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Following the distribution of The Mujahedin-e Khalg: A Policy
Conundrum, a report produced by the Rand Corporation,
ExecutiveAction LLC was retained by an American citizen to
conduct an assessment of the document, including the authors’
objectivity, thoroughness, and recommendations. This
monograph — Courting Disaster: How a Biased, Inaccurate
RAND Corporate Report Imperils Lives, Flouts International
Law, and Betrays Its Own Standards — presents its findings
and analysis of the RAND report.
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Executive Summary

The RAND National Defense Research Institute published in
July 2009 the report The Mujahedin-e Khalg: A Policy
Conundrum?! for the Multi-National Force-lraq, Task Force
134 (Detainee Operations). The report focuses on the
circumstances surrounding the detention of the Mujahedin-e
Khalg (MeK) at Camp Ashraf and “whether MeK members
were taken into custody and detained under the appropriate
terms....”?

The Mujahedin-e Khalg (People’s Mujahedin Organization of
Iran) is a major lranian opposition group, whose members
primarily reside in Camp Ashraf, Irag. The Camp is situated
northeast of the Iragi town of al-Khalis, approximately 60
miles northeast of Baghdad, and 50 miles west of the Iran-Irag
border. It has been in existence since 1986 and covers a 15.5
square mile area. There are about 3,400 residents at Camp
Ashraf, of whom 1,000 are women. Most of the residents of
Ashraf City are lIranian citizens — and a large number are
political refugees.

The RAND report presents a highly flawed assessment of
issues and policies related to the MeK. The authors of the
report appear to lack the necessary experience and core
knowledge to properly evaluate policies. The report fails to

1 The Mujahedin-e Khalg: A Policy Conundrum, by Jeremiah Goulka,
Lydia Hansell, Elizabeth Wilke, and Judith Larson, RAND National
Defense Research Institute, July 2009.

21d.



8 Courting Disaster

include material evidence, misrepresents critical issues,
contains biased and pejorative characterizations, and utilizes
sources of dubious credibility.

The authors of the report conclude that the United States
should encourage the government of lrag to involuntarily
deport (refoule) the entire population of Ashraf to Iran, in
violation of international law and without making reference to
the fact that membership in the organization is a longstanding
capital crime in Iran and is likely a death warrant for those
forced to return.

Following are the main conclusions from the analysis of the
RAND report:

e QUESTIONABLE EXPERIENCE - The government-
funded report on the MeK was assigned by RAND to
authors with virtually no experience researching and
writing about Iran. This decision is unconscionable
given that the lives of 3,400 people at Camp Ashraf are
at stake. Subject matter of this importance requires the
very highest scholarship and objectivity by individuals
having a deep historical background and a thorough,
unbiased understanding of complex political issues.

¢ PROPAGANDISTIC ATTACK — More than half of the
monograph focuses on delegitimizing the MeK by
repeating long-discredited claims about its leadership
and history. The report makes no effort to present a
comprehensive understanding of the MeK or offer a
balanced view on critical issues. The section on the
MeK is essentially a political “hit piece” that could have
been produced by the government of Iran.

e CRITICAL MATERIALS ABSENT - In presenting facts,
analysis, and conclusions, the RAND authors omit
material information, fail to present conflicting
viewpoints, and exclude relevant and credible
information readily available from two former U.S.
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military commanders of Camp Ashraf that directly
contradicts the main recommendations of the report.

e DUBIOUS CITATIONS — Numerous citations referred
to in the report are highly biased and cite individuals
known to be supporters of the Iranian government.
Assertions are advanced without citations and many of
the report's findings are contradicted by publicly
available mainstream news sources that the authors
failed to present.

e VIOLATES INTERNATIONAL LAW — Recommendations
presented in the monograph are in clear violation of
international law.

SUMMARY — The RAND monograph is based on a deeply
flawed “factual” foundation that undermines the credibility of
its recommendations. The document is highly polemical and
one-sided, violating RAND's standard of “objective analysis.”
The report urges the U.S. to engage in the breach of
international law norms that the U.S. has vowed to uphold as a
matter of its fundamental policy. In doing so, it posits
conclusions that clearly endanger the lives of Camp Ashraf
residents.

RECOMMENDATIONS — ExecutiveAction recommends RAND
conduct an independent investigation to determine how the
report on the MeK, which violates basic scholarship standards,
could have been produced and distributed by the Corporation.
RAND, which employs about 950 researchers, publishes
hundreds of books, reports and articles that are distributed to
senior executive branch officials, U.S. legislators, state and
local decisionmakers, and private executives. RAND, in its
preface to the MeK report, states, “All RAND monographs
undergo rigorous peer review to ensure high standards for
research quality and objectivity.” If RAND views its report on
the MeK as legitimate scholarship by the Corporation, it calls
into question the veracity of all its publications.
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The U.S. Congress, in its oversight duties, has a fiduciary
responsibility to ensure public funds are properly expended and
not used to produce propagandistic reports. RAND's annual
budget totals about $225 million, of which about 78 percent
derives from the U.S. government.® ExecutiveAction
recommends Members of Congress task the General
Accountability Office to conduct an investigation of the report
and to examine the processes in place at RAND Corporation to
ensure its publications attain “high standards for research
guality and objectivity.”

Finally, ExecutiveAction urges the Secretary of Defense, which
commissioned the report, to discount the misguided
recommendations in the monograph and commission a new
impartial study that includes authors with respected and
appropriate expertise to properly address the issues in question
regarding the MeK.

3 Setting Politics Aside, Annual Report, RAND Corporation, 2008.



The Authors

The RAND Corporation prides itself on producing high-quality
research. It describes itself as a “research organization
providing objective analysis and effective solutions that
address the challenges facing the public and private sectors
around the world.”* Presumably, a prerequisite for producing
respected research and authoritative recommendations is
having knowledgeable experts who have substantial familiarity
with the subject matter. But this does not appear to have been
the case in the preparation of The Mujahedin-e Khalq: A Policy
Conundrum.

The leading co-author, Jeremiah Goulka, is an attorney who
joined RAND in June 2007 and is listed as an “Associate
Behavioral/Social Scientist” and faculty member of the
Frederick S. Pardee RAND Graduate School.> Mr. Goulka
graduated from the University of Chicago Law School in 2001.
His prior work focuses on domestic policy concerns and there
appears to be nothing in his background to suggest he has a
comprehensive familiarity with Iran, the MeK, detainee affairs,
or the Geneva Conventions. Other RAND publications co-
authored by Mr. Goulka include Transparency and the 9/11
Victims Compensation Fund, DVD Piracy and Organized
Crime, and New Orleans Economic Development.

4 RAND cover sheet, The Mujahedin-e Khalg in lIrag; A Policy
Conundrum, by Jeremiah Goulka, Lydia Hansell, Elizabeth Wilke, and
Judith Larson, RAND National Defense Research Institute, July 2009.
5 Mr. Goulka's  full biography can be  found here:
http://www.rand.org/about/people/g/goulka_jeremiah.html#civil_justice
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The three other co-authors — Lydia Hansell, Elizabeth Wilke,
and Judith Larson — are not listed on RAND’s website of
professional staff researchers. Ms. Hansell was a graduate
research assistant at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies in
March 2005.6 She is listed as a co-author of three prior RAND
publications: Saudi-lranian Relations Since the Fall of
Saddam: Rivalry, Cooperation, and Implications for U.S.
Policy, Recommended Infrastructure Standards for Mass
Antibiotic Dispensing, and A Step Forward in Accountability
for Public Health Emergency Preparedness: Developing
Standards for Mass Antibiotic Dispensing.

Elizabeth Wilke, according to RAND’s website, is a graduate
student at the Frederick S. Pardee RAND Graduate School.”
She previously was a legal assistant at Skadden, Arps, Slate,
Meagher & Flom LLP. She earned a B.A. in government and
economics from the University of Texas at Austin.

Judith Larson has two publication credits at RAND: Project
AIR FORCE 1999 Annual Report (2000) and Future Career
Management Systems for U.S. Military Officers (1994). In the
latter publication, Ms. Larson, who appears to be a generalist
report editor, is one of 21 co-authors.

The information on the authors of the MeK report is presented
not to impugn the reputations of these individuals, but merely
to demonstrate that none of them have sufficient expertise and
experience to authoritatively research and write a report on
detainee affairs, let alone on the MeK and the complicated
interplay between Iran, Iraq, and the United States on these
issues.

The person who served as the key individual guiding the
development of the report and its conclusions appears to have
been James Dobbins, who serves as the Director of RAND’s
International Security and Defense Policy Center, and who is
listed as the point of contact for inquiries about the contents of

6 http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_60c.html
7 http://www.prgs.edu/students/dissertation.html#wilke
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the MeK report. He also is listed in the report contributing or
commenting on the research that formed the basis of the
monograph.

A review of Mr. Dobbins’ biography on RAND’s website
suggests that while he has had a distinguished career in
foreign policy — serving as Assistant Secretary of State for
Europe, Special Advisor for the Balkans, and Ambassador to
the European Community — he has limited experience in
relation to Iran, except through his professional work during
the past several years in Afghanistan and Irag.2 Since 2001,
when he served as a representative to the Afghan opposition
forces before the fall of the Taliban, he has been supportive of
Iran’s role in the region and a vigorous advocate for direct
engagement with Tehran.®

Of major concern is Mr. Dobbins' failure to disclose in the
report his close association as a leading expert with the
Campaign for a New U.S. Policy on lran (CNAPI9 an
organization that advocates the repeal of U.S. government
sanctions on Iran and engagement by Congress and the
Administration with the government of Iran.1!

Why does this have any relevance to Mr. Dobbins’ work on The
Mujahedin-e Khalg: A Policy Conundrum? In sum, a central
tenet of those who advocate for a policy of engagement with

8 Mr. Dobbins’  full biography  can be  found here:
http://www.rand.org/about/people/d/dobbins_james.html#expert_profile

9 See, e.g., “Testimony before House Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform,” Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign
Affairs, November 7, 2007, available at:
http://oversight.house.gov/documents/20071107174706.pdf, at 8 (stating
Iran had made a “positive contribution” towards stability in Iran and
suggesting its offer to help train Afghan troops was “promising in its
overall implications”).

10 Mr. Dobbins is listed as a CNAPI Expert here:
http://www.newiranpolicy.org/452/9801.html.

11 CNAPI's role as part of the “Iran lobby” in the United States is detailed
in Clare Lopez, Center for Security Policy, Rise of the ‘lran Lobby,’
February 25, 2009, at 21.
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Iran has been the destruction of the MeK and elimination of its
members, who remain, as is detailed substantially in this
paper, a top political concern of the government of Iran. In
fact, a central reason for placing the MeK on the terrorism list
in 1997 was to curry favor with the government of lran in
hopes of enhancing its engagement with the United States.12

Trita Parsi, President of the National Iranian American
Council (NIAC), led efforts to create CNAPI. According to The
Spectator, NIAC is the “de facto lobby” for the government of
Iran in Washington:

It opposes sanctions on lran, soft-pedals any
controversial events in lran, and counsels
‘patience’ regarding lIran's stance towards its
nuclear program. The NIAC has been at the
forefront of lobbying against continued
congressional funding of the Voice of America
Persian Service, Radio Farda, and grants for
Iranian civil society.13

Mr. Parsi has also been a leading and outspoken opponent of

12 “US Designates 30 Groups as Terrorists,” LOos ANGELES TIMES, Oct. 9,
1997, citing an unnamed senior Clinton administration official, later
identified to be the Assistant Secretary of State for Near East Affairs
Martin Indyk.

13 “A Fifth Columnist by Presidential Appointment,” November 10, 2009,
available at: http://www.spectator.co.uk/melaniephillips/5526371/a-fifth-
columnist-by-presidential-appointment.thtml. Indeed, former FBI
associate deputy director Oliver “Buck” Revell and former FBI special
agent in counterterrorism Kenneth Piernick recently reviewed some of
NIAC's private documents that have come to light through discovery in a
recent lawsuit and they say “e-mails between Mr. Parsi and lran's
ambassador to the United Nations at the time, Javad Zarif — and an
internal review of the Lobbying Disclosure Act — offer evidence that the
group has operated as an undeclared lobby and may be guilty of violating
tax laws, the Foreign Agents Registration Act and lobbying disclosure
laws.” Iran Advocacy Group Said to Skirt Lobby Rules, WASHINGTON
TiMES, November 13, 2009.
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the MeK and has written more than 20 anti-MeK articles.14

Mr. Dobbins co-chaired a “Joint Experts’ Statement on Iran”
released by NIAC on November 18, 2009.1> The introduction to
the statement states “In this Joint Experts’ Statement on Iran,
a group of top scholars, experts and diplomats — with years of
experience studying and dealing with Iran — have come
together to clear away some of the myths that have driven the
failed policies of the past and to outline a factually-grounded . .
. strategy.”® Most of this Experts’ Statement, co-chaired by
Mr. Dobbins, was taken from a document published one year
earlier by Trita Parsi under his own name.l” Clare Lopez, who
spent 20 years working for the CIA and authored Rise of the
Iran Lobby for the Center for Security Policy said of the
Experts’ Statement:

The entire publication might have been written
in Tehran, so closely does it hew to the regime’s
own propaganda. Its authors call into question
the quality of their expertise by claiming that
Iran is really not such a threat to U.S. interests,
does not really want to “wipe Israel off the map,”
does not actually mean [to acquire] nuclear
weapons and is not ideologically motivated.18

While there is nothing inappropriate about holding views that
promote engagement, the potential for bias must be put to the
side, or otherwise declared, to ensure that a publication will be
consistent with the RAND Corporation’s Standards for High-
Quality Research. The Standards state unequivocally that
“research should be objective, independent, and balanced.”®

14 See, e.g., “Deciding the Fate of the Mujahedin,” WASHINGTON TIMES,
October 5, 2008.

15 See http://www.expertsoniran.com/statement.pdf

16 1d.

17 See http://www.niacouncil.org/images/PDF_files/seven%20myths%20
about%?20iran.pdf. A comparison between the two documents can be
found here: http://www.americanchronicle.com/articles/view/81956

18 Supra note 11, at 22.

19 Available at: http://www.rand.org/standards/
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The RAND Corporation’s decision to use inexperienced authors
and to fail to reveal the previous work and associations of the
person who oversaw the production of this monograph would
appear to constitute a major violation of its own Standards.



Scope of Study and Research Questions

Any assessment of The Mujahedin-e Khalg: A Policy
Conundrum must begin with a clear understanding of the focus
of the study, the research questions to be answered and how
consistent the report is in responding to its articulated
approach. According to the monograph:

Focus of This Study

The research reported here explores the
circumstances surrounding the MeK'’s detention.
It focuses in particular on whether MeK
members were taken into custody and detained
under the appropriate terms, the effects of their
designation as ‘protected persons’ under the
Fourth Geneva Convention, and options for
relocating the MeK either within Iraqg or in other
countries. It discusses lessons that can be
extracted from the MeK experience and used to
prevent similar situations from occurring in the
future. It also suggests actions that might be
taken to solve the immediate problem of
relocating MeK members now that the
government of Irag (GOIl) has taken
responsibility for the MeK pursuant to the status
of forces agreement between the United States
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and Iraq that took effect on January 1, 2009.20

Research Questions . . .

[W]e developed six research questions that subsequently
guided the study:

e Was the MeK taken into custody under the
appropriate terms?

e What are the requirements of international
humanitarian law, and particularly the Geneva
Conventions, with respect to detainees? Have
those requirements been observed in this case?

e What have been the effects of the protected-
persons designation?

e \Was the decision to consolidate the MeK at a
single site a good one? Has the coalition’s
supervision of Camp Ashraf been effective?

o What are the options for releasing or relocating
members of the MeK? What complications, if
any, may affect the release/relocation process?

e What overarching lessons have been learned
from the MeK experience that will be useful to
future commanders of detainee operations, to
combatant commanders, and to military
planners?21

Based on this formulation of the focus of the study and the
research questions posed, one might have expected the
monograph to address these questions in substantial detail.
Yet for purported reasons of “context,” a majority of the report
— 50 of 92 pages of text — focuses on issues that appear
substantially unrelated to the questions at hand.22

20 Supra note 1, at xii.

2L ]d. at 7.

22 Specifically, for example, 35 pages of the 90-page report focus on a brief
history of the MeK going back to 1965, alleged “cultic” characteristics of
the organization, and a timeline of alleged MeK activities. And an
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There appears to be no connection whatsoever between the
monograph’'s lengthy exposition on the history and
characteristics of the MeK and the six research questions that
were supposed to be the focus of the policy conundrum.

Of particular concern is the demonizing description the authors
present on the characterization of the group. From the very
preface of the monograph, for example, the MeK is described as
“an exiled lranian cult dissident group,” and this moniker is
repeated over and over again. Indeed, the word “cult” appears
88 times in the report, averaging close to once per page. Such
an approach in a supposedly objective study is reminiscent of
how the government of China relates to the Falun Gong, where
it never refers to the group without prefacing the name with
the term “evil cult.”2 And it is certainly inconsistent with the
RAND Corporation’s admonition that its reports should be
“temperate in tone,” meaning “[i]t should sound neither so flat
as to appear unengaged nor so emotional as to appear
partisan.”24

More importantly, however, these various myths have been
debunked in a series of exceptionally well-researched policy
papers published by reputable think tanks, non-governmental
organizations, and private sector companies that all worked
independently from the MeK itself. Such reports include:

e lran: Foreign Policy Challenges and Choices:
Empowering the Democratic Opposition, DLA Piper &
GlobalOptions Inc., November 2006 (226 pages).

additional 15 pages related to allegations of the MeK as a cult, skilled
manipulators of public opinion, and not being treated by coalition forces
as a terrorist organization.

23 See, e.g., Falun Gong: An Evil Cult, Letter to the Editor, WASHINGTON
PosT, Jan. 10, 2000 (Minister-Counselor of the Chinese Embassy states
“Facts have shown that Falun Gong is nothing but an evil cult that has
all the inherent characteristics of a cult: worship of its leader, systematic
mind control, spreading heretic ideas, amassing wealth, secret
organization and endangering the society.”)

24 Supra note 19.
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o People’s Mojahedin of Iran Mission Report, Friends of a
Free Iran Parliamentary Inter-Group, the European
Parliament, September 25, 2005 (131 pages).

e U.S. Policy Options for Iran and Ilranian Political
Opposition, Iran Policy Committee, September 13, 2005
(50 pages).

e Appeasing the Ayatollahs and Suppressing Democracy:
U.S. Policy and the Iranian Opposition, Iran Policy
Committee, July 1, 2006 (100 pages).

¢ lran’s Democratic Opposition, A Report on Ashraf City,
Friends of A Free Iran Parliamentary Inter-Group, the
European Parliament, January 2009 (94 pages).

Despite having listed the first two sources in the bibliography
of the report, the authors never cite to either report and fail to
cite any of the strong primary evidence put forward in those
publications that contradicts their own assertions and
conclusions. These contradictions are extensive and the works
cite to independent mainstream media publications, U.S.
government officials, and even former commanders of the U.S.
military personnel who worked in Camp Ashraf and
commented publicly about their positive experiences with the
MeK.

A cursory review of the five aforementioned publications will
reveal that despite the purported certainty of the conclusions
presented by the authors on the history and characteristics of
the MeK, the foundation of evidence on which they are built
crumbled long ago. Surfacing the strongest counterarguments
to one’s own conclusions and seriously addressing them is a
prerequisite to the conduct of any credible research. While as
noted previously, none of this information is remotely material
to the focus of the study or research questions, this analysis
provides substantial reason to delve into the core assumptions
that are at the heart of the monograph’s recommendations.



Flawed Foundational Evidence

Disregarding the non-objective evaluation of the MekK, it is
appropriate to turn to the foundational arguments that provide
the basis for the authors’ conclusions and recommendations.
The core claim at the heart of the authors’ conclusion, which
turns out to be wrong, is that the MeK engaged coalition forces
during Operation lIraqi Freedom and, therefore, should have
been classified as combatants under the Third Geneva
Convention. The authors present the following information to
support their conclusion.

In April 2003, after a brief period of conflict, the
MeK requested a cease-fire (emphasis added).2

2. The MeK leadership denies any
allegations that MeK members
attacked or defended themselves
against coalition forces. The
official histories of the U.S. Army
and U.S. Army Special Forces both
report that combat did occur
between the MeK and coalition
forces (D. Wright and Reese, 2008;
Briscoe et al., 2006) (emphasis
added).?

[T]he MeK asserted it had not engaged coalition
forces in combat, and many officers responsible

25 1d. at xii.
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for detaining the MeK accepted this claim, even
though at least one special forces casualty had
resulted from combat with the MeK (emphasis
added).26

Despite the MeK'’s statements to the contrary,
both the official U.S. Army Special Forces history
and the official U.S. Army history of OIF indicate
that the MeK engaged coalition forces in battle,
presenting a  “formidable  threat” and
demonstrating “excellent fighting qualities.”
Nevertheless, on April 13, 2003, in the face of
collapsing lIragi forces, the MeK requested peace
(emphasis added).?”

6 Briscoe et al., 2006, p. 234; D. Wright and
Reese, 2008. It is worth noting that the belief of
most coalition officers and officials whom we
interviewed in Iraq and in the United States was
that the MeK had not engaged coalition forces in
battle. For instance, DOS (2006, p. 213) reported
that the “MeK leadership ordered its members
not to resist Coalition forces at the outset of
[OIF].” If the official Army histories are correct,
this prevailing belief is most likely due to the
MeK leaders’ messaging (emphasis added).28

Based on these assertions the authors conclude that Secretary
of Defense Donald Rumsfeld incorrectly designated members of
the MeK as “protected persons” under the Fourth Geneva
Convention rather than as “prisoners of war” under the Third
Geneva Convention. The authors state the decision has
“proven to be extremely controversial because it appeared that
the United States chose to apply the Geneva Conventions to a

26 |d. at xiil.
27 1d. at xii.
28 |1d. at 10.
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designated terrorist organization and, further, to grant it a
special status.”??

Given the critical nature of this allegation to their core
argument that MeK members should be treated as prisoners of
war and can be refouled to Iran, one would have expected the
authors would have interviewed anyone who could be identified
as having personal knowledge of what happened during the
early days of the coalition invasion, examine relevant
contemporaneous news reports, and request and review all
relevant U.S. government documents. Whether the MeK did or
did not engage coalition forces is a factual question that could
be resolved in conversations with all identified individuals with
knowledge of the situation, relevant documents, and the group
itself.

Yet the RAND authors failed to conduct their own research and
analysis and instead relied on brief passages in two lengthy
books. Additionally, the authors contradict themselves in their
own writing, which raises doubts about the certainty of their
conclusion.

At the beginning of the RAND report, the authors assert “[i]n
April 2003, after a brief period of conflict, the MeK requested a
cease-fire.” This is a definitive and unequivocal statement.
Yet later in a footnote the authors acknowledge that “most”
coalition officers and soldiers they interviewed believed the
MeK had not engaged coalition forces. And then the authors
state “If the official Army histories are correct, this prevailing
belief is most likely due to the MeK leaders’ messaging”
(emphasis added). The authors later reaffirm this ambiguity
by stating “[I]egally, if it is indeed true that the MeK engaged
coalition forces in combat [then they would be appropriately
classified as prisoners of war]” (emphasis added).3® And in a
still later footnote, they point out that one of these official
histories actually gets some facts wrong about the MeK'’s
consolidation at Camp Ashraf, calling into question the

29 |d. at xiv.
30 Id. at 19.
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veracity of claims regarding actions by the MeK.31

The collective phraseology by the authors is confusing and
raises the prospect that it is possible that the official histories
not only could be wrong, but were actually wrong in some
respects. To try to bring clarity to the issue, it is necessary to
examine the two sources cited by the authors.

Dr. Donald Wright's book makes a single reference to coalition
forces fighting the MeK:

Supported by the Saddam regime because of its
hostility to the Iranian Government, by 2003 the
MeK had become an elite element in the Iraqi
Army and had fought against Coalition forces in
March and April of that year.32

Dr. Wright does not provide a footnote to support this
assertion. In his 700-page history, the MeK is mentioned only
on three pages. While the statement is not dispositive of the
actual events, the way it is referenced without sourcing
suggests that it was included on the basis of second-hand
information. When so much else in the book is, in fact, sourced,
further investigation is required before accepting the assertion
as fact.

The second source is a 500-page history of Army Special
Operations Forces in lrag. It provides substantially more
detail about the MeK, though still only five pages of the entire
book. In its account of MeK actions is the testimony of a
number of U.S. soldiers, including Lt. Colonel Kenneth Tovo.

31 1d. at 12, fn. 13 (stating “The official Army history incorrectly states
that consolidation at Camp Ashraf was a result of capitulation to special
operations soldiers (D. Wright and Reese, 2008). The MeK never
capitulated, and consolidation at Camp Ashraf was a result of this second
agreement.”)

32 Wright, Donald P., and Timothy R. Reese, with the Contemporary
Operations Study Team, On Point Il: The United States Army in
Operation Iragi Freedom, May 2003-January 2005: Transition to the New
Campaign (Combined Studies Institute Press, 2008), at 244.
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None of the interviews are cited for the proposition that the
MeK actually engaged in combat with coalition forces. Instead,
without citation, the authors assert:

The formation pushed nearly a hundred
kilometers south to liberate the town of Mandali
from the last enemy unit to stand and fight — the
Mujahedin-e Khalg . . . Its [MeK] excellent
fighting qualities were clearly evident when
members of AOB 090 first encountered the
MeK'’s defenses in fighting around Jalula. FOB
103's only U.S. casualty in Operation Iraqi
Freedom sustained his wounds from MeK
artillery fire.s3

Given a number of citations in and around these paragraphs, it
stands out as remarkable that there are no citations to these
important propositions. At a minimum, it means the authors
of the RAND monograph should have taken appropriate steps
to review the record by: (1) contacting the authors of the book
and asking them to point to actual sources that could be
confirmed; (2) contacting the soldiers referenced in this section
to interview them; or (3) otherwise listening to their recorded
interviews to see if this question is addressed. They took none
of these steps.

An actual look at the record suggests that not only was further
investigation warranted, but it would have revealed
information provided in these two books was, in fact, incorrect.
Specifically:

e The MeK has never, in its 24-year presence in lrag, had
any bases, camps or forces in the town of Mandali. To
assert that it was responsible for defending the town

33 Briscoe, Charles H., Kenneth Finlayson, Robert W. Jones, Jr., Cherilyn
A. Walley, A. Dwayne Aaron, Michael R. Mullins, and James A. Schroder,
All Roads Lead to Baghdad: Army Special Operations in Irag (U.S. Army
Special Operations Command History Office, 2006). This statement was
not included in the RAND report.
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during Operation Iraqi Freedom is inconsistent with its
history.34

e Camp Alavi was the nearest Camp to the town of
Mandali, about 30 miles away. At the start of OIF,
coalition forces began bombing the MeK camps, which
continued until April 9, killing and wounding dozens of
MeK members.3> MeK forces were under strict orders
not to retaliate and fled the Camps to protect
themselves from the attacks. They dispersed in small
units, taking positions in remote areas of the desert
terrain. The closest unit to the town of Mandali was
about 10 miles away. As with the other forces, its
primary objective was to avoid being bombed and it did
not engage coalition forces. To assert the MeK was
responsible for defending Mandali during OIF is
unsubstantiated by any evidence and is inconsistent
with its history.36

e The MeK forces at Jalula left Camp Anzali after
coalition forces bombed the compound. Following the
fall of Baghdad on April 9, and before U.S. military
personnel from the north reached Jalula, the Camp was
overrun by Kurdish forces. By the time the U.S.
military reached the town, the MeK had already entered
into negotiations with the Special Forces. As a
testament to their non-belligerency, the MeK later
accompanied the U.S. armored columns that traveled to

34 It is difficult, if not impossible, to prove a negative (e.g., the MeK was
not there). But the burden should be on the authors of this monograph or
the book they cited to prove their assertions with citations to U.S.
military personnel who allegedly witnessed these events. Presumably,
intelligence collected from satellites or other sources would indicate the
location and movement of MeK forces.

35 Contemporaneous news reports confirm the bombing of the MeK
camps. See, e.g.,, “U.S. Bombs Iranian Fighters on lIraqgi Side of the
Border,” WALL STREET JOURNAL, April 17, 2003.

36 Interview with Mohammad Mohaddessin, Chair, Foreign Affairs
Committee, National Council of Resistance of Iran, September 2009.



Flawed Foundational Evidence 27

Camp Anzali to collect the MeK’s military equipment
and property, most of which had been looted.3”

e At the start of OIF, public officials communicated with
top government ministries to reaffirm the fact that MeK
forces were not belligerents and urged they not be
targeted. Lord Corbett of Castle Vale, Chairman of the
British Parliamentary Committee for Iran Freedom,
sent an urgent letter to Rt. Hon. Geoff Hoon at the
British Ministry of Defense stating the MeK “is not
involved in Iraqgi internal affairs and that it is entirely
independent of, and separate from, the Iraqgi regime.”38
Tony Clarke, also a member of the House of Lords, sent
a letter to Foreign Secretary Jack Straw on the same
day, stating it was “of vital importance that the position
of neutrality of the Iranian opposition movement based
in Iraq is clearly recognized . .. .39

o Lord Corbett provided a list of the MeK camps in lraq
and their location to the Ministry of Defense, seeking to
exclude them from consideration of attack.*® It is
inconceivable the MeK would have freely disclosed the
location of its forces in Iraq to top government officials
in the UK had it actually been a belligerent and an ally
of Saddam Hussein, preparing to engage coalition
forces.

e Prior to the start of OIF, the MeK consolidated its forces
into three camps: Ashraf, Alavi (in Mansouriya) and
Anzali (in Jalula) in order to avoid any confrontation
with coalition forces and Iranian military units amassed
on its border. Mohammad Mohaddessin, Chairman of
the Foreign Affairs Committee of the National Council

371d.

38 Letter from Lord Corbett to the Rt. Hon. Geoff Hoon MP, March 20,
2003. See Appendix A.

39 Letter from Lord Clarke to Foreign Secretary Jack Straw, March 20,
2003. See Appendix A.

40 Supra note 38.
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of Resistance of Iran (NCRI), a coalition that includes
the MeK, described events on the ground in Iraq prior to
OIF: “From the summer of 2002 . . . the PMOI’s
concentration became avoiding getting drawn into the
forthcoming war. This included an intensive political
and diplomatic campaign to communicate PMOI’s policy
of neutrality to the Coalition, as well as the evacuation
of four of its bases. . . .PMOI personnel were moved from
these bases in the south to the north of the county, as
the south was expected to be the frontline of the assault
by the Coalition forces.”#!

The authors of the monograph (and of cited military
histories) present no evidence to demonstrate that the
shell causing the U.S. casualty actually came from the
MeK. And it is indeed a forensic question worth
examining whether a shell can be easily tied to an
identifiable piece of artillery. Regardless, no evidence is
presented from a casualty report or any witness about
the origin of the attack. Given the consequences for the
MeK members were this assertion to be accurate, it was
incumbent upon the authors of the RAND report to
investigate and prove its accuracy, particularly since
they noted that the MeK insisted repeatedly it would
not fire on coalition forces, even in self-defense.*?

During the period when the MeK began handing over its
weapons to U.S. forces, Captain Josh Felker, an Army
spokesman said, “This is not a surrender, it's a
disarmament. The MeK was never fighting coalition
forces” (emphasis added).43

The MeK assertion that it ordered its forces to not

41 Third Witness Statement to the Proscribed Organisations Appeal
Commission (POAC), by Mohammad Mohaddessin, Chair, Foreign
Affairs Committee, National Council of Resistance of Iran, July 27, 2007.
42 Supra note 1, at 10.

43 lranian Fighters Based in Iraq Begin to Disarm, Los ANGELES TIMES,
May 12, 2003.
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engage coalition forces is supported by the U.S. State
Department, which declared “The [MeK] leadership
ordered its members not to resist Coalition forces at the
outset of Operation Iragi Freedom” and offered nothing
to suggest the MeK had engaged coalition forces.**

e U.S. State Department Deputy Spokesman Adam Ereli
stated in a press briefing in 2004, “[W]e have
determined that they [MeK] were not belligerents in
this [OIF] conflict . .. ."5

e Beyond the basic obligation of researchers to prove their
key assertions that serve as the foundation of their
argument, there is actually contemporaneous and
critical evidence that casts serious doubt on the entire
accusation of the MeK firing on coalition forces.
Specifically, the Local Ceasefire Agreement of Mutual
Understanding and Coordination, signed on April 15,
2003, by Lt. Colonel Kenneth Tovo, states in its
preamble “NLA/PMOI [National Liberation Army/MeK]
state that they have not fired even a single bullet
against US/Coalition forces in this war because their
only enemy is the religious dictatorship ruling Iran.
NLA/PMOI also state they have never been involved in
the war or any act of hostility with U.S./Coalition
forces.”6  The RAND authors of the monograph
acknowledge in reference to the negotiation of the
ceasefire that “[tlhe MeK again insisted that it had not
fired on coalition forces (despite at least one documented
special forces casualty from MeK fire) . . .”47 But they
fail to mention the key fact that this statement was
actually written in as part of the ceasefire agreement.
Why does this matter? If even one soldier had been hit

44 Country Reports on Terrorism, U.S. Department of State (2005), at 213.
45 U.S. State Department Daily Press Briefing, July 26, 2004, http://2001-
2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/dpb/2004/34680.htm.

46 | ocal Ceasefire Agreement of Mutual Understanding and Coordination,
April 15, 2003. See Appendix A.

47 Supra note 1, at 11.
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by MeK fire, surely Lt. Colonel Tovo would have been
aware of it. This is especially true since the alleged
casualty was the only injured person in the “fighting
around Jalula” in Operation lIraqi Freedom.*® If a
soldier was wounded by the MeK, how could Lt. Colonel
Tovo, as commander of the unit, fail to refer to this
important incident in the ceasefire agreement or agree
to include the MeK statement when he knew it to be
false? Wouldn't there have been additional language
stating that coalition forces disagreed about what had
happened? Given the importance of this issue, the
authors of the monograph had an obligation to conduct a
primary investigation by speaking to Lt. Colonel Tovo
himself. Lastly, the authors' comment stating there was
“at least” one documented Special Forces casualty
implies that there may have been additional casualties
caused by the MeK, but without even a shred of
evidence to support this assertion.

There is also further and detailed evidence in the
Ceasefire Agreement that directly contradicts the
assertions in the two books. The agreement contains
precise coordinates and locations of all MeK formations
in the region at the time as well as attached maps
showing where they were based. These two maps
demonstrate that the MeK units were at least 10 miles
away from the town of Mandali.4®

Contemporaneous news reports also quote Mohammad
Mohaddessin, as stating the United States had attacked
the MeK even though it “had not fired a bullet at the
coalition forces . . . These bombs were dropped as a
result of the request of the Iranian regime.”® This
statement in the Wall Street Journal was never
disputed by the U.S. government.

48 Supra note 33.
49 Supra note 46.
50 Supra note 35.



Flawed Foundational Evidence 31

Given the substantial and contradictory evidence that
undermines the assertion that the MeK fired on coalition forces
and caused one U.S. casualty, it was incumbent upon the
authors of the monograph to surface this information,
investigate further, and explain why they did not find it
persuasive if they sought to rely upon it as the foundation for
their core conclusion. Their failure to do so was either a
significant lapse in their research methodology or an attempt
to give their conclusion an air of certainty.

Ultimately and predictably, given the countervailing evidence
that they never surfaced or examined, the authors’ conclusion
is definitively discounted in a brief filed with the D.C. Circuit
by Assistant Attorney General Tony West:

The designation in June 2004 confirmed that
those individuals were deemed civilians, not
enemy combatants, under the laws of war . . . the
protected persons status simply means that the
Commander of [c]oalition [florces in Iraqg found
that the [MeK] members in Camp Ashraf were
not ‘enemy combatants,’ i.e., ‘they had not fought
with the lragi army against [c]oalition [florces
and had not subsequently engaged in any
military operations against the occupying force’
(emphasis added).5?

Considering that Mr. West's brief was filed in the D.C. Circuit
and that his statement is unhelpful to the U.S. position and
more generally that the MeK should be maintained on the FTO
list, it is reasonable to conclude the U.S. government’'s position
is that the MeK did not engage coalition forces.

51 On a Petition for Review of a Final Order of the Secretary of State, Brief
for Respondents, United States Court of Appeals, District of Columbia.
Circuit, Case No. 09-1059, October 23, 2009, at 31.
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Flawed Research and Analysis

The Mujahedin-e Khalg: A Policy Conundrum is riddled with
dozens of material errors, references to long-discredited
sources, and pejorative characterizations. Each of these types
of errors will be addressed in turn.

To be relevant and efficient, the focus of this section and of this
report more generally is to respond to allegations associated
with the MeK since Operation Iragi Freedom in 2003. Failure
to address an allegation made in the monograph is not an
acknowledgement that it is accurate, but rather reflects an
editorial judgment that either it had been already definitely
addressed in another credible publication or was of a lower
priority than other issues addressed in this report.

Many of the excluded and material errors are myths that have
been repeatedly and authoritatively refuted throughout the
history of the MeK. Clear and fact-based rebuttals of these
allegations, grounded in independent evidence, can be found in
the five publications cited in Section Il, but are not addressed
in the RAND report.

A. Material Errors

1. Characteristics of MeK

JIATF military members soon discovered
that they were dealing with a cult.’?

52 Supra note 1, at xviii.
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As discussed previously, the authors of the monograph
repeatedly mislabel the MeK as a “cult” and claim it is the
position of the Joint Inter Agency Task Force (JIATF) as an
institution in its experience protecting the MeK members at
Camp Ashraf. The authors, for reasons unknown, fail to
acknowledge in the report any of the highly contradictory
evidence that includes publicly released statements of two
former JIATF commanders and a detailed report published by
the independent group Friends of a Free lran (a group of
European parliamentarians). These statements and reports
are included in documents listed in the monograph’s
bibliography.

The failure to present the evidence creates the uncomfortable
impression that the authors chose to omit the material because
it contradicted their predetermined conclusion. The exclusion
of material evidence is a clear breach of RAND’s Standards for
High-Quality Research, which states that “research should be
objective, independent, and balanced.”s3

The mislabeling of the MeK as a cult was addressed by
Brigadier General David Phillips, then a Colonel and the 89t
MP Commander who served in Ashraf from January through
December 2004. In response to a report issued by Human
Rights Watch reasserting the longstanding cult accusations, he
wrote a detailed reply:

Over the year-long period | was apprised of
numerous reports of torture, concealed weapons,
and people being held against their will by the
leadership of the [MeK]. I directed my
subordinate units to investigate each allegation.
In many cases | personally led inspection teams
on unannounced visits . . . where the alleged
abuses were reported to occur. At no time over
the 12 month period did we ever discover any
credible evidence supporting the allegations
raised in your recent report. | would not have

53 Available at: http://www.rand.org/standards/
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tolerated the abuses in your report nor would I
have sanctioned any acts on the part of the
[MeK] to hold people against their will. Each
report of torture, kidnapping, and psychological
depravation turned out to be unsubstantiated.
The [MeK] in fact notified us on a routine basis
of people who desired to leave the organization
and then transported them to our gate . . .

I believe that your recent report was based on
unsubstantiated information from individuals
without firsthand information or for reasons of
personal gain. | personally spent a year of my
life in Iraqg with the responsibility for Camp
Ashraf. I have very extensive firsthand
knowledge of the [MeK] and the operations at
Camp Ashraf. My comments are based on a full
year of on location experience . . .

Thank you for taking the time to read my
comments as your report was a direct affront to
the professionalism of my units . . . .5

35

This view is further substantiated by JIATF commander Lt.
Colonel Julie Norman, who served in that capacity from

September 2005 through August 2006.

for Record, she stated:

The MeK has been very cooperative in
facilitating International Organizations requests
for family contact and JIATF's visits with these
individuals . . . There exists no prison or any
obligation to stay in Ashraf; everyone is free to
leave [MeK] anytime he or she wishes to. To
safeguard security and risk information of
Ashraf residents and their families in Iran, those

54

Iran:

In her Memorandum

Foreign Policy Challenges and Choices: Empowering the
Democratic Opposition, DLA Piper Rudnick Gray Cary US LLP &
GlobalOptions Inc., February 2006, at 106-107.
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who leave [MeK] and wish to go directly to Iran
will be kept in TIPF for at least three weeks
prior to their departure . . . .5

The Mission Report of Friends of Free a Iran, a group of
European parliamentarians, also refuted the allegations of
abuse. In his introduction to the report, Alejo Vidal-Quadras
Roca, Vice President of the European Parliament, stated the
following:

We at the European Parliament decided to
conduct a full investigation into the alleged
human rights violations by the [MeK] contained
in HRW report. To this end, unlike HRW
[Human Rights Watch], which relied only on 12
hours of telephone interviews with 12 suspicious
individuals, we felt obliged to conduct a
comprehensive study to fully address every
aspect of this issue. In addition to extensive
research, a delegation of MEPs visited Camp
Ashraf in Irag, held face-to-face private
interviews with [MeK] members and officials. It
also conducted impromptu inspections of the
sites of alleged abuses. We found the allegations
contained in HRW report unfounded and devoid
of any truth. We also came to the conclusion that
HRW report was procedurally flawed and
substantively inaccurate. Moreover, in the course
of our study we became aware of an elaborate
and complex misinformation campaign by lran’s
Ministry of Intelligence and Security (MOIS),
against MeK.56

55 1d. at 103-104.

56 People’s Mojahedin of Iran Mission Report, FRIENDS OF A FREE IRAN
Parliamentary Inter-Group, The European Parliament, September 25,
2005, at 4-5.
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Additionally, JIATF Deputy Commander Darrell Martin was
complimentary of the MeK and made no mention of any issues
that could be associated with being an alleged “cult.” “Over the
past several months JIATF has seen an increase in the number
of ‘family contact’ request from the ICRC,” he wrote in a
Memorandum for Record, “and the PMOI have been very
cooperative in facilitating JIATF's visits with these
individuals.””

There is also evidence from non-governmental sources that
discuss the daily activities at Ashraf. Colonel Gary Morsch,
President of Heart to Heart International, a “relief and
development organization that specializes in volunteer action
and worldwide humanitarian assistance to alleviate human
suffering,”s8 as well as an emergency room physician at Ashraf,
wrote:

Before 1 was assigned to Camp Ashraf, | had
never heard of Ashraf or of the PMOI/MeK. So I
came to Ashraf with an open mind . . . | asked for
and was given free access, unannounced, to visit
any part of Ashraf. | took advantage and visited
their two hospitals, factories, housing units,
schools, sports facilities, training facilities,
cultural facilities, etc. | got to know the people of
Ashraf and the problems they faced . . . As | left
Irag for home, it struck me that these people are
playing a major role in creating stability in Iraq
and contributing to the safety of American forces,
both in the intelligence they are gathering, and
the goodwill they are creating among the Shia
and Sunnis.”®

Given these statements by highly authoritative sources, how is

57 Memorandum for Record, JIATF Deputy Commander Darrell Martin,
June 4, 2006. See Appendix A.

58 http://www.hearttoheart.org/

59 “U.S. Faces Humanitarian Crisis in Irag,” HUMAN EVENTS,
September 25, 2005.
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it possible for the RAND authors to have concluded “JIATF
military members soon discovered that they were dealing with
a cult”? At a bare minimum, any basic objectivity would have
required the authors to have reported that their conclusion is
disputed by a former JIATF commander and a former MP
Brigade commander responsible for the protection of Ashraf, let
alone an independent group of European parliamentarians,
and a humanitarian organization to explain why their
conclusion was nevertheless still accurate.

[A] significant, indeterminate portion of the
MeK rank and file in Iraq were at Camp
Ashraf only because of the MeK's fraudulent
recruiting practices.®

The authors claim the MeK had offered employment, land,
spouses, etc. to attract new members, but never made good on
their promises and thus the “recruiting practices” are
fraudulent. No sources are provided by the authors to support
the assertion.

The MeK is an all volunteer resistance movement and does not
offer to hire workers or provide spouses. Nor has it promised
asylum in a European country to new recruits — an assertion
that defies logic given the extreme difficulty for MeK members
to even travel to Europe given FTO sanctions, much less
provide asylum.

The allegations are part of a misinformation campaign
orchestrated by the government of Iran. Lord Avebury, then
Chairman of the British Parliamentary Human Rights Group,
discussed the tactics employed by Iran to discredit the MeK
and other groups in his book, Iran: State of Terror:

Another method [of Iran] is using the small
number of defectors who had at one stage
cooperated with opposition organizations and
individuals. These persons, due to their low or

60 Supra note 1, at xvi.
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non-existent motivation to continue the struggle
and maintain principles, allowed themselves to
be bought by the Iranian regime at a later
stage... [T]hey prepare the political grounds for
the murders of the dissidents by spreading
propaganda against the individuals or
organizations they had previously cooperated
with, defaming them and accusing them of being
worse than the ruling regime.5?

The RAND authors appear to accept at face value the
allegations of fraudulent recruiting practices by the MeK,
seemingly unaware of Iran’s extensive propaganda campaign.

The authors also fail to explain that if people are living at
Camp Ashraf as a result of fraudulent recruiting practices,
while stating “[m]any MeK members requested coalition
assistance to leave the group,” then why wouldn't all of those
individuals who claimed to have previously been there under
duress have long since left the group?62

All MeK members have been interviewed and screened
privately by several U.S. agencies. In fact, from 2003 until
2009, the U.S. conducted an annual census at Ashraf.
Additionally, diplomats from several countries, including the
United Kingdom, Denmark, Canada, Australia, and Pakistan
interviewed MeK members who were citizens or held refugee
documents from those countries. Representatives of the
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) also visited
Camp Ashraf, most recently in August 2008 when they met
privately with hundreds of MeK members.

In these meetings and encounters, MeK members had an
opportunity to state their desire to leave Camp Ashraf. In
April 2009, Iraqi authorities also conducted private interviews
with all residents outside the Camp's perimeter yet just six

61 lran: State of Terror, Lord Eric Avebury, Chair, British Parliamentary
Human Rights Group, June 1996.
62 Supra note 1, at 5.
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residents out of 3,416 members chose to leave.%3

“They [alleged former Iranian prisoners of
the Iran-Iraq war now part of the MeK]
reported that the ICRC had visited MeK
camps prior to OIF, but the MeK leadership
had frustrated the ICRC’s efforts to
facilitate their repatriation and reestablish
family links.”¢*

This assertion is inaccurate and without any foundation. In
the aftermath of the Persian Gulf War in 1991, the
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) facilitated
the repatriation of prisoners of war from lIraq, Iran, Kuwait
and other Gulf nations. Some lranian prisoners rather than
return home stayed in Iraq and joined the MeK.

In 1992, the ICRC interviewed 591 Iranian prisoners who had
elected to remain in Iraqg with the MeK to ensure they had been
properly adjudicated. Following the interviews, the ICRC
stated in an official memorandum:

On 19t August 1992, the ICRC Delegation in
Baghdad has carried out a visit to 591 former
Iranian POWSs or lranian servicemen now with
the People’s Moujahedin Organisation of Iran
(PMOI) at Khaless (Irag). During the visit, the
ICRC Delegation would interview without
witness the 591 Iranian nationals in order to
establish their identity and to ascertain whether
or not they wished to be repatriated to their
country of origin. None of the 591 persons met

63 “Following private interviews by lIraqi authorities with 2,600 Ashraf
residents, 99.8 percent declared Ashraf is their only choice,” Press
Release, National Council of Resistance of Iran, April 16, 2009.
http://nrc-iran.org/content/view/6242/154/

64 Supra note 1, at 31.
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during the visit wished to be repatriated.”s5

The ICRC reaffirmed its earlier decision in a letter from its
Head of Middle East and North Africa Operations to the
National Council of Resistance of Iran (NCRI) on June 10,
2005:

As mentioned to you, the International
Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) no longer
considers the persons of question as prisoners of
war (POWSs). The decision is based on a policy
decision taken in 1992. It is moreover reinforced
by our legal interpretation of the situation.s¢

The former Iranian POWSs again were interviewed in 2005, this
time by the JIATF to determine if they wanted to be
repatriated to Iran. The interviews were conducted at a
neutral location without a witness from either the Iraqi
government or MeK personnel.5” There is no evidence that any
of the POWSs sought to return to lran.

There is also no evidence to support the assertion that the MeK
frustrated the ICRC's efforts to facilitate their repatriation and
reestablish family links. The government of Iran appears to be
the source of the accusation as a means to identify the MeK
members. From October 2006 to April 2007, the JIATF
received numerous requests from the ICRC to interview Ashraf
residents, which were subsequently conducted. In a 2006
Memorandum for Record, Major Jamica Powell discussed the
ICRC requests for interviews, stating the “PMOI has been
cooperative in facilitating our meetings with the individuals.”
Additionally, he stated the MeK members had “expressed

65 International Committee of the Red Cross, letter to Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of the Republic of Irag, September 16, 1992. See Appendix A.

66 |_etter from George Comninos, Head of Middle East and North Africa
Operations of the ICRC, to the National Council of Resistance of Iran,
June 10, 2005. See Appendix A.

67 Letter by Maj. Gen. William H. Brandenburg, Deputy Commander
General of MNF-1, to Ms. Mojgan Parsai, MeK's Secretary General, June
25, 2005. See Appendix A.
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concerns that the ICRC interview requests are a result of
pressure applied by the Iranian Regime on their families in an
effort to identify and locate PMOI members.”68

2. Actions Wrongly Attributed to the MeK

The authors repeatedly present factual errors in 