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USA do with them? What will the sponsors of the 
rebels do with them? Will they cut off arms ship-
ments? Will they launch military operations against 
them?”

Before the summit, Putin also received the leaders 
of parliament, experienced diplomat Valentina Matviy-
enko, chairman of the Federation Council, and Speaker 
of the Duma Sergei Naryshkin, where Putin extended 
his full support to the parliamentarians’ proposal to 
send a delegation to Washington, to meet with their 
U.S. counterparts, and seek a dialogue on the threat of a 
wider war that would be triggered by an attack on Syria. 
U.S. Senate Majority leader Harry Reid rebuffed the 
Russians’ request.

Then, on Sept. 4, the Russian Foreign Ministry web-
site posted a statement declaring that it had delivered a 
100-page report to the UN in July, which included a 
detailed scientific analysis of the sample that Russian 
technicians had gathered at the Khan al-Asal site of an 
alleged chemical assault in March. That report con-
cluded that Syrian rebels, not forces loyal to President 
Assad, were behind the deadly sarin gas attack in that 
Aleppo suburb.

At his press conference after the G20, Putin empha-
sized Pope Francis’s opposition to an attack on Syria, 
and gave a run-down on the G20 nations opposed, em-
phasizing the “categorical objections” by China, India, 
Indonesia, Argentina, Brazil, South Africa, and Italy—
as well as Russia.

Mercenaries for the Saudis?
The Russian leadership has consistently pointed out 

to the U.S. and others, that the opposition in Syria, 
which they are aiding, is a group of jihadi extremists, 
tied to al-Qaeda. On Sept. 8, Channel One, the largest 
nationwide TV network, featured a segment on the 
threatened American war against Syria, which put the 
matter even more starkly. The broadcast, seen by mil-
lions in Russia, said that U.S. soldiers are being turned 
into mercenaries for the Saudis, and that U.S. sover-
eignty is under the boot of the real empire, which is “the 
global market.” The segment led by citing U.S. Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen. Martin Dempsey’s 
evaluation, contained in his official letters issued this 
Summer, that attacks on Syria could weaken the Assad 
government while playing into the hands of extremists 
such as al-Qaeda.

Like Putin himself at the G20 meeting, the show’s 

anchor played up opposition from within the USA to 
Obama and his “red line.”

Another reporter updated the status of the attack 
plans. “The three days initially allowed by Obama for 
punishing Assad have turned into sixty,” he said, “with 
Saudi Arabia being called upon to pay for the cost over-
run. Thus, the American servicemen, who are already 
less then ecstatic about fighting on the side of al-Qaeda, 
are going to face doing so as mercenaries for the 
Saudis.”

French General: Give 
Geneva II a Chance
by Christine Bierre

PARIS, Sept. 6 (Nouvelle Solidarité)—Gen. Henri 
Paris (ret.), former head of the French Second Armored 
Division, and former military advisor to Prime Minister 
Pierre Mauroy (1981-84), and to Defense Ministers 
Jean-Pierre Chévènement (1988-91) and Pierre Joxe 
(1991-93), was interviewed by Christine Bierre of Soli-
darity & Progress on Sept. 3. The general urged French 
leaders, over and over again, to allow a Geneva II peace 
conference, as proposed by the UN, to work, and to get 
back to the negotiating table.

“I am against this intervention,” said General Paris. 
“It would be, in my opinion, an enormous error, be-
cause it will set to flames the entire Near and Middle 
East, but especially because it will block the road to 
negotiations, and the solution of this crisis is to go to a 
Geneva II. An attack would eliminate the possibility of 
Geneva II, or at the very least, lead to its postponement. 
All wars must necessarily stop, and this war cannot end 
without negotiations. Therefore, I’m in favor of nego-
tiations.”

The reporter asked whether a third actor—neither 
the Assad government, nor the rebels—might have un-
leashed the chemical weapons in the Ghouta suburb of 
the Syrian capital city Damascus, in an attempt to pro-
voke the crisis, as happened in Lebanon recently, where 
bombs were first set off against the Shi’ite community, 
and then, afterwards, in the Sunni community, in an at-
tempt to get a war going between them. Fortunately, the 
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community leaders were intelli-
gent enough not to fall into the 
trap. The general responded:

“It’s absolutely not impossi-
ble. At any rate, it is certain that 
some countries, such as Qatar and 
Saudi Arabia, want to see a West-
ern intervention in Syria, because 
they are unable to do it them-
selves. The civil war in Syria, 
beyond the conflict between the 
government forces and the rebels, 
is a war between Shi’ites and 
Sunnis, between Saudi Arabia 
and Iran; and Syria’s allies, the 
Chinese and the Russians, are 
supporting Iran and Syria against 
the West, which is supporting the 
rebels.

“All that reinforces my opin-
ion that everything must be done to promote political 
negotiations.”

A ‘Strange Soldier’?
You might think that I am an odd officer, a strange 

soldier who wants to push for negotiations, he contin-
ued. But I would like to remind everyone that the aim of 
a war is to lead to negotiations; the aim is not war, but 
peace.

Asked whether the military on this side of the At-
lantic had the same doubts expressed by U.S. Joint 
Chiefs of Staff Chairman Gen. Martin Dempsey, in his 
letter to the Senate Armed Services Committee of July 
19 (see Sept. 6 EIR), General Paris stated that there 
was no consensus at that level, and that the military is 
as divided as French public opinion. Paris underlined 
that there was also opposition to the war among the 
French Socialists, who largely support an intervention 
in Syria. “I understand the interventionists [among the 
Socialists]; I don’t throw stones at them. . . . Chemical 
weapons are disastrous, destructive, and one must un-
derstand that behind the use of these weapons, there is 
another option which is being raised, that of bacterio-
logical weapons.”

To the question of whether or not France, which 
needed some support (transports and logistics) from the 
U.S. for its military attack against Mali last January, were 
not obliged to come to the support of the U.S. against 
Syria, even though this policy is not at all in the French 

interest, Paris said, “Of course, of 
course, of course, an alliance must 
be respected. But NATO’s Article 
5, which sets the conditions for 
such an intervention, says that an 
intervention can be conducted 
through whatever suitable means 
are available to a country.

“There are extremely strong 
presumptions that chemical 
weapons were used in Syria,” he 
continued. “What we don’t know 
is if there was a provocation from 
the rebels, or whether Bashar al-
Assad were not himself outma-
neuvered by others in his camp. 
At any rate, before an interven-
tion, this question must be clari-
fied, and while doing this, we 
must say, we have to go to Geneva 

II. We must think about how to go to the negotiating 
table and force the government and the rebels to dis-
cuss, without conditions. Discussions must be held 
with those on the ground, the government and the 
Syrian National Council.”

To the question of whether there are people in the 
Socialist Party who can help the government move in 
this direction, General Paris said, “Yes, the Socialist 
Party, including among its leading circles, is not unan-
imous in support of intervention—far from it. Note 
that [President François] Hollande [a Socialist] him-
self, is hesitant: The intervention is not occurring. If he 
wants it so much, why doesn’t he give the order to 
go?”

An Extremely Murky Affair
Finally, asked whether he has the impression that 

the Elysée [Presidential Palace] listens enough to 
highly qualified retired officials such as himself, he 
said: “The Elysée listens; several generals have ex-
pressed themselves. The UN investigators have to pub-
lish their conclusions. . . . This affair is extremely 
murky, very problematic. I must say that I, myself, 
cannot understand the purely military logic for such an 
action. I am a soldier, and yet I confess that I do not 
understand the utilization in the city of these chemical 
weapons. Conventional weapons would have been 
better. It was a mistake, simply from  the military 
angle.”

Gen. Henri Paris (ret.)


