even states that the US President «peremptorily refused to provide evidence that Mr Bin Laden was behind the September 11 attacks59 «; probably simply because at that stage - as up to now - such evidence did not exist.

			In fact, the Americans provided them with a file60, a copy of which was sent to Tony Blair. On 4 October 2001, the British government published a 70-point summary for Parliament. The press saw it as a tissue of «conjectures, suppositions and assertions of fact61 « and «almost worthless from a legal point of view62 «: the accusations are essentially speculations on the 1998 attacks and very few concern «9/11». One can read, for example, that Bin Laden was involved in drug trafficking (which was never the case, either closely or remotely); this will serve as a pretext for Tony Blair to intervene in Afghanistan.

			On 16 October 2001, the Taliban once again proposed to the US government to extradite OBL, without even demanding proof of his involvement, in exchange for a halt to the bombings affecting the civilian population63. But once again, the American government refused.

			3.1.2. A poorly defined enemy and objectives

			In 2019, after 18 years of war, some 17,000 troops still deployed for Nato’s RESOLUTE SUPPORT mission, billions of dollars spent, nearly 200,000 dead and an equal number seriously wounded, and millions displaced64, little thought has been given to why the West intervened in Afghanistan. The Americans, and then Nato, through their total lack of understanding of the theatre of war and their negligence, created the conditions for the development of a jihadism that did not exist before 2001.

			No foreign power has been able to control Afghanistan. However, close examination shows that the Soviets were able to maintain greater operational coherence65 than Nato66. They retained control of politically and economically important areas of the country, and ‘abandoned’ others. Conversely, Nato was unable to prioritise its engagement and even alienated areas that were more favourable to it. You can’t embrace too much. In 1987, the CIA estimated the cost of Soviet involvement at $50 million, or 75% of what the Americans had spent on Vietnam67. After 16 years of war, the US has spent about $1 trillion - 200 times more - not to mention the human cost, for a defeat it cannot manage68.

			On 7 September 2019, Donald Trump announces that he is ending the negotiations with the Taliban that had been going on since 2018 and which seemed to be on the verge of an agreement. He justifies this by accusing the Taliban of wanting to increase the pressure on the United States with an attack two days earlier69. But what he does not say is that between April and September 2019, US strikes increased by more than 50 per cent, reaching their highest level since October 201070. In fact, Trump is applying the same «strategy» as with Iran: put the adversary under maximum pressure in order to force him to negotiate. A method dear to mafias.

			On 9 December 2019, the Washington Post publishes around 2,000 pages of declassified documents on the war in Afghanistan. This is a file compiled as part of a feedback project by the Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction (SIGAR), which confirms two things. The first is that, as early as 2001, the United States had no idea why it was fighting this war, what its enemy was and what its objective was. In February 2015, Lieutenant General Douglas Lute, the White House ‘Afghanistan Czar’, admitted in 2015 about the war in Afghanistan:

			We had no idea what we were doing71.

			The second is that the American military and political leaders have lied to their people and their parliamentary representatives for 18 years72. But the Americans are not the only ones: the other countries involved on their side have also lied to their public opinions! But the French press did not even notice it. Behind the ‘good work’ of the contingents lies a total lack of strategy and objective: soldiers died for nothing, in the literal sense of the term. The same thing is happening in the Sahel today. We have learned nothing: the staffs, parliaments and public opinion have failed miserably for lack of critical thinking and analysis and continue to do so...

			3.2 “Darfur: a genocide of 300,000 victims 73

			3.2.1. The context

			In 2005-2006, the author was head of the Joint Mission Analysis Center (JMAC) of the United Nations Mission in Sudan (UNMIS), the first (and largest) civilian-military strategic intelligence structure in a UN peacekeeping mission. Although Darfur was not part of the UNMIS mandate, it was the responsibility of the Special Representative of the Secretary General, who was responsible for coordinating UN activities in the country.

			The Darfur crisis illustrates both one of humanity’s oldest causes of war and a conflict linked to global warming. For many years, the Sahara has been expanding southwards, severely affecting the fragile Sahel zone: between the late 1970s and the early 2000s, the desert advanced by almost 200 kilometres in Darfur. It has gradually covered the territory of nomadic pastoralist tribes - in particular the Zaghawa and Jimir - pushing them into the lands of sedentary farming tribes, including the Four («Dar Four»).

			This slow, one-way migration should not be confused with the seasonal migrations of herders moving their herds from north to south and vice versa according to the seasons. The latter are also a source of contention, but are effectively managed by traditional mechanisms, which define and allocate transhumance routes.

			In Sudan, as in many Muslim countries, land does not belong to anyone. The allocation and use of land is governed by traditional mechanisms, specific to each tribe, according to sometimes complex rules, called hawakir or hakura. However, the arrival of new populations in areas where natural resources are scarce has disrupted these rules, leading to violent clashes that are at the root of the Darfur conflict.

			From the 1990s onwards, in order to calm the situation and bring about a lasting solution, the government in Khartoum tried to redefine the mechanisms of land allocation and to impose a uniform method throughout Darfur. But this ‘intervention’ by the central government infringes on tribal prerogatives and provokes violent reactions: it is interpreted as a marginalisation of local authorities, and some tribes are protesting against the new rules that give newcomers the same rights as indigenous populations. International and development organisations will interpret the crisis in a ‘Western’ way and accuse Khartoum of abandoning Darfur, when the opposite is true...

			The Sudanese government soon found itself isolated between those who wanted compensation for their lost land and those who refused to change the traditional hawakir. In 2002, Abdul Wahed Mohammed Nour brought these two sources of discontent together and created the Darfur Liberation Movement (DLM).

			This is the beginning of the politicisation of the conflict in Darfur. It is not accidental and coincides with the adoption of a new strategy by John Garang, leader of the Sudan’s People Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A) in Southern Sudan. The strategy is to ‘encircle’ the government in Khartoum, creating insurgent pockets in all parts of the country to force it to negotiate. It threatens Khartoum from the East with its New Sudan Brigade (NSB), stationed in Eritrea. From 2001, with US support, it joined forces with the MLD (which became the Sudan Liberation Movement - SLM - in 2003) and began arming the Darfur rebels to create a threat in the West. Contrary to popular belief, John Garang was not in favour of southern independence, but for ‘one country and two nations’, overthrowing the Sudanese government. It was only later, after his death and the advent of Salva Kiir, that the separatist tendency took over in Southern Sudan.

			In addition to the tribal tensions between farmers and pastoralists, there are ‘raids’ by Chadian and Libyan groups. Known as ‘cattle raiders’, they carry out raids over several hundred kilometres to seize entire herds and sell them in Chad. Well organised and well armed, they do not hesitate to attack the army. Boko Haram, which appeared much later in Nigeria, is the Islamist variant of the same phenomenon, which can be found throughout the Sahel.

			Darfur is about the size of France and has an estimated population of about 6 million people, mostly in small, scattered villages. There is no evidence to support the claim that the government is trying to eliminate its population. A close look at the violence shows attacks on individuals, families, even parts of villages or small hamlets, but hardly ever on entire tribes or ethnic groups.

			Until 2002, the clashes in Darfur were seen as a local phenomenon. But after 9/11, the Americans thought that the Sahel had become a favourite hideout for jihadists. They set up the Trans Sahara Counterterrorism Initiative (TSCTI)74 which includes most of the Sahel countries75, where special forces are deployed under the leadership of Special Operations Command Europe (SOCEUR); and the Combined Joint Task Force - Horn of Africa (CJTF-HOA), based in Djibouti under the authority of the Central Command (CENTCOM), to cover North-East Africa. Their only shadow is Sudan. In the 1990s, it had hosted OBL - then in disgrace - and the Americans were convinced that it was the weak point of their system. It is therefore necessary to put pressure on it to accept the deployment of a military force in Darfur. Accusations and fanciful figures on crimes and massacres in Darfur are multiplying.

			But after Iraq and Afghanistan, the Sudanese government fears that a peacekeeping mission in Darfur is a prelude to an operation to overthrow it. In 2004, however, it agreed to the deployment of an African Union peacekeeping mission (AMIS) in Darfur. It is funded by the European Union, while NATO provides logistical support and deploys intelligence elements. From the beginning of 2005, American special forces operated clandestinely on Sudanese territory in the Darfur region in order to detect possible Islamist groups... and found nothing.

			3.2.2. The «Janjaweed» militias

			Accusations against the Sudanese government invariably refer to the ‘Janjaweed’ militia. But here again, ignorance meets misinformation.

			During the 1980s and 1990s, the Sudanese army was at war in the south of the country, and had no forces to respond to the tribal violence in Darfur. The government adopted the same strategy as the British and French in Africa and Asia: it armed the tribes it could rely on. Unfortunately, it did not establish sufficient mechanisms to manage and co-ordinate these militias, and they gradually slipped out of its control to conduct completely independent tribal operations. These militias are known as Murahalin in Bahr el-Ghazal, Shahama in Abyei and Janjaweed in Darfur.

			In 1989, in order to regain control of the situation, the government created the Popular Defence Forces (PDF): territorial units composed of locally recruited soldiers, armed, equipped and trained by the army. Poorly equipped, lacking heavy equipment and with very little mobility, the PDFs played an essentially defensive and local role, while the dynamic dimension of maintaining order was devolved to the troops of the Ministry of the Interior.

			The term ‘Janjaweed’ is typically Darfurian and refers to a bandit. While in the West it is associated with government militias, in common parlance it refers to anyone who carries a weapon (including Chadian rebels who take refuge in Sudanese territory). In fact, the cross-checking of testimonies shows that it refers primarily to organised gangs (‘cattle raiders’) and independent tribal militias, but also to the rebel movements themselves.

			Furthermore, precise and confirmed information indicates that since at least March 2005, the Sudanese government has ceased all support to the tribal militias. So much so that in 2005, there were numerous clashes between «Janjaweed» militias and Sudanese security forces, including a siege of its garrison in El-Geneina that lasted several days.

			3.2.3. Chemical weapons

			In 2016, Amnesty International (AI) published a report accusing the Sudanese army of using chemical weapons against rebels in the Jebel Marra region76. This type of accusation has reappeared regularly since the late 1990s, but none of the verification missions sent to the area have been able to confirm it77.

			The Amnesty report raises many questions and the German government has expressed doubts about its relevance: the small number of rebels in Darfur does not seem to require the use of such extreme means and the small number of ‘witnesses’ tends to reinforce these doubts. Furthermore, the UN Mission in Darfur (UNAMID) claims that it has not seen the use of chemical weapons and that no victims have been treated in its hospitals78.

			Moreover, the photos of the victims show symptoms that can be explained by common ailments in the region79 ; as for the combination of horse attacks and chemical bombing80, it seems surreal to say the least!

			Apart from the fact that no evidence was found on the ground, it is not clear why such weapons would have been used in Darfur in 2016, when they are known to be a justification for international interventions, and when the Sudanese armed forces have not used them in considerably larger battles in the south of the country.

			In reality, we find here the same phenomenon as in Syria: the attempt by some to provoke a Western military intervention.

			3.2.4. The war of numbers

			Due to the size of the country, low operational mobility and small numbers, Sudanese forces are unable to control a situation that is considered an internal security problem. As a result, the 12,000 regular army personnel stationed in Darfur are only rarely engaged. Counter-insurgency operations are normally carried out by internal security forces. However, the ISAF - while seemingly large - are grossly under-equipped with weapons and transport, and are not configured to fight an insurgency. They are clustered in the main towns of Darfur (El-Fasher, Nyala and El-Geneina) and patrol the main roads (between these three towns) without robust means to operate in the intervening area.

			The massive ‘bombing’ of populations by ‘Antonovs’ reported by refugees and the press at the time was often spurious. In 2005, the Sudanese air force had five Antonov-24s and Antonov-26s for transport, which were not equipped to drop bombs and which were already widely used to ensure the logistics of its military garrisons spread over 2.5 million km2 and in regions that can often only be reached by air. By comparison, the United Nations has a fleet of more than 50 aircraft to provide logistics for UNMIS (about 30,000 people) in the same area. A review of the reported incidents and observations on the ground do not confirm the use of these aircraft to bomb civilian populations. In fact, the word «Antonov» is used for anything that flies, including Mi-24 (or more rarely Mi-8) helicopters equipped with rockets, used to fight armed groups.

			Unguided air-to-surface rockets are usually the most frequently misfired munitions. However, field surveys conducted by international demining experts commissioned by the UN in 2006 and 2007 found that the most common munitions remnants encountered in Darfur in combat areas are RPG-7 hand grenades and anti-tank grenades. In some areas, remnants of surface-to-air rockets are found. As for the remains of aerial bombs, the teams sent to the battle sites in early 2006 by the UN found none!

			All this does not prove anything, but it does cast serious doubt on Western accusations of genocide and systematic destruction of the population...

			That said, after the Western intervention in Libya, the security landscape of the region is profoundly altered: weapons recovered from both sides (including those supplied by European countries despite the UN embargo) find their way into northern Sudan/Darfur and fuel tribal conflicts from the borders of Chad to central Darfur.

			Claims that the government is trying to ‘Arabise81 ‘ Darfur are simply not true. First of all, the government has never claimed such a policy and it is not clear what its objective could be. Even the North-South conflict, which is often presented as a religious war between Islamists and Christians/animists, was tribal in nature. This is why it persists after the independence of Southern Sudan. In Darfur, the populations of Arab and African origin have become closely intermingled over time and it is virtually impossible to differentiate between them. In religious terms, unlike in Southern Sudan, the population is homogeneous and almost exclusively Muslim. In reality, the clashes are between Arabs, non-Arabs, farmers and herders in all possible combinations. It is this diversity of ‘conflicts’ that is the source of the problem:

			a) 	Contrary to a widely held view in the West, most violence is tribal or criminal in nature. The number of «political» movements remains very marginal. The number of «political» movements remains very marginal: 3-4 in 2005, they are 27 in 2007 due to splits: undermined by internal rivalries and quarrels, they do not constitute a real threat to the government. Moreover, 	they do not demand independence, but greater regional	 autonomy.

			b) 	The government in Khartoum has never really equipped itself with the means to fight unrest that is endemic in this part of the world. It has limited itself to treating the issue as a domestic problem, relying on traditional tribal rivalries, without any real counter-insurgency strategy or adequate leadership structures.

			Stigmatised by many NGOs and the US administration, the ‘systematic massacre’ of the Darfur population by the Sudanese government, like what happened in Rwanda ten years earlier, has not been confirmed by the facts. The number of studies carried out on mortality in Darfur testifies to the unease that reigns around the figures.

			At the outset of the Darfur crisis, the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) mentioned the figure of 180,000 dead82. By early 2005, when the UN mission was established, the most common estimate was 200,000 dead. During this period, when the author had a very good overview of the situation and collaborated with the main Western intelligence services, no major clashes took place and humanitarian access was generally good. However, in 2008, Jan Egeland, the then OCHA coordinator, stated that 400,000 was closer to the reality83. However, ten years later, the figure most often put forward is 300,000 dead, while remaining purely speculative. Despite numerous rumours and the claims of some humanitarian NGOs, no mass graves, mass graves or evidence of massacres on this scale have been found84.

			In fact, these figures are derived from statistical estimates and projections based on unverified and unverifiable testimony. But this does not prevent the international community from accusing the Sudanese government of ‘genocide’. To justify this accusation, two notions are played on alternately: mortality due to the consequences of violence (lack of hygiene, lack of water and food, etc.) and mortality due to the acts of violence themselves. In fact, they are mixed. In addition, the role of local armed actors is deliberately minimised in order to attribute their violence to the government.

			Between early 2005 and mid-2006, at the request of the head of UNMIS, the mission’s intelligence unit (JMAC) carried out four studies on violent mortality in Darfur. All available sources are used: international (such as WHO and ICRC) and non-governmental organisations, the African Union mission (AMIS), the UN security service (UN DSS), Sudanese security services, Western intelligence services and the rebel groups themselves. In most cases, there are photographic documents or detailed reports (police, medical, military, and/or human rights bodies). The results are surprising:
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			. JIC Assessment, International Terrorism: Impact of Iraq, Joint Intelligence Committee, 13 April 2005, TOP SECRET (declassified January 2011)

			Table 2- Victims of violence in Darfur (2004-2006)

			These figures are probably still too high, but they include all forms of violence, from simple crime to tribal skirmishes. In the same order of magnitude as those periodically reported to the Security Council85, they are very far from those proclaimed by the Western media... But the reports will be buried... and at the end of 2006, there is talk of 400,000 deaths86. We went from 200,000 to 400,000 deaths in a year and a half. Where do they come from? No answer!

			As for the burnt hamlets, widely reported in the press, internal information from OCHA in Sudan in 2005 shows that it is the displaced people, attracted by better living conditions in the UN displacement camps, who burn their huts themselves by «inventing» attacks, so as not to be turned away by aid organisations.

			On 11 April 2019, on France 24, columnist Gauthier Rybinski literally creates a fable around the situation in Darfur and oil. Claiming that in addition to the 300,000 killed, President Omar Bashir has sought to prevent the survivors from surviving by poisoning water wells. He also claims that the government has deliberately abandoned people living in oil-free areas87. Why and for what purpose? This is simply not true: it is an assembly of scattered and unverified information into a conspiracy-like construct. Moreover, he does not fail to point out that Sudan has been one of the sponsors of international terrorism, as it hosted the terrorist Carlos between 1991 and 1994. An accusation that would be just as relevant for France, which has been harbouring Italian terrorists from the 1960s-1980s for almost 50 years88.

			As we will see later in the case of Syria, the accusation of genocide in Darfur is based entirely on the assumption that the Sudanese government is trying to eliminate part of its population... For what reasons? Why now and not before? No one can say! Some have suggested that oil is the reason, but until 200789, the epicentre of the violence was in the west and north of Darfur, while the oil-producing areas are in the south-east.

			In reality, the problems in Darfur are due more to the impotence of the Sudanese government than to the opposite. Its good faith has been systematically rejected by a West locked in a logic of fighting Islamism. Today, a plethora of humanitarian aid has drawn the people of Darfur into refugee camps (exactly as in Chad 25 years ago), creating a population that is completely dependent on international aid, where local crafts and agricultural know-how have totally disappeared. From a habitat of small scattered hamlets, the population has gathered in camps of several thousand people where food is distributed by the international community and then sold, giving rise to flourishing trafficking.

			By analysing the issue on the basis of prejudices and the «tourist reports» of philosophers and film actors, we have created lasting problems without reducing violence. On the contrary: by creating a mercantile economy in the IDP camps, where money circulates more, we have ipso facto encouraged the development of organised crime. This has resulted in a loss of influence of traditional tribal crisis management mechanisms. All this was visible - and predictable - already in 2005...

			3.3 Conclusions for Western interventions

			Built on lies, the war in Iraq is a disaster. Not only is it criminal, but it has been conducted in a stupid way from the start: it has only strengthened the United States’ main enemy, Iran. In 2019, a 1,300-page study by the US Army commissioned by General Ray Odierno, former Chief of Staff of the Army, concludes:

			By the time this project is completed in 2018, an emboldened and expansionist Iran appears to be the only winner90.

			Darfur is an example of a crisis that the international community - and in particular the humanitarian organisations - has literally created, under pressure from the United States. The problem is that our lies have completely inhibited our ability to learn from the past. For example, Bernard-Henri Lévy’s ‘report’ on the situation in northern Nigeria, published in Paris Match in December 2019, reveals exactly the same lack of understanding as for Darfur. His ‘conclusions’ are severely criticised91. They are based on a simplistic analysis of events, which seems logical for someone who moves seamlessly and very temporarily from Parisian salons to African realities like a tourist92, but insufficient to address the problem.

			The author has seen first-hand in NATO and Afghanistan that Americans - and a fortiori Westerners - are simply not intellectually, culturally and doctrinally prepared to understand a different way of waging war than their own. Limited general knowledge and poor quality senior officers explain why their military successes are only tactical and rarely strategic, and achieved at considerable human and material cost. All Western interventions have followed the same pattern of disinformation. In order to convince the public, the data of the problem has been truncated. Inappropriate solutions have therefore been found.

			The failures in Afghanistan93, Iraq94, Libya95, Syria96 and in the fight against terrorism were perfectly predictable and are largely due to Western intellectual rigidity.
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			4. Iran

			4.1. The context

			Iran is a country traditionally sympathetic to the West. Ethnically distinct from the Arabs, its population is strongly influenced by Indian culture and practices a less strict Shiite Islam than the Sunni Islam of Saudi Arabia. Iran has no tradition of warlike expansion and has not attacked any country since 1798.

			After the overthrow of Prime Minister Mohammad Mossadegh in 1953 by a joint operation of the British MI-6 and the American CIA (Operation AJAX), and until the beginning of the 1980s, Iran was the main ally of Israel and the West in the region. As a country bordering the Soviet Union, it was an essential part of the United States’ apparatus, both for its regional policy and its intelligence capabilities. Despite this, Iran maintained a non-aligned security policy: its armaments came in equal parts from Eastern and Western countries: Soviet T-72 tanks rubbed shoulders with British Chieftain tanks97.

			From 1976, the priority of the Carter government on human rights issues pushed the Shah to diversify his alliances and to increase his military cooperation with Israel. Documents seized from the American embassy in Tehran in 1979 even revealed that Israel was planning to sell a nuclear missile to Iran (Operation TZOR)98.

			In 1979, the arrival of Khomeini in power did not erase 25 years of military and intelligence cooperation with Israel. Iran had suffered a war provoked by Iraq and chemical attacks carried out with the blessing of the United States99: Israel was then a precious ally «on the back» of the Arab countries. For its part, Israel sees Iran as a kind of «strategic counterweight» to Arab pressure and supports it. In particular, it struck the Tuwaitha research centre near Baghdad (30 September 1980), then the Iraqi nuclear power station of Osirak (7 June 1981). At that time, Israel’s enemy was Iraq, which had been hosting several Palestinian movements since the mid-1970s.

			The negotiations for the release of the 52 hostages of the American embassy in Tehran lead to the Algiers agreements of 19 January 1981, which stipulate, among other things, that:

			The United States pledges that from now on its policy will be not to intervene, directly or indirectly, politically or militarily, in Iran’s internal affairs100.

			... a commitment that the Americans will never honour.

			A few months later, in order to finance the Nicaraguan Contras, President Reagan secretly authorised the sale of arms to Iran. This was the beginning of ‘Irangate’, in which Israel played a central role by discreetly delivering arms to Iran. But Israel will ‘double-cross’ the US by supplying Iran with unapproved weapons. This prompted the Americans to launch Operation STAUNCH in the spring of 1983 to stop the arms deliveries.

			On 3 July 1988, the Airbus of Iran Air Flight 655 was shot down by a sea-to-air missile fired by the US cruiser USS Vincennes, killing 290 people, including 66 children. Later investigations by the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) and the US Navy confirmed that the cruiser was in Iranian territorial waters and had detected a civilian aircraft in the process of climbing. After initially denying and then lying that the USS Vincennes was in international waters and that the Airbus was in a dive against the ship, the US government justified the shooting as a «mistake». But this too was a lie: Captain William C. Rogers III had convinced himself that he was under attack by an Iranian F-14101 ! At the end of the engagement, the ship’s crew was awarded the Combat Action Ribbon for «active participation in combat actions», while the officer in charge of coordinating the aerial combat was awarded the Navy Commendation Medal for «repeated heroic or meritorious acts»102 ! Finally, international justice103 condemns the United States to compensate the families of the victims and to apologise. But President George H. Bush (Sr.) says:

			I will never apologise for the United States of America. I will never do that.  I don’t care about the facts104.

			... which the Western media will fail to recall after the tragedy of Ukraine Airlines Flight 752 in January 2020105.

			Since the end of the Cold War, Iran has tried to improve its relations with the West. Its neutrality during the first Gulf War (1990-91) was a key to the success of the international coalition. In this changing geostrategic balance, Iran took advantage of the opportunity to reach out to the Europeans, but under American pressure, they did not seize it.

			After 9/11, the government of President Mohammed Khatami expressed its condolences to the American people and supported the American intervention in Afghanistan. After the Taliban assassination of nine Iranian diplomats in 1998, tensions between the two countries had increased and Iran provided significant intelligence support to the Americans in the early days of Operation ENDURING FREEDOM. Iran also funded and trained Ahmed Shah Massoud’s Northern Alliance, which overthrew the Taliban and seized power in Kabul on 14 November 2001. In December 2001, at the Bonn conference, the American negotiator James Dobbins thanked Iran for having convinced its Afghan allies to join the coalition of national unity106... But one month later, on 29 January 2002, during his State of the Union speech, the American President, as a thank you, included Iran in the «axis of evil»!

			As early as 2001, it was Western mistakes and lack of strategic vision that gave Iran its role as a regional power, as confirmed by former Israeli Foreign Minister Shlomo Ben-Ami:

			Iran supported the US in the first Gulf War, but was left out of the Madrid conference. Iran also sided with the US administration in the war against the Taliban in Afghanistan. And when US forces routed Saddam Hussein’s army in the spring of 2003, the defensive Iranians proposed a «comprehensive pact» that would put all points of contention on the table, from the nuclear issue to Israel, from Hezbollah to Hamas. The Iranians also pledged to stop obstructing the Arab-Israeli peace process. But American neo-conservative arrogance - «We don’t talk to the axis of evil» - prevented a pragmatic response to the Iranian approach107.

			By intervening in Iraq in 2003, with the support of the country’s Shiite majority, American strategists did not understand that they were creating a continuous axis between Iran and Lebanon, which they reinforced by isolating Syria after 2005. They thus generated a feeling of encirclement among the Gulf monarchies, as evidenced by a SECRET message from the American embassy in Ryadh, dated 22 March 2009108. This is what will later push Saudi Arabia and Qatar to reassert Sunni influence through the revolutions, which affected secular Arab countries. The West perceived them as democratic outbursts, whereas they were essentially a defensive reaction of the Gulf monarchies that felt threatened. This is all the more true since most of their oil wealth is located in areas where their Shiite minorities are in the majority.

			In the early 2000s, relations between Iran and Israel changed radically. The Hebrew state sees American support as a sine qua non condition for its survival. However, this support is a function of the threats it faces. With the disappearance of Iraq as the main threat, Israel aligns itself with its protector and adopts Iran as its «favourite enemy». Its paranoia was unfounded in the case of Iraq, and it is just as unfounded today with regard to Iran.

			Iran is in the crosshairs of the United States, which wants to impose regime change on it109. On 21 April 2004, President George Bush declared that he would «deal with Iran110 «. This led Iran to announce in February 2005 that it was starting preparations to fight a possible US aggression. According to Philip Giraldi, a former CIA official, the Americans then had a plan for a nuclear and conventional attack, with 450 targets to be destroyed in Iran111. This uninformed policy created a spiral of tension. Despite the opposition to the mullahs’ regime, national unity strengthened in favour of the «hardliners» and to the detriment of the reformers: Mahmoud Ahmadinejad thus became president on 3 August 2005.

			In 2006, the United States began its subversion operations in Syria with a view to regime change. For Tehran, Syria is a kind of last bastion, the only ally in the region capable of avoiding a strategic encirclement: the Damascus-Tehran axis is strengthened.

			In 2007, President George W. Bush signed an executive order authorising clandestine operations in Iran112, and Congress voted $400 million to bring about regime change113. These operations are based on the Iranian Baluchi and Ahwazi separatist movements, as well as other dissident organisations, and include active support (delivery of arms and equipment, training of troops, etc.) to terrorist movements. This is the case of the Free Life Party of Kurdistan (PJAK) (on the Treasury Department’s list of terrorist movements since 4 February 2009114 ) or the Modjahedin-e-Khalq (MeK), which was responsible for the death of Americans in the 1970s (on the State Department’s list of terrorist movements since 10 August 1997115 ) and is cited as an example of Iraq’s collusion with terrorism116 ! These operations coincide with an upsurge in terrorist attacks in Iran (notably in Ahvaz on 12 June and 15 October 2005 and on 24 January 2006), including the assassination of Iranian scientists, for which the Iranian government has confirmed the responsibility of the United States and Britain117.

			After Ayatollah Khomeini came to power (which they had failed to anticipate), the United States set out to convince Western public opinion that Iranian power was irrational and hegemonic. This justified the application of sanctions that kept adding up, until they became a kind of sterile «background noise» that the Iranians learned to circumvent on a daily basis.

			4.2 “Iran is the most dangerous country in the world and in fact much more dangerous than the Islamic State118 “

			4.2.1. Does Iran want to destroy Israel?

			A widely spread urban legend maintained by Western propaganda119 and Israel is that Iran seeks to «destroy Israel». It began on 26 October 2005, when President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad quoted the Ayatollah Khomeini at a conference entitled «A World Without Zionism»:

			As the Imam said, the regime that occupies Jerusalem must be erased from the page of history120.

			But the sentence is mistranslated by the translation service of the Iranian News Agency (IRNA), and becomes:

			As the Imam said, Israel must be wiped off the map121.

			Yet serious commentators recognise that Ahmadinejad never said this, either in spirit or in letter122. For example, he did not mention the State of Israel, but only its government (which obviously cannot be erased from a map!) and did not refer to a geographical concept («map»), but to history. His quote was accompanied by three examples: the Soviet regime, the regime of the Shah of Iran and the regime of Saddam Hussein. Even the Washington-based Middle East Media Research Institute (MEMRI) confirms this mistranslation123. The Iranians will try to restore a more accurate translation, but it is too late...

			In 2005, in the midst of the war against the «axis of evil», with the Shiite resistance in Iraq - and the suspicion of a nuclear weapon in Iran - the translation error came at the right time with considerable impact. Thus, President Nicolas Sarkozy, then visiting Israel, declared:

			Those who outrageously call for the destruction of Israel will always find France standing in their way124.

			It remains today the main key to reading the Iranian position for many Western politicians and feeds a catastrophist discourse, very largely maintained by the Israeli government. It has become a real tool of manipulation that hinders any constructive dialogue. While most traditional Western media continue to propagate the false translation, such as RT France (which is readily accused of being pro-Iran)125, few media, such as the Guardian, regularly attempt to correct it126.

			The mullahs’ regime is not unanimously supported by Iranians, who are generally pro-Western and who could very well turn against the regime. But in the face of what is understood in the Middle East as a Western «crusade», aggravated by repeated Israeli strikes against Iranian units deployed in Syria, many Iranians feel that their country could be the next target of the United States. The government in Tehran is thus pushed by its public opinion into a «verbal jihad» that is very misunderstood in the West. Through its aggressive rhetoric against Israel, the Iranian government is generating a strong enough American reaction to maintain national unity, but without giving a tangible pretext for military intervention.

			We are so used to waging wars without concrete objectives that we lend the same foolishness to others. What could be Iran’s objectives in waging war against Israel? With no common borders, no territorial claims, no ethnic ties and no specific political disputes, with a Jewish minority that is not persecuted, that even feels respected127 and is represented in parliament, it is difficult to see what the Iranian government would seek in such an adventure. Not to mention that it would undoubtedly trigger a Western military response.

			After having generated a threat that would push Syria to ask for Iran’s help, Israel feels threatened by it. In the programme «C dans l’air» of 11 May 2018, Ms Mahnaz Shirali accuses Iran of provocation, saying that «it is known» that Iran was behind a missile attack on Israel on 10 May128. This is not true. In reality, it was a Syrian retaliation, following an Israeli missile attack on the village of Baath129, which is not mentioned at any point in the programme. In fact, the Iranian military in Syria are very clearly engaged in the fight against the jihadists (partly armed by Israel) and are neither equipped nor positioned to pose a threat to the Jewish state. Moreover, on 14 May 2019, during a teleconference with the Pentagon, Major General Christopher Ghika, second in command of the Western coalition (Operation INHERENT RESOLVE) states:

			No, there is no increased threat from the presence of pro-Iranian forces in Iraq and Syria. Clearly, we are aware of that presence; and we are monitoring them with others, because that is our environment. We are monitoring the Shiite militias [...] carefully; and if the threat level seems to be increasing, then we will increase our protective measures accordingly130.

			4.2.2. Anti-Semitism and Holocaust denial

			Shortly after the «Mohammed cartoons» crisis in Norway and Denmark in late 2005, President Ahmadinejad proposed a conference on 11-12 December 2006 in Tehran entitled Review of the Holocaust: Global Vision. It was preceded in February 2006 by a Holocaust cartoon competition organised by the Iranian newspaper Hamshahri. As expected by the Iranians, the conference triggered a wave of protests in the West.

			However, contrary to what has been reported in the West, its objective was not to contest the reality of the Holocaust. Indeed, it was attended by Orthodox Jews who certainly do not deny the reality of the Holocaust, but do challenge its political exploitation131. Labelled «antisemitic» and «revisionist» in the Western press, the conference was a trap. Not against Jews, but against Westerners, by highlighting their contradictions on freedom of expression132.

			After the Charlie Hebdo attacks in 2015, a similar competition was organised by the Iranian Sarcheshmeh Cultural Complex133. Three questions then guide the cartoonists:

			1-If the West knows no limits to freedom of expression, why does it not allow scholars and historians to discuss the Holocaust?

			2-Why should the oppression of the Palestinians compensate for the Holocaust? People who played no part in the Second World War?

			3- We are concerned about other holocausts such as the nuclear holocaust (holocaust in Iraq, Syria and Gaza)134.

			As can be seen, none of them denied the historical fact in any way. Moreover, the victor did not dispute the existence of the Holocaust, quite the contrary, since - rightly or wrongly - he compared it to the present situation of the Palestinians135.

			Whether these contests were in «good taste» is irrelevant here. In fact, for Iran - like the Muslim world in general - the reality of the Holocaust is neither a concern nor an issue. Indeed, in September 2013, President Hassan Rohani told CNN’s Christiane Aman that «the crime committed by the Nazis against Jews and non-Jews was reprehensible and condemnable136 «, thus acknowledging the reality of the Holocaust. Yet Iran is still regularly referred to as a «Holocaust denier»137.

			4.2.3. The nuclear programme

			On 6 September 2019, Axel de Tarlé opens the programme «C dans l’air» on France 5 by claiming that Iran has resumed its nuclear programme with the «unstated goal - to hold the atomic bomb138». This is disinformation.

			After the war with Iraq in 1988, Iran definitively abandoned the idea of exporting its model of Islamic revolution and sought to strengthen its defensive capabilities. It had suffered chemical attacks (with the help of the Americans139 ) and envisaged a defensive strategy based on dissuasion. It therefore launched the AMAD Project, a research programme to study the feasibility of acquiring nuclear weapons. The aim was not to attack the United States or Israel, but to deal with the Iraqi threat140.

			In February 2000, in order to find out the nature and progress of the AMAD project, the Americans decided to carry out an operation under a false banner: this was Operation MERLIN141. They provided Iran with plans for a TBA-480 nuclear bomb fuse, to enable the CIA and NSA to «trace» the development of the bomb. The plans contain imperceptible errors to prevent the construction of a functional weapon. But the operation failed: the Iranians suspected a deception and dismantled an entire CIA network in Iran142. There is no confirmation that Iran is developing a nuclear weapon, but the Western media will continue to spread this disinformation143.

			In May 2005, the US Intelligence Community estimated that Iran is «committed to developing nuclear weapons144 «. But in November 2007, in their National Intelligence Assessment (NIA), the Office of the Director of National Intelligence and the National Intelligence Council revised their judgment and confirmed that «Tehran halted its nuclear weapons programme in the fall of 2003145 «. The New York Times writes:

			Despite repeated smear campaigns, the IAEA has stood firm and repeatedly concluded that since 2002 there is no evidence of an undeclared nuclear weapons programme in Iran146.

			In early 2012, the CIA and Mossad agreed that Iran had never taken the decision to build a nuclear weapon147. Iran is therefore not a threat.

			But, by the admission of the US intelligence services148, a pretext is being sought to overthrow Ahmadinejad. This is why the Security Council renewed the sanctions regime against Iran in June 2012149. In September 2012, Benjamin Netanyahu told the UN General Assembly that Iran would have a nuclear weapon by summer 2013150. But he is lying again: a Mossad memo sent a few weeks later to the South African intelligence services states that...

			Iran, at this stage, is not engaged in the activities necessary for the production of nuclear weapons151.

			On 14 July 2015, the United States, Russia, China, France, the United Kingdom, Germany, the European Union (EU) and Iran signed the Vienna Agreement (better known by its English abbreviation: JCPOA). In short, in exchange for the lifting of Western sanctions, Iran committed itself to:

				to reduce its stockpile of 97% enriched uranium and to stop enriching uranium for military purposes;

				to limit the number of its centrifuges to 5,060 and not to modernise its installations;

				cease operations at the Arak plant, which produced plutonium that could eventually be used for military purposes;

				accept inspections by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to verify the implementation of the agreement.

			On 16 January 2016, the UN lifts its sanctions, but the JCPOA signatories drag their feet. Despite the fact that the IAEA has verified Iran’s compliance with the treaty on 15 occasions152, Western countries are not living up to their commitments and their sanctions are not lifted.

			On 30 April 2018, in a theatrical display, Benjamin Netanyahu «reveals» «secret archives» relating to Iran’s nuclear programme stolen «a few weeks earlier» near Tehran. He claims that Iran is lying and pursuing the development of nuclear weapons. But in reality, it is he who is lying. The documents presented date from 2002, ten years before the CIA and Mossad concluded that Iran had never undertaken to build a bomb. Moreover, the experts quickly note that the «unveiled» documents had already been submitted by Iran to the IAEA in... 2005153 and already published in large part in November 2011154 ! This will not prevent MP Meyer Habib from repeating this lie in June 2019 on RT France155 using the expression «Islamic State» to refer to Iran156, in order to maintain a confusion!... 

			In fact, Netanyahu addresses only one person: Donald Trump, who announces a week later the American withdrawal from the JCPOA and the reinstatement of sanctions157. He will «tweet» his reasons on 10 July 2019:

			Iran has long secretly «enriched», in total violation of the terrible $150 billion deal signed by John Kerry and the Obama administration. Remember that this agreement was due to expire in a few years158. [...]

			In a few words, he manages to lie on three points. Concerning enrichment activities, it should be remembered that for military use, uranium must be enriched to 90%. Iran never exceeded 20% before the JCPOA. With the treaty, Iran had agreed to limit itself to 3.67% for a period of 15 years; and in its report of 31 May 2019, the IAEA confirms that Iran has kept to these limits159. Moreover, in January 2019, during her hearing before the Senate Intelligence Committee, CIA Director Gina Haspel confirmed that Iran had complied with the JCPOA, thus contradicting Trump160.

			As for the $150 billion, this is not the amount paid by the US, but the total of Iranian assets that should be «unfrozen», and the total is probably much lower. In August 2015, in an audit to the Senate Finance Committee, Adam J. Szubin, Treasury Undersecretary for Financial Intelligence and Terrorism, estimated the amount at «just over $50 billion161 «. Another lie.

			Finally, as far as the timetable is concerned, Donald Trump seems not to have read (or understood) the JCPOA. He claims that:

			In seven years, this agreement will have expired and Iran will be free to create nuclear weapons. This is not acceptable. Seven years is tomorrow162.

			This is another lie. While some of the treaty’s provisions do indeed expire in 2025 (e.g. on centrifuge development), the most significant clauses (e.g. on the prohibition of nuclear weapons development, nuclear fuel reprocessing or the application of IAEA safeguards) do not have a time limit163.

			In fact, Trump wants to renegotiate the treaty on its terms and, in June 2019, he is offering to be «Iran’s best friend, if it gives up nuclear weapons164 «. An offer that Iran cannot accept, since it already gave up nuclear weapons in 2003... These seemingly incoherent manoeuvres are probably less irrational than they appear. In fact, Trump is applying a mechanism proposed in 2009 by the Brookings Institution to bring about regime change by force in Iran:

			The best way to minimise international disapproval and maximise support (however reluctantly or covertly) is to strike only if the world is convinced that the Iranians have been offered a superb deal but have rejected it - a deal so good that only a regime bent on acquiring nuclear weapons, and for the wrong reasons, would reject it. In these circumstances, the US (or Israel) could present their operation as one of regret, not anger, and at least some members of the international community would conclude that the Iranians provoked it by turning down a very good deal165.

			The idea is to show that Iran is the «bad guy». However, the media fall for it and castigate the Iranian refusal, like L’Express166 and many others.

			The withdrawal of the United States and the non-compliance of the West with the JCPOA led Iran to question the framework it had accepted. First of all, it should be understood that under Article IV of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), to which the JCPOA refers, countries have an «inalienable right... to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes». The problem is that the US does not recognise this «inalienable right» for Iran (while it recognises it for Israel, which is not a party to the NPT!)

			In exchange for the dismantling of sanctions, Iran thus agreed to stay far below the NPT limits, giving up its right to enrich uranium under the NPT, and storing only 300 kg of uranium enriched to the 3.67% limit. The problem is that the enrichment process cannot be stopped, and to keep its stockpile at 300 kg, Iran was allowed to sell its enriched uranium on the market. But the new American sanctions forbid it to access this market! Very logically, it is therefore condemned to go beyond the limits of the JCPOA and to return to its rights under the NPT, in order to push the Europeans to implement solutions.

			Therefore, in November 2019, Iran increases its uranium enrichment capacity. The French press went wild: the idea that Iran was seeking to produce nuclear weapons was propagated. Patrick Cohen on France 5, for example, insinuated that it was «getting closer to it167 «. A few days later, in the programme «C dans l’air», François Clémenceau went further in the same direction, stating that Iran sees «no limit to [its] desire to enrich uranium in order to gain access to what will enable [it] to have the bomb168 «. In reality, there is no concrete evidence that Iran intends to produce nuclear weapons. The daily La Croix states that «Iran has reduced a little more (...) its international nuclear commitments169 «. Le Figaro recalls the terms of the JCPOA... but carefully avoids mentioning Article 26170, although it is very clear:

			Iran has stated that it will treat any such reintroduction or re-imposition of the sanctions specified in Annex II, or any such imposition of new nuclear-related sanctions, as grounds for full or partial termination of the implementation of its commitments under the present JCPOA171.

			Thus, Iran only implemented a provision of the JCPOA, which it had included because it already knew that the West would not keep its word!

			For Europe had many tools and options - which it did not use - to respond to Trump172, starting with the application of rules it had adopted in 1996 to combat the extraterritoriality of US laws173 ; but it did not do so. On the other hand, other means of pressure exist, such as support (more political than military) for coalitions in Iraq and Afghanistan, for example. Showing that, despite the declarations, our principles and values take a back seat to our interests...

			In January 2020, Israel claims that Iran «could have the bomb by the end of the year174 «. But this too is disinformation. Apart from the fact that Iran has not enriched uranium to 90%, designing a bomb requires converting that uranium into a weapon, which Iran has never done, nor has it acquired the capability to do. Moreover, before a nuclear weapon can be used, it has to work! One recalls the debates in France on nuclear tests simply to maintain an existing capacity... Moreover, it has never been demonstrated that Iran decided to acquire nuclear weapons. So we are very far from the Israeli claims...

			But this is not a contradiction in terms, since in an official statement of 1 July 2019 on the JCPOA, the White House states that «There is little doubt that even before the agreement was concluded, Iran had violated its terms175 «! Welcome to Absurdity!

			In late April 2020, the New York Times reported that the US was seeking to re-enter the agreement. Not for the sake of multilateralism, but to use a clause in the JCPOA that would allow the reinstatement of pre-signature sanctions.176

			In the face of Western (and Israeli) irrationality and despite provocative verbal deviations, Iranian leaders have been very rational in their choices. Spectacular statements against Israel and the United States should often be taken for what they are: rhetoric, aimed at expressing resistance (‘verbal jihad’) and satisfying an Iranian public that no longer understands the government’s resilience. Speaking about the possibility of Iranian nuclear action, the former director of Mossad, Israel’s strategic intelligence service, Meir Dagan, confirms:

			The regime in Iran is a very rational regime [...] There is no doubt that they are aware of all the implications of their actions and that they would pay a very high price... and I think at this stage the Iranians are very cautious on this issue177.

			Our perception of Iran is maintained by media that are heavily influenced by Israeli domestic politics and do not provide any analytical or critical input178. Benjamin Netanyahu exploits the servility of some Western journalists, while former Mossad directors like Efraim Halevy warn against this overdramatisation179. In fact, our traditional media tend to become propaganda organs, just like Pravda in the Soviet Union.

			4.3 “Iran remains a major sponsor of international terrorism 180

			Because we do not honestly try to understand the reasons for Islamist terrorism, we end up associating it with anyone. Thus, on 17 January 2015, on the programme «On n’est pas couché», Michel Onfray claimed that «Iran rejoiced» after the January 2015 attack on Charlie Hebdo181. This is not true. In fact, on 9 January, Iranian President Rouhani clearly condemned the fact that «people are killing in the name of Islam182 «. But this lie ‘confirms’ our prejudices.

			Shortly after Donald Trump took office, the new Secretary of Defense James Mattis - a former US Marine Corps general and nicknamed «Mad Dog» - accused Iran of being «the world’s largest state sponsor of terrorism183 «. This statement will be repeated in 2018 to justify the US withdrawal from the JCPOA and possible strikes on Iran. Thus, before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Mike Pompeo declared:

			The factual question about Iran’s relationship with al-Qaeda is very real. They have hosted al-Qaeda, they have allowed al-Qaeda to transit through their country. [...]

			There is no doubt that there is a link between the Islamic Republic of Iran and al-Qaeda. Full stop. Full stop184.

			But Pompeo is lying. Today’s jihadist terrorism is a response to Western interventions. That is why it remains essentially Sunni. Thus, if we cannot exclude that people associated with «Al-Qaeda» could have been on Iranian territory, it is without the knowledge of the authorities185. The study of Bin Laden’s documents discovered in Abbottabad in 2011 confirms the total absence of complicity between ‘Al Qaeda’ and Iran186.

			In reality, Pompeo is seeking to invoke the AUMF187, legislation that allows the president to strike at the perpetrators of ‘9/11’ without congressional approval. This is why, in 2003, the US accused Iraq of supporting ‘Al Qaeda’188. In total, the AUMF was used to justify 41 military operations in 19 countries. As early as 2004, the Bush administration tried the same stratagem to attack Iran189 and prepare plans to attack190. As soon as he took office, Donald Trump continued along the same lines. Concerned about the consequences of an irrational policy, Congress is seeking to repeal the AUMF as early as May 2019. After the assassination of General Qassem Soleimani on 3 January 2020, the House of Representatives decided to repeal the AUMF on 30 January and passed a law requiring the president to seek congressional authorisation to go to war with Iran191. The Senate - albeit with a Republican majority - followed suit on 13 February192.

			4.3.1. The context and the attacks of 23 October 1983

			The main reason for linking Iran to international terrorism is its support for Lebanese Hezbollah. But these accusations are fuelled more by our ignorance than by hard facts.

			The Israeli intervention in 1982 was the reason for the creation of Hezbollah. After the 1967 war and the events of September 1970 in Jordan, some 300,000 Palestinian refugees settled in South Lebanon. This presence destabilised the local economy and affected the Shiite population, which lived in peace with its Israeli neighbour. The installation of the PLO command in Beirut and the frequent incursions of Feddayin on the Lebanese border pushed Israel to intervene in Lebanon in June 1982. Operation PEACE IN GALILEE targets Yasser Arafat’s Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO).

			The Lebanese Shiite population welcomed the Israelis with enthusiasm and «a shower of rice193 «. But instead of relying on this population and the intra-Arab dissensions to fight against the PLO, the Israelis fought indiscriminately against Lebanese Shiites and Palestinian Sunnis, quickly creating unanimity against them. The Israeli intelligence does not understand the situation and the troops are caught in a spiral of violence194. The result was a negative reaction from the American Jewish community, which threatened to stop supporting Israeli policy195. This is where - according to intelligence sources - the Rue des Rosiers attack in Paris (9 August 1982) took place, a special operation to recreate unity around Israeli policy.

			In September 1982, after the cease-fire agreements between Israel and the PLO, a Multinational Security Force (MNF) was deployed in Beirut. It was based on Security Council Resolution 521, which provided for assistance to the Lebanese government to protect the population. In the following year, the American forces were the target of a series of skirmishes attributed to Israeli commandos196. On 18 April 1983, a bomb attack against the American embassy in Beirut caused 63 victims. It was claimed by the Islamic Jihad Organisation (IJO).

			On 23 October 1983, two attacks hit the Multinational Security Force (MNF) in Beirut: the first one killed 241 people at the US Marines’ headquarters, and the second one, two minutes later, destroyed the «Drakkar», killing 58 French paratroopers. The most diverse motives were evoked, such as the delivery of Super-Etendard planes to Iraq by France a few days earlier. The official discourse blames Hezbollah and makes Westerners the victims of Iranian terrorism. But this is not true: Iran is far from Lebanon and the reasons lie in the way the West interprets its mandate. A delicate subject...

			The MNF was a security force, supposed to be impartial, but the Westerners were not quite so. France conducts joint patrols with the Lebanese Army: although it does not take part in combat operations, it thus becomes a protagonist in the conflict197. As for the Americans, their presence is ambiguous. First of all, it should be remembered that American legislation forbids an American soldier to obey any authority other than that of the President of the United States. This results in hybrid leadership structures when an American force is in a multinational structure. In Lebanon, in parallel to their participation in the MNF (under UN mandate), US forces supported the Lebanese Army. In April 1983, without much consultation within the administration, Robert McFarlane, the President’s Special Representative to the Middle East, committed the battleship USS New Jersey off the coast of Lebanon to bomb Lebanese villages occupied by the opposition - causing about a thousand innocent civilian casualties. This was the reason for the retaliatory bombing on 23 October. With a very American naivety, the US command had waived the raising of the alert level of its MNF contingent, in order to emphasise that they were separate from the US forces otherwise fighting in Lebanon198. A legal subtlety that the terrorists obviously did not grasp. The Americans would make exactly the same mistake in Mogadishu, Somalia, ten years later, and in Afghanistan thirty years later.

			Although Italy supplied arms to Iraq during the war199, its contingent, deployed between the Americans and the French, remained in its original role and was not targeted by attacks. Victor Ostrovsky, a former Mossad agent, later revealed that the Israelis knew about the attack but did not inform the Americans, in order to push them into the conflict200.

			The two attacks were immediately attributed to the ODI (like the April attack), but they were claimed by the Free Islamic Revolution Movement (FIRM)201, which was unknown until then. The Americans associated it with Iran, but had no proof: it was the enemy of the moment. Only later, in order to put the blame on a known entity, Israel and several Western countries, including the United States and Britain, will accuse Hezbollah, claiming that it was founded in 1982.

			In fact, in 1983, Hezbollah did not exist202 and publications on terrorism from 1982-1984 do not mention it203. Therefore, apart from a handful of Western countries, which align their foreign policy with Washington - and thus with Israel - most countries do not consider it a terrorist organisation. Its creation is marked by the establishment of its Charter on 16 February 1985204, while Israel was completing the first phase of its withdrawal from Lebanon205. Prior to this date, no Lebanese armed group referred to or defined itself in relation to the Party of God (Hezbollah). The main Shiite resistance group was then the ODI, a vague entity whose contours were never precisely known, a bit like «Al-Qaeda» twenty years later. Antidating the creation of Hezbollah made it possible to associate individuals suspected of being linked to the ODI, such as Imad Mougnieh206, with an identifiable structure. American jurists would use the same device twenty years later with «al-Qaeda», in order to use their legislation. We will come back to this.

			In September 2001, Caspar Weinberger, who was Secretary of Defense in 1983, said in an interview:

			(...) We still don’t know who carried out the bombing of the Marine barracks at Beirut airport, and we certainly didn’t know it at the time207.

			In 2009, President Obama was criticised for not mentioning Hezbollah when commemorating the attack208. But the reason for this ‘omission’ is very simple: to this day, no one knows exactly who carried it out.

			4.3.2. Hezbollah

			Hezbollah is a resistance organisation created during the departure of the Israelis from Lebanon in 1985. Its aim is to restore the integrity of the Lebanese territory before the 1982 intervention.

			Since 1985, the Israelis have never returned all the territory taken during the operation. Meyer Habib’s claim that Israel «got out of Lebanon to the last square inch209 « is false. Israel retained the «Shebaa Farms» area, a territory of some 25 km2 on the borders of Israel, Lebanon and Syria; as well as many small portions of territory along the Israeli-Lebanese border, behind the Blue Line. These tiny territories are the source of almost every incident between the two countries. Not to mention the maritime borders, which Israel has recently extended to include newly discovered underwater hydrocarbon reserves!

			There are several border lines between Lebanon and Israel: the 1923 line (for the partition between France and Great Britain), which was largely taken up again in 1949 to mark the «official» border («green border»); the 1978 Israeli withdrawal line, and the 2000 withdrawal «Blue Line». However, these lines do not coincide exactly. Although the Blue Line was drawn with the help of the United Nations, Lebanon still disputes 13 sectors of it210. In July 2006, it was in one of these sectors, unilaterally annexed by Israel but considered as Lebanese, that Hezbollah arrested Israeli soldiers on patrol, thus triggering the war («Harb Tamouz»). Similarly, the tunnels discovered in 2018 connect these disputed areas to Lebanon and not the «real» Israeli territory as claimed. Naturally, the Western media systematically fails to mention these unduly annexed territories211, thus allowing Hezbollah to be blamed.

			Presented in the West as terrorist, Hezbollah is a complex organisation. It includes a social aid structure, the Mou’assat al-Shahid («Institution of the Martyr»), which helps the victims of Israeli interventions, and a structure for the reconstruction of infrastructures destroyed by Israel, the Jihad al-Binah («Effort for Reconstruction»), mainly financed by Iran212. Hezbollah had rebuilt the road network in southern Lebanon, built and managed 5 hospitals, 14 clinics and 12 schools, before the Israelis destroyed them in 2006.

			Its military wing is essentially a territorial resistance («al-Muqawamah») and is neither structured nor equipped as an invasion force. Israel had a bitter experience of this in 2006: convinced that Hezbollah is an offensive organisation, its military intelligence service, AMAN, had failed to detect the complex network of trenches and concrete forts built for defensive combat. The Israelis were thus forced to retreat, but not without retaliating with massive bombing of Lebanese civilian infrastructure. The Muqawamah was formed with the assistance of instructors from the Al-Quds units. Better known as the Pasdaran, these are elite units of the Iranian Revolutionary Guards, whose role is to ensure territorial defence and the fight against terrorism, a bit like the troops of the Russian Ministry of the Interior.

			The US also blames Hezbollah for the hijacking of TWA Flight 847 in Beirut, which was aimed at the release of 700-800 Shiites detained in Israel in violation of the Geneva Conventions213. But in fact, no one knows the identity of the terrorists, who claimed to be from the Organisation of the Oppressed of the Earth. At the time, the press only spoke of «Shiite Muslims214 « and even mentioned the Amal militia, led by Nabih Berri215.

			On 10 March 2005, less than a month after the attack on Rafik Hariri in Beirut, in a resolution adopted by 473 votes to 33, the European Parliament «considers that there is irrefutable evidence of terrorist action by Hezbollah and that the Council should take all necessary measures to put an end to this action216 «. But here again, decisions are made on the basis of supposition alone. In fact, the investigation will show the good personal relations between Hassan Nasrallah, Secretary General of Hezbollah and Rafik Hariri, who met on numerous occasions and created a joint committee in view of the 2005 parliamentary elections217, making the accusation extremely fragile and purely speculative218.

			After the attack of 18 July 2012 in Bourgas (Bulgaria), which targeted Israeli tourists, Hezbollah was immediately accused, without any proof. France, through its Minister of Foreign Affairs, Laurent Fabius, then declared the armed wing of Hezbollah as terrorist and asked for its inclusion on the EU list of terrorist organisations219, which was done in July 2013220. But in 2018, the investigation conducted by the Bulgarian prosecutor’s office was unable to find any evidence of Hezbollah’s involvement, and removed it from the indictment221. This does not prevent the Arte channel in a documentary broadcast in 2019, entitled Lebanon, hostage of the Middle East, from affirming that it is responsible for the attack222 ! One acts on the basis of rumours, without proof and without integrity, in order to justify policies that are too aligned with that of Israel...

			In 2012, with the emergence of Sunni militias on the Lebanese border, Hezbollah deployed troops to Syria to support the Syrian government. Presented by the Israelis as a threat, this expeditionary force does not have the capacity to carry out major offensive operations independently.

			In February 2019, in order to justify US interference, Secretary of State Mike Pompeo claims that Hezbollah has an office in Venezuela223. This is a lie. The accusation has been recurrent since the early 2000s: attacks have indeed been carried out by a group or groups operating under the name ‘Hezbollah’. But these were Marxist groups, which had no connection with Lebanon, or even with Islam, and in all likelihood used this nickname to cover their tracks. That said, it is likely that Hezbollah has supporters in Latin America (the triangle on the borders of Paraguay, Brazil and Argentina is often mentioned), but no direct criminal activity224.

			The 1992 and 1994 Buenos Aires bombings are cited as examples of the international nature of Iranian terrorism. Without going into the details of the investigations - which were marred by corruption and multiple twists and turns - let us simply mention that the Argentine authorities’ investigation indicated ‘with 99 per cent certainty’ that the explosion of 17 March 1992 was caused by explosives placed inside the Israeli embassy and not by a car bomb that forced its way into the building225. The Israeli government rejected these conclusions and the case remained unsolved. As for the attack of 18 July 1994, ‘no evidence of Iranian involvement’ could be found according to the former US ambassador to Argentina226. In fact, some Western services tend to point the finger at Israel or the United States: the attacks would have been linked to the delivery of equipment for the construction of a nuclear power plant in Syria, and the transfer to Iran of the Condor 2 missile technology, developed jointly by Argentina, Egypt and Iraq. An agreement was signed in January 2013 between Argentina and Iran to establish a joint commission of enquiry. But in December 2015, it was denounced by the Macri government, which declared - under American pressure - Hezbollah a «terrorist organisation»227 in July 2019.

			In reality, we don’t know: Hezbollah’s responsibility has never been proven and it is not clear what its objective could be in taking the fight to this part of the world. The accusations against Hezbollah are more the result of credulous and manipulable politicians than of factual elements. That said, it is possible that Hezbollah has harboured or still harbours individuals who participated in terrorist attacks under other organisations in the 1970s-1980s. This does not make it a terrorist organisation, otherwise the US or French governments could just as easily be called terrorist organisations!

			4.3.3. The tanker war

			In 2019, the Persian Gulf is the scene of several incidents against ships. On 12 May, just after the adoption of new US economic sanctions against Iran, four ships (Al Marzoqah, Andrea Victory, Amjad, A Michel) are targeted by mysterious «acts of sabotage» off the port of Fujairah, United Arab Emirates. John Bolton, the US National Security Adviser, says it was «almost certainly Iranian sea mines». In fact, we don’t know. A joint five-nation mission228 investigated and issued a statement on 6 June, which envisaged «most likely a state actor» but did not mention Iran229.

			The photos taken by drones do not identify the people, what they are doing, or the nature of what they are handling, which is assumed to be a magnetic mine. This does not prevent the Pentagon from attributing the attacks to the Revolutionary Guards230. Thus, the ships were sabotaged with magnetic mines («limpet mines») attached to the hull, but the Pentagon has no explanation as to how they were laid and by whom.

			On 11 June, Iran releases a US national suspected of espionage as a sign of appeasement. Bloomberg notes that diplomacy tends to resume231. But on 12 June, a new attack is reported in the Strait of Hormuz against a Norwegian ship (Front Altair) and a Japanese ship flying the Panamanian flag (Kokuka Courageous). Once again, the perpetrators cannot be identified. But during a press conference, Mike Pompeo already accuses Iran:

			The US assessment is that the Islamic Republic of Iran is responsible for the attacks [...] It is based on intelligence, the weapons used, the level of expertise required to execute the operation, recent similar Iranian attacks on the merchant marine and the fact that no actor operating in the region has the resources and expertise for such a sophisticated action232.

			He refers in no particular order to attacks in Afghanistan (where the Taliban and the main rebel factions are Sunni, remember) and the suspicion that Iran has mounted sophisticated sea-to-sea missiles on traditional fishing boats («dhows»)! But he provides no evidence or facts. Yet Jeremy Hunt, the British Foreign Secretary, states:

			We will do our own independent assessment, we have our own processes for that, (but) we have no reason to doubt the American analysis, and our instinct is to believe them because they are our closest allies233.

			It should be noted that the Foreign Office website does not retain this last remark. Instead, it states that Iran’s responsibility is justified because «no other actor, state or otherwise, could plausibly have been responsible234 «. In other words: «We have no proof».

			On France 5, Pierre Servent, a military expert, illustrates quite well the Western way of approaching things: he confirms that he has no proof, but he is «convinced» that the attacks against the oil tankers were carried out by the Iranian secret services. He adds:

			For a very long time, since the Iraq-Iran war, the Iranians in the Persian Gulf have been building mini secret bases in areas where you have sandbanks that are flush with the surface of the water [...] the Iranians would have, for a very long time, built small watertight bunkers underneath these areas, but large enough to house teams of combat swimmers on extremely fast RIBs with a strike and return capacity235.

			It’s the return of the famous Osama bin Laden caves in Afghanistan... pure fantasy!

			It is not clear why Iran would attack a Japanese ship in June 2019: Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe is on an official visit to Iran at the time, precisely to offer his services in resolving the crisis and to push the Americans back into the JCPOA. Iran has no interest in such an operation and no convincing explanation has been put forward.

			Indeed, the US business media Bloomberg Opinion tweets that «Iran would have little to gain by attacking oil tankers in the Arabian Sea236 «. As Julian Lee notes:

			For a country to perceive minute tangible signs of an easing of crippling US sanctions would be particularly bad timing. But this is understandable if the ultimate goal is to derail any signs of détente between the two countries, and push for regime change in Tehran. Whoever is behind these attacks is no friend of Iran237.

			The observation is relevant and suggests interference by a third power. Indeed, every time there is a sign of ‘warming’ between Iran and the US, a new ‘attack’ occurs. A provocation from outside is plausible. Conspiracy? Not really: in 2009, the Brookings Institution had already sketched out a scenario:

			[...] it would be much better if the United States would invoke an Iranian provocation to justify the air strikes before launching them. Obviously, the more outrageous, lethal and unprovoked the Iranian action, the better for the US. Of course, it would be very difficult for the United States to induce Iran to carry out such a provocation without the rest of the world detecting the scheme, which would undermine it. (One method that might be successful would be to revive efforts at covert regime change in the hope that Tehran would retaliate overtly, or even indirectly, which could then be described as an unprovoked act of Iranian aggression.)238.

			The hypothesis of a third actor, who could benefit from a conflict without paying the price, is not incongruous. A plausible answer exists: the Modjahedin-e-Khalq (MeK). The MeK is an Iranian opposition movement with Marxist tendencies. It helped the Islamists overthrow the Shah in 1979, and was used as a pretext to accuse Saddam Hussein of supporting international terrorism239. In 2002, the MeK accused Iran of developing nuclear weapons and made public documents it had received from Mossad240. From 2005, the group’s fighters are trained in Iraq by the Joint Special Operations Command (JSOC) to carry out attacks in Iran241. However, it has been on the US list of terrorist movements since 1997 and was only removed from it in 2012242, after an intense lobbying campaign243. Despite its numerous crimes against human rights244, its attacks and assassinations, the MeK is not considered as terrorist in France; perhaps because Israel uses it to carry out terrorist activities in Iran, notably for the assassination of nuclear engineers in Iran between 2007 and 2010245. Israel’s use of the MeK to carry out its dirty work against Iran was met with disapproval in the United States246, but has received renewed attention with the Trump administration247.

			On 4 July 2019, the Grace 1, an Iranian oil tanker flying a Panamanian flag and carrying 2.1 million barrels of oil, was arrested off Gibraltar by the UK authorities. They suspect that the cargo is destined for Syria and invoke EU sanctions248. The problem is that while the EU prohibits its members from supplying oil to Syria, it does not have a policy of enforcing sanctions on third states. It will appear that the Gibraltar authorities acted under pressure from Washington 48 hours before the event and urgently drafted legislation to allow them to board the ship249. Finally, the tanker was released on 15 August, despite repeated pressure from the United States, which even went so far as to try to bribe the ship’s captain with $15 million to hand over his vessel250.

			4.4 “General Qassem Soleimani was preparing imminent attacks against the United States 251

			4.4.1. Murder

			The assassination of General Soleimani is rooted in Donald Trump’s claim to American authority over Iraqi oil, in payment for investments in the country! In order to put pressure on Iraq, Trump proposed to Prime Minister Adil Abdul-Mahdi to complete the reconstruction of the country’s infrastructure in exchange for the transfer of 50% of the oil. But Abdul-Mahdi refuses and prefers to sign a deal with China in September 2019. Trump then asked him to cancel the agreement, otherwise he threatened to provoke popular demonstrations to overthrow the regime; he even threatened to use US Marines gunmen to eliminate demonstrators in order to escalate the situation252. True or not, the fact remains that in October 2019, violent protests erupted in Baghdad, with 63% of the calls coming from Saudi Arabia, 5% from the Emirates, 2% from Germany and 1% from Switzerland253 and creating an explosive climate in the country.

			The spark comes on 27 December 2019: Iranian-made 107mm FAJR-1 rockets strike the K-1 military base in Kirkuk, which houses Iraqi and US units dedicated to fighting the Islamic State. One US mercenary is killed. The perpetrators of the attack are not known, but the United States immediately attributes it to the Kataeb Hezbollah (Hezbollah Phalanx), an Iraqi Shiite organisation (with no links to the Lebanese Hezbollah), which is represented in the Iraqi parliament and which had fought the Islamic State with the Kurds. The American president accused Iran and the Revolutionary Guards, and retaliatory strikes were carried out on 29 December in Syria and against a military base of its Iraqi ally, which shelters Iraqi soldiers and Kataeb troops254. These strikes provoked riots that led to the intrusion into the American embassy in Baghdad on 31 December, giving Trump a pretext to shoot General Qassem Soleimani on 3 January 2020.

			In February 2020, the New York Times revealed that the American decision had not been subject to any consultation with Iraqi intelligence. It was based on the identification of the rockets used as being of Iranian origin. But in fact, Iran had supplied them to Iraq to fight the Islamic State, and a number were known to have been stolen from Iraqi army depots. Moreover, physical evidence recovered after the 27 December incident indicates that the shooting was carried out by the Islamic State255.

			On 3 January 2020, the Iranian Major General Qassem Soleimani was eliminated in Baghdad on the orders of Donald Trump, who accused him of preparing operations against 4 American embassies in the Middle East: an «imminent threat». The intelligence is provided by Israel256. In fact, Trump’s decision is based on three elements257: Soleimani’s visits to Shiite militias in Syria and Iraq; an unknown communication to the Iranian president that could just as easily be a request for leave; and the context of tension in Baghdad, where an American contractor was killed in a riot. The idea of the assassination was suggested by Richard Goldberg, a member of the National Security Council, but also - at the same time - an advisor to the Foundation for Defense of Democracy (FDD)258, a body financed by the Israeli government.

			Simultaneously, the Americans attempt to shoot down Abdul Reza Shahlai, the Houthi leader, in Yemen, but miss259. This attempt tends to discredit the ‘imminent threat’ justification. The presidential team is clearly playing with the facts, as evidenced by its refusal to provide Congress with the supporting evidence260. Vice President Mike Pence even claims that Soleimani had helped the terrorists prepare for ‘9/11’261. He relays a legend that the Americans love: the involvement of Iran. Yet the report of the Parliamentary Commission on 9/11 notes that there is no indication that Iran was involved:

			[... there is strong evidence that Iran facilitated the transit of Al Qaeda members to and from Afghanistan prior to 9/11... We have found no evidence that Iran or Hezbollah was aware of the planning of what would become the 9/11 attack262.

			Clearly, it can be blamed for the same mistake as Germany, far below the responsibility of the United States itself (which knew, but did not act!). Moreover, the report does not mention Soleimani once.

			So, as usual Trump, Pompeo and Pence lied. They are trying to justify an illegal action under US law. Indeed, Executive Order 12333, signed by President Ronald Reagan in 1981263 defines the roles and missions of the US intelligence community and states that «no person employed or acting on behalf of the United States Government shall be engaged in, or conspire to be engaged in, assassinations», thus formalising a policy already established by President Gerald Ford in 1976.

			The Anglo-Saxon media - of all stripes - questioned the notion of an ‘imminent threat’, which justified the assassination, as it was being eroded with each passing day264. On 12 January, Mark Esper, Secretary of Defense, told CBS that he had not seen any information on these threats265, as had the State Department administration266. Questioned on France 24 about Israel’s participation in the operation, Lieutenant-Colonel Jonathan Conricus, spokesman for the Israeli army, got out of it by saying that the operation was directed by the United States and that Israel was not part of it. This is only part of the truth, as the intelligence about the «imminent threat» came from Israel267. And on 13 January, Mike Pompeo confessed:

			A series of imminent attacks were planned by Qassem Soleimani, but we don’t know precisely when or where, but it was real268.

			On the same day, Donald Trump confessed that this «imminent threat» was not the problem, but rather the general’s «horrible past269 «!

			He is referring to his alleged responsibility for the death of 600 American soldiers in Iraq since 2003. An accusation relayed in France by the pro-Israeli media, like Dreuz.info270. But it is false: the Pentagon spokesman confesses that he «has no study, no documentation, no data to provide to journalists that could confirm these figures271. Unverified, the number of 600 was not originally attributed to Soleimani, but to Iran272. This is also a lie: it originated in January 2007, when US Vice President Dick Cheney was looking for pretexts to strike Iran. After the generals of the Joint Chiefs of Staff unanimously and categorically refused to strike Iranian nuclear capabilities about which there was no intelligence273, Cheney claimed that Iran had supplied directional anti-vehicle mines (responsible for the deaths in question)274. Another lie: the devices were made in Iraq275, with equipment purchased from the United Arab Emirates, as confirmed by the very serious Jane’s Intelligence Review276.

			In France, the media are divided between their hatred of Donald Trump and their blind support for his Middle Eastern policy, but the message of the Trump administration is relayed rather slavishly. In the programme «C dans l’air» on 3 January, the journalist François Clémenceau asserts that General Soleimani is «[a] central figure who has been confronting the United States permanently and for a very long time, not only since the beginning of the Iraq war in 2003 but before277.» In fact, he is relaying a tweet from Trump278, but this is disinformation. Not only had Iran supported the US in Afghanistan through its good relations with the Hazara community, but it had helped them during the Herat uprising in 2001:

			The US special operations teams consisted of US Army Rangers and Delta Force, under the command of CENTCOM General Tommy Franks. The Iranian forces consisted of al-Quds Force operatives under the command of Major General Yahya Rahim Safavi, Commander of the Revolutionary Guards and Major General Qassem Soleimani, Commander of Iran’s al-Quds Force279.

			The Courrier international even headlines Good riddance280, without congratulating or blaming the Americans. Ironically, this is the same position that the EI takes in its propaganda magazine Al-Naba281 !... In 2015, Iran had supported the international coalition in Iraq in its fight against the EI. During the recapture of the city of Tikrīt, Iranian-backed forces even received US air support. Newsweek magazine reports General Dempsey as saying:
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