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Dimitri Lascaris (DL): Good day, this is Dimitri Lascaris coming to you for Reason2Resist
from Cartagena, Colombia on January 31st, 2026. Today I'm going to examine a rather
disgraceful article just published by The Guardian, and the article concerns Trump's looming
war of aggression on Iran, or I should say his next looming war of aggression on Iran. The
Guardian article, I will argue, is a textbook example of how major corporate media outlets in
the West manufacture consent for the Western elite's wars of aggression in the non-Western
world. But before I get into it, I'd just like to remind you that if you find this report to be
informative, please do like and share it. And if you're not already a subscriber to
Reason2Resist, we warmly encourage you to become one to help us expand the reach of our
unapologetic brand of resistance journalism. So then let's get into it.

The article from The Guardian is titled: Threat of Iran-US war escalates as Trump warns time
is running out for a deal. And you can see the headline of the article here up on the screen.
The authors of this piece of what I regard as toilet paper are Patrick Wintour and Andrew
Roth. Now, Patrick Wintour is a rather formidable person by the standards of the Guardian.
You can see his Wikipedia profile here up on the screen. Wintour has been with The Guardian
for more than 30 years. His sister, Anna Wintour was the notorious editor of Vogue magazine.
And his father was the editor of the British Evening Standard. His grandfather was a Harvard
Law professor. And Patrick Wintour himself was educated at Oxford University. Wintour is
reported to have sources deep inside the British Labour Party. That, of course, is the party
that co-led the criminal war of aggression on Iraq and has enabled over two plus years in
every imaginable way Israel's ongoing genocide in occupied Palestine. When you add it all
up, I think we can safely say that Wintour is a member of the British elite. My own view is
that few if any elites in the world today have caused as much human suffering over the past
500 years as the British elite. These people, if we can call them that, are truly scraped off the
bottom of the human barrel. Now the other author of this article as I mentioned is Andrew
Roth. Roth, whose LinkedIn profile is here up on the screen now, is the Guardian's global
affairs correspondent. He's based in Washington, was educated like Wintour at an elite
university. In his case, Roth's case, that university was Stanford. The best summary that I can



give of the Wintour-Roth piece of toilet paper is as follows. Trump is demanding that Iran
negotiate severe limits on its nuclear programme. Unless Iran comes to the negotiating table
and agrees to limits on its nuclear programme that Donald Trump in his infinite wisdom
deems acceptable then Trump will have no alternative but to attack Iran again. Iran's
government, according to unnamed activists, just massacred 30,000 people and has been
severely weakened by the unrest and an economic crisis but it refuses to negotiate with a gun
pointed at its head. So that in my view, is the gist of the article. In a nutshell, the article takes
seriously Trump's claim that his primary goal is to prevent Iran from developing nukes, and
then implicitly places responsibility for this crisis on Iran, which it paints not only as
unreasonable, but as murderous. Now, to demonstrate that this is the gist of the article, I'm
going to share with you a few key extracts from it, and I'll also comment, and this is very
important, on what the article does not say.

So here are the first four paragraphs of the Wintour Roth article. They say that "the prospects
of'a war between the US and Iran appeared to loom closer after Donald Trump told Tehran
time was running out and that a huge US armada was moving quickly towards the country,
quote, 'with great power, enthusiasm and purpose', close quote. Writing on social media, the
US president said on Wednesday that the fleet headed by the aircraft carrier Abraham Lincoln
was larger than the one sent to Venezuela before the removal of Nicolas Maduro earlier this
month and was prepared to rapidly fulfil its mission with speed and violence if necessary,
blah blah blah. Trump said hopefully Iran will quickly come to the table and negotiate a fair
and equitable deal - NO NUCLEAR WEAPONS — (in caps) one that is good for all parties.
Time is running out. It is truly of the essence. As I told Iran once before, make a deal. They
didn't. And there was Operation Midnight Hammer, a major destruction of Iran. The next
attack will be far worse. Don't make that happen again." So as [ mentioned, these are the first
four paragraphs of the article.

And as you can see, the authors begin it by highlighting Trump's claim that he's threatening to
wage war on Iran because of his concerns or purported concerns about Iran's nuclear
programme. Nowhere In this lengthy 3 1-paragraph article, do the authors recite any of the
facts that might lead a reasonable observer to conclude that Trump is lying about his reasons
for threatening Iran. What are those facts? Well, here's some of them, those that I regard as
the most salient ones at any rate. First, in 2003, the supreme leader of Iran issued a fatwa,
prohibiting the production or use of any form of weapon of mass destruction. Now whatever
you may think of Ayatollah Khamenei, all indications are that he is a deeply religious man
and that his fatwas are intended to be taken seriously by those under his command. Second,
Western intelligence agencies confirmed years ago that Iran does not have nuclear weapons
and does not seek to develop nuclear weapons. Third, during the second Obama
administration, the government of Iran entered into the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action,
or JCPOA, which obliged Iran to limit enrichment of uranium to below 4 percent, far below
weapons-grade enrichment. Moreover, the International Atomic Energy Agency, which has
proven itself at least at the leadership level to be quite hostile to the government of Iran,
certified at the time that Trump entered the White House that Iran was complying with the
JCPOA. Despite the IAEA's assurance, Trump tore up the deal shortly after he entered the



White House in early 2017. In addition, Iran continued to allow highly intrusive IAEA
inspections until last year. And it continued to allow those inspections even after Trump with
no justification whatsoever tore up the JCPOA during his first administration. It suspended
those inspections only after Israel and the United States launched a criminal war of
aggression on Iran, and they launched that war of aggression on Iran in June of last year at a
moment when Iran was negotiating with the US over its nuclear programme. Given that
Trump had basically trashed the JCPOA with no justification, when Iran was complying with
the agreement, it was a major concession for Iran to negotiate at all additional limits on its
nuclear enrichment programme during the second Trump administration. And despite the
enormity of this concession, the Trump and Netanyahu regimes attacked Iran anyway.
Finally, Trump claimed only six months ago and repeatedly after that, that the US attacks on
Iran in June of last year had obliterated Iran's nuclear programme. And Trump has not cited
any credible evidence that that programme has recovered from the so-called obliteration that
he claims to have administered to the programme. Now, as I say, Wintour and Roth recite
none of these facts in their long 31-paragraph article. Had they done so, a reasonable reader
would be highly sceptical about Trump's claim that he is contemplating another attack on Iran
out of concern for its nuclear programme.

The closest that Wintour and Roth come to expressing any kind of scepticism of Trump's
claim is this paragraph. I'll read it out for you for those who can't see it. "It was the starkest
indication yet from Trump that he intends to mount some kind of military strike imminently if
Iran refuses to negotiate a deal on the future of its nuclear programme. The post", the authors
are referring here to a Trump social media post, "also reflects a remarkable shift in the White
House's stated rationale for sending a carrier strike group to the region, moving away from
outrage over the death of protesters to the fate of Tehran's nuclear programme. Trump urged
Iranians to keep protesting earlier this month, telling them help is on his way, but he later
backtracked on the grounds that the killing has stopped." So that word, remarkable, is about
the only expression of scepticism that you are going to find anywhere in this lengthy article
about Trump's stated rationale for threatening Iran with another devastating war. Now if this
wasn't bad enough, Wintour and Roth make no mention of the fact that the only country in
West Asia which actually possesses nuclear weapons is Israel. They also admit to mention
that Israel is the only state in West Asia that is not and has never been a member of the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, and which has never allowed independent inspections of its
nuclear facilities. Given that fact and the shocking genocidal depravity of the Israeli regime,
Western governments, in fact, every human being on this planet, have far more reason to be
concerned about Israel's nuclear programme than Iran's nuclear programme. Now, is any
Western government threatening action against the genocidal Israeli monster if it does not
give up its nukes? No, on the contrary, Western governments are supporting Israel in every
conceivable way and have armed it to the teeth, including the Starmer government, which is a
Labour Party government. And as I mentioned, Wintour has deep connections to the Labour
Party elite. Now arguably the most egregious omission of the many that I've cited in this
article is that it makes no mention whatsoever of international law. Even if Trump sincerely
believes that Iran is trying to develop nuclear weapons and even if that belief is reasonable
then he has still then in that case no lawful justification for launching an armed attack on Iran.



Just think about that for a second. If a state's development of nuclear weapons was in and of
itself a lawful justification for an armed attack, then Iran would be fully justified in attacking
Israel. And so too would every other state in the world. Hell, states would have a law full
justification for attacking any nuclear armed state if their possession of nukes was in and of
itself a justification for launching an armed attack. There's simply no question, my friends,
that whatever the truth may be about Iran's nuclear programme, the first Israeli-US attack on
Iran violated the UN charter and constituted the crime of aggression. And there's no
reasonable doubt that a further attack of that nature, based upon the claim, the spurious claim
that Iran is developing nuclear weapons, would also constitute an assault on the UN Charter
and the crime of aggression, which the Nuremberg Tribunals characterised as the
crime-of-crimes. In their article, Wintour and Roth simply ignore international law altogether.
They say nothing, nada, zilch, ria, about the blatant illegality of the attacks and of the threats
now emanating from the Trump and Netanyahu regimes. And let me remind you that Patrick
Wintour is the diplomatic editor of the Guardian, educated at Oxford University, has been at
the Guardian for over 30 years, so this is a person that one would expect would at least have a
basic understanding of the pertinent international law, would have a basic, in fact, [ would go
so far as to say detailed understanding of the various negotiations and agreements that were
struck or attempted to be struck over the years between Iran and Western governments in
relation to its nuclear programme. He simply cannot plead ignorance. And if he is ignorant,
he has no business being a diplomatic editor for it. For that matter, a journalist commenting
on international affairs in any context. The icing on this foul cake is the article's baseless
claim that Iranian security forces killed 30,000 people in the recent protests. And I'll just put
up on the screen here, the language employed by Wintour and Roth, they write, "Activists say
more than 30,000 people will kill during the recent unrest. The US Secretary of State Marco
Rubio told the Senate on Wednesday that thousands had been killed and said the Iranian
government was probably weaker than it has ever been since the 1979 revolution."

Who are these activists? We simply don't know. What evidence have they proffered to back
up their claim that the Iranian security forces massacred 30,000 people within a matter of
weeks? We simply don't know. And just bear in mind that this number is almost half as big as
the official health ministry, Gaza Health Ministry's estimate of the number of people that
were killed in the Gaza Strip by Israel over two plus years. And we've all seen the images of
how Israel has utterly destroyed Gaza. Literally flattened 90% of it to the ground. And this
was one of the most densely populated parts of the world before this genocidal rampage
began. And if it took that long and that much destruction for Israel to kill a little more than
70,000 people in that densely-populated part of the word, how can we take seriously this
claim that the Iranian security forces massacred 30,000 people within a matter of days? But in
any case, it is incumbent upon these journalists, as they call themselves, at a moment when
they are writing an article that will influence many people and their views about the threats
being levelled against Iran, to provide some substantiation, to identify who these people are
or at least provide some kind of independent credible evidence to back up their claim. But as
I say, none was provided, nor is there a hint of scepticism about the claim articulated
anywhere in this article.



Obviously, what Wintour and Roth are seeking to do here is to demonise the Iranian
government so that their readers will want to see it removed from power. We should bear in
mind that in general, the Guardian is extremely hostile to Trump. For example, it has been
brutally critical of Trump's supposed attempts to end the Ukraine war even though all
evidence suggests that Trump does not really want to end it. In fact, he's escalating it. And
that he's lying to his base about his true intentions in Ukraine because a huge part of his base
wants him to end the Ukraine war, and he's very concerned about how the Republican Party is
going to fare in the midterm elections. However, when a US president threatens to launch a
new war of aggression in the non-Western world against a state that refuses to do the bidding
of Washington, the Guardian's fraudulent journalists abandon their capacity for critical
thinking and healthy scepticism When you add it all up this article is worse than journalistic
malpractice my friends. This article amounts to nothing less than journalistic fraud. Now I
want to conclude my remarks about the article by looking at the bigger picture. In my view in
the world of English language media the two most pernicious media organisations are the
Guardian and the New York Times. Why do I say that? Because the New York Times and the
Guardian make a big pretence about being progressive and over years, decades of reporting
and in earlier parts of their history, they were more inclined towards the truth and to be
critical of the Anglo-American elites and of their wars of aggression. They've built up a
certain cache, a certain level of credibility with the progressive end of the political spectrum
across the Western world, at least in the English-speaking Western world. And they ruthlessly
exploit that credibility to get people who lean to the left or perhaps who are centrists to take
seriously claims by Western governments about why they do what they do in the non-Western
world and about their alleged respect for international law. So, because of this credibility
which they retain to some degree amongst that constituency, I think they're even more
harmful to the public discourse than hard right media organisations like Fox News, which
make little if any pretence of caring about international law, caring about people outside of
the Western world, and therefore have zero credibility with a large swath of the population, at
least that swaths of the population that leans to the left or is situated in the political centre.

So since I'm on the subject of the depravity of the corporate media, I want to share with you
an analysis just published by Fairness and Accuracy in Reporting, or FAIR. And I've put up
on the screen here, the headline. The FAIR analysis report follows: "Since President Donald
Trump declared that the war on Gaza is over on October 3rd, 2025, US news outlets' interest
in the occupied territory has plummeted. In a fair search of US related news sites using Media
Cloud and news media databases, coverage of Gaza post-ceasefire agreement averaged just
1.5% of the news hole, significantly less than the level of coverage before the agreement.
From July 2nd through October 1st, 2025, mentions of Gaza appeared in 2.3% of news stories
in Media Cloud's US national data set, which indicates 248 online outlets. Starting October
2nd, the day before the ceasefire agreement, the coverage in the next three weeks jumped to
an average of 4.5%. For the following three months, October 23rd to January 22nd, that
average dropped to 1.5%, which is less than two-thirds of the level of coverage it received
prior to the ceasefire agreement. It's also the lowest three-month average at any point since
the current crisis began on October 7th, 2023." As we've extensively reported on
Reason2Resist, Israel has violated the agreement six ways from Sunday. It has killed an



average of nearly five people per day in the Gaza Strip, wounded well over a dozen people
per day in the Gaza Strip, has only allowed into the Gaza Strip about 43% of the aid that
agreed to allowed in, has continued to destroy buildings has continued to deprive the
population of food and clean drinking water, has continued to terrorise the population, has
continued to constrain the ability of Gaza's devastated medical system to deal with the
wounded and has not withdrawn from an inch of Gaza. In fact, there are credible reports that
it's confiscated even more of Gaza since this fraudulent ceasefire came into effect. The
genocide, by any rational measure, is ongoing. And yet, just because the Donald declared that
there was a ceasefire and he had delivered a once-in-millennium peace to the region of West
Asia, the obedient lapdogs in the corporate media have done everything they can to bury
Israel's crimes in the Gaza Strip.

So there you have it, folks, the corporate media wants us to bury the genocide while
manufacturing consent for another US war of aggression in West Asia. Finally, folks, as I
mentioned at the outset, I'm currently in Colombia. Tomorrow I'll travel to Caracas and plan
to report to you from Venezuela over the next few days to see how the country is faring since
the criminal Trump regime kidnapped its President and killed dozens of people in another
frontal assault on the United Nations Charter. Since we launched this channel less than two
years ago, we have reported to you on the ground from 21 countries. If you're curious as to
which ones they are, they're Canada, China, Colombia, Cuba, Cyprus, France, Georgia,
Greece, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, Palestine, Panama, Qatar, Romania, Russia, Serbia,
Turkey, the United States, and Venezuela. I doubt you'll find any independent media outlet in
the English language space that has done more on the ground reporting than Reason2Resist
has done in the past two years. We regard this as vitally important to our mission to show you
firsthand what is happening in places that are being victimised by Western imperialism. But
doing that costs a significant amount of money. As I've mentioned several times, the revenue
that we generate from monetization and donations from our generous audience members is
not, unfortunately, sufficient to cover all of our costs. And that is due in significant part to the
fact that we incur significant costs in doing our extensive on the ground reporting. So if
you're in a position to make any kind of a contribution and to help us to expand our on the
ground reporting, you can do that on Patreon at the link, which is provided in the description
to this video. With that, I'm signing off for now and I look forward to coming back to you
with reports from Venezuela in the days ahead.

END
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