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Social Media Monitoring Findings 

 

The EU EOM social media monitoring unit (SMMU) monitored election-related online content 

from 27 March till 15 May, principally on Facebook and Twitter. The SMUU analysed 2,741 

Facebook posts, 1,584 tweets, and 6,466 comments on Facebook and Twitter.1 Hezbollah is 

categorised as a terrorist organisation in the USA and therefore forbidden on Twitter and 

Facebook. However, it relied on a network of supportive pages and accounts both on Facebook 

and Twitter that shared its narratives.  

 

Official election-related information was mostly shared on Facebook by the page ‘Lebanon 

Elections إنتخابات لبنان’, operated by the MoIM.2 The page had low key activity until the end of April, 

which did not allow for a proper progressive public outreach, and steadily lost followers.3 It started 

generating more interactions as it increased its postings, in the week leading up to the elections. A 

more timely and regular communication on social media would have provided more visibility and 

ease voters’ access to information. In addition, election-related information was scattered on 

several pages online. The social media account of the SCE on Facebook and Twitter were activated 

late in the process and had marginal numbers of followers.4 None of the three accounts was verified 

by the platforms. Having verified pages and account would provide clarity on the source and 

reliability of the information shared. 

One in four campaign posts on Facebook and Twitter analysed by the SMMU criticised or 

discredited parties and candidates, at time harshly, thus polarizing the online space.5 This included 

 

 

1  The SMMU set up a regular quantitative monitoring of Facebook and Twitter from 27 March till 15 May. 

Some 82 pages on Facebook and 54 accounts on Twitter selected for their political relevance and number of 

followers (candidates, political leaders, parties, as well as institutions, journalists, media, CSOs, religious 

leaders, etc.) were regularly monitored, based on the number of interactions they generated. The SMMU also 

monitored a list of political and electoral keywords, as well as comments on the two platforms (see annex for 

details). In addition, the SMMU randomly monitored trending topics on Instagram and TikTok as part of its 

qualitative social media listening. 
2  https://www.facebook.com/Lebelect  
3  See Annex 6: postings for the 2022 elections started on 9 November 2021. Out of the 101 posts created until 

15 May, 60 were posted in the last two weeks. The page posted on average twice per week until 30 April 

2022. 
4  The Facebook page of the SCE, open on 13 March, had 25 followers, and its Twitter account, open on 24 

March, had 93 followers. They generated zero to three interactions on Facebook and zero to 12 on Twitter. 
5  In total, 23,61 per cent of the post analysed on Facebook and 27,39 per cent of the tweets contained negative 

content. 

https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/documents/EU%20EOM%20Lebanon%202022%20Final%20report%20English.pdf
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/documents/EU%20EOM%20Lebanon%202022%20Final%20report%20Arabic_2.pdf
https://www.facebook.com/Lebelect


 

boosted content on Facebook, half of which was posted by pages supportive of new emerging 

forces. These pages were especially vocal online, partially due to their younger audience and the 

lack of access to the traditional media.6 Some 51 per cent of the negative content shared by parties 

and candidates targeted the so-called March 8 forces, dividing the political stakeholders in two 

camps, the pro- and anti-Hezbollah. Hezbollah concentrated 21 per cent of all discreditation 

postings, followed by the Lebanese Forces (18 per cent). Hezbollah’s militias and weapons, 

together with sovereignty, corruption, fraud, economic and political failures of the government 

formed the bulk of the negative campaign. The prevalence of adversarial content dominated the 

online debate and forced voters into polarized discussions. 

 

Polarization was reinforced by the widespread use of derogatory speech, by contestants and 

followers. The SMMU identified 166 posts and tweets of contestants between 1 and 15 May in 

breach of article 74 of the election law.7 On 9 May, the SCE announced that almost 69 per cent of 

all violations documented on social media were slander and libel. The EOM analysed over 100 

comments containing insults, accusations of corruption, murder, and treason; insults of 

contestants’ families; and insults of sexual nature.8 In addition, some female candidates faced 

vicious attacks and hashtags over their kids’ disability and sexual orientation, two characteristics 

protected against hate speech. The absence of public condemnation of such instances and the lack 

accountability mechanisms entrenched impunity. 

 

Hashtags have been extensively used by parties to push narratives, create trending topics, and 

criticize opponents.9 They were mostly created following offline events, capitalizing on events 

rather than shaping them.10 The SMMU observed manufactured amplification and coordination of 

messages online (by so-called “electronic armies”), until election-day, conducted by real and fake 

accounts supportive of Hezbollah, FPM, the Lebanese Forces, Michel Moawad, and Fouad 

Makhzoumi.11  

 

This has led to fierce battles of hashtags online to set the trends. Hashtags and their circulation 

were purposively designed to manipulate the online space, thus interfering with voters’ free 

 

 

6  Ten per cent of the 243 political ads shared on Facebook and analysed by the SMMU were negative ads, 

targeting mostly all political forces (42 per cent), Hezbollah (21 per cent), FPM (12 per cent), FPM and 

Hezbollah (8 per cent) and other forces including the Lebanese Forces, Kataeb, the March 8 alliance, Paula 

Yacoubian. Fifty per cent of them were shared by online media pages, 25 per cent by candidates and 

politicians, 21 per cent by parties, 4 per cent by civil society.  
7  This included slander, incitement to religious strife, accusation of unbelief, and distortion of information. 
8  This targeted among others Samir Geagea, Hezbollah, Gebran Bassil, Neamat Frem, Sethrida Geaga, Paula 

Yacoubian, Fouad Makhzoumi, Elie Ferzli, Michel el Murr junior, Walid Jumblatt, President Aoun. This 

included: “The vomit bloc represented by the castrated”, “Syria’s garbage and Iran’s spies, sheep, rat”, “You 

are traitors”, “Traitor son of a dog”, “You, swindler, thief, and murderer!” 
9  For example, #don’t vote for Lebanese Forces was trending on 8 April after a comment by an FPM supporter; 

#Nadim Gemayel was trending on 4 May, heavily discrediting him; #The Right Word was created in support 

of Suleiman Frangieh on 10 May; #This Finger was created following Hassan Nasrallah’s speech on 14 May, 

and was used to both support and discredit Hezbollah. 
10  Eli Ferzli’s conflict with protesters on 20 April; Fouad Makhzoumi visit to Sheikh Abdul Latif Derian on 13 

April; Gebran Bassil’s visit to Akkar on 30 April and to the Bekaa on 2 May were all followed by the creation 

of hashtags and counter-hashtags to push narratives online.  
11  See Annex 6 



 

formation of opinion.12 Furthermore, the Facebook pages and Twitter accounts supportive of 

Hezbollah showed a high level of organization and manipulation on social media, mixing human 

activity and bots.13 

 

In addition, the EOM observed various types of information manipulation on Twitter and 

Facebook, including rephrasing of titles and news articles to fit one’s narratives, doctored video 

and pictures, misleading and false content, false context. They were shared across the political 

spectrum, to deceive voters.14 Although such instances remained limited and at times satirical, part 

of it may have tangibly impacted the elections in districts were the margin between winning and 

losing candidates was low.  

 

 

 

12  ICCPR, HRC GC 25, para. 19: “Voters should be able to form opinions independently, free of violence or 

threat of violence, compulsion, inducement or manipulative interference of any kind.” 
13  See social media annex. 
14  For example, the statement of the Shia religious leader Sheikh Ahmad Kabalan on the election law on 9 April, 

see Annex 6; the doctored video of the non-recognized Shia leader Nazeer Al-Joshi deceivingly placed in 

front of Hezbollah slogan and flags; disinformation on vote buying shared by online media in Tripoli on 6 

April. 

https://www.equalrightstrust.org/ertdocumentbank/general%20comment%2025.pdf
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ANNEX 6 – SOCIAL MEDIA MONITORING FINDINGS 

Methodology 

 

The EU EOM monitored Facebook public pages and groups, and Twitter accounts from 27 March 

till 15 May 2022, using primarily CrowdTangle, SentiOne, and scrapped data from Twitter 

through the API.  

Some 3,584 posts and 2,299 tweets in total were coded and analysed by a team of five monitors. 

The monitoring selected posts and tweets either by pages or accounts, focusing on the messenger 

(MoIM, political contestants), or by keywords, focusing on the message (election-related 

information received by voters, divisive political messages shared, coverage of the EU EOM, 

derogatory speech, etc.).  

 Facebook Twitter 
Total 

relevan

t 

Selection by 
 

Page

s 

Posts 

analyse

d 

Relevan

t 

Account

s 

Tweets 

analyse

d 

Relevan

t 

Lebanon 

Elections 
1 78 78 0 0 0 78 Pages/accounts 

Supervisor

y 

Commissio

n for 

Elections 

1 33 33 1 28 28 61 Pages/accounts 

Institutiona

l actors 
58 991 904 29 776 546 1,450 Pages/accounts 

Third 

parties 
18 396 183 24 299 179 362 Pages/accounts 

Electoral 

information 
110 347 193 72 169 76 269 Keywords 

Political 

information 
181 581 464 282 305 138 602 Keywords 

Media 4 140 7 0 0 0 7 Pages/accounts 

Other* 227 1,018 357 37 722 163 520 
Pages/accounts

, keywords 

Total 600 3,584 2,219 445 2,299 1,130 3,349  

 

* Women, EU EOM, derogatory speech, incitement to religious strife 



 

 5 

 

In addition, the SMMU scrapped more than 6,500 comments both on Twitter and Facebook to 

assess the use of derogatory speech, including gender-based derogatory speech. 

 

Campaign online 

 

Some 958 posts and 722 tweets generating high numbers of interactions were analysed, extracted 

from 56 Facebook public Pages, and 28 Twitter accounts selected. Messages were exported from 

37 public Facebook pages of prominent politicians/contestants, five pages of parties, and 14 pages 

party leaders, as well as 16 accounts of prominent politicians/contestants, one party account, and 

11 party leaders’ accounts on Twitter.  

 

 Facebook Twitter 
Total 

relevant  Pages  
Posts 

analysed 
Relevant Accounts 

Tweets 

analysed 
Relevant 

Parties 5 49 41 1 2 2 43 

Candidates/politicians 37 632 605 16 215 147 752 

Party Leaders 14 277 231 11 505 372 603 

Total 56 958 877 28 722 521 1398 

 

Pages and accounts were selected according to their impact on the political agenda (number of 

followers, activity, interactions, etc), and their political affiliation, to cover all the political 

spectrum. However, not all the pages selected by the SMMU appeared in the monitoring. Indeed, 

some posts and tweets with less engagement might have generated an interest but fell short of the 

necessary threshold to be manually coded by the EU EOM Social Media Unit.  

 

Electoral and political information shared on Facebook and Twitter  

 

Searches by keywords were launched over all Facebook public content relevant in Lebanon, and 

over and Twitter to identify electoral and political information. 

 

Some 928 posts and 474 tweets were scrapped, of which 657 and 214 were relevant. Posts were 

scrapped from a total of 244 public pages and 47 public groups. Tweets were scrapped on 354 

different accounts in total. 
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Facebook 

Topic 

Posts 

scrappe

d 

Relevan

t 
 

Pages/Grou

ps 

Elector

al 
347 193  110 

Political 581 464  134/47 

Total 928 657  291 
 

 
Twitter 

Topic 

Tweets 

scrappe

d 

Relevan

t 
 

Account

s 

Electora

l 
169 76  72 

Political 305 138  282 

Total 474 214  354 
 

 

 

Social media environment 

 

There were 25 million 

social media users by 

January 2022 in 

Lebanon, or 75 per cent 

of the population.  

 

Video is the preferred 

content and YouTube the 

most popular platform. 

(Figure 1) However, 

Facebook was the most 

popular platform for 

news sharing, while 

Twitter was an agenda 

setter for politicians and 

legacy media.  

 

Men formed the majority 

of the social media users 

and were 

overrepresented on 

Twitter (Figure 2). 

 

 

Figure 1. Social Media users by platform, January 2022 

Source: We are Social | Hootsuite Digital Report Lebanon 2022 

 

 

Figure 2. Share of women and men users by platform, January 

2022  

Source: We are Social | Hootsuite Digital Report Lebanon 2022 

 

*Digital report Lebanon 2021 
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Lebanon Elections Facebook Page – the MoIM public outreach 

 

Official election-related information was shared by the ‘Lebanon Elections إنتخابات لبنان’ Facebook 

page, operated by the Ministry of Interior and Municipalities (MoIM). The Facebook page and 

Twitter account of the Supervisory Commission for Elections (SCE) itself were activated by the 

end of March only. They gathered few followers (respectively 25 and 95), and generated few 

interactions. The Lebanon Elections لبنان  إنتخابات ’ Facebook page was reactivated by the MoIM on 

9 November. It regularly lost followers until a few days before the elections. It notably gained 

followers when it posted information about verification of voters’ data on 20 December, and when 

it scaled up its postings, sharing especially voter education material, in the lead up to the elections. 

(Figure 3) 

 

The page shared only 102 posts over a period of six months and one week. (Figure 4) It posted 

more frequently in the two weeks ahead of the elections, although insufficiently to create a dynamic 

on the page and generate significant interactions.  

 

 

Figure 3. Followers’ evolution form 9 

November 2021 till 20 May 2022 | Source: 

CrowdTangle 

 

Figure 4. Total posts shared from 9 November 

2021 till 20 May 2022 | Source: CrowdTangle 

 

  

The mission analysed the 78 posts shared on the page from 27 March till 15 May. 
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One third of the postings was voter 

information and voter education 

material, while 44 per cent of it was 

statements of the MoIM and the SCE 

for candidates, for the polling staff, or 

regarding the organisation of the 

elections and election days. The page 

conducted a noticeable information 

campaign for candidates in March and 

April. (Figure 5) 

 

Figure 5. Topics of the 78 posts shared form 27/03 

till 15/05/2022 

  

 

Boosted videos (nine) generated a significantly higher number of views than videos that were not 

boosted (nine). 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Minimal and maximal number of views of boosted v. not 

boosted videos from 27/03 till 15/05/2022 | Source: CrowdTangle 

 

Political and electoral information circulated 

 

Methodology 

The EOM launched searches on CrowdTangle and Twitter to identify the electoral and political 

information that was circulated on the two platforms from 27 March till 15 May 2022. Using 

CrowdTangle, searches were launched on Facebook public pages that were considered by 

Facebook as highly relevant for the Lebanese audience. Searches on Twitter were launched via the 

API. Posts and tweets with the highest engagement were manually coded and analysed on a weekly 

basis. (20 posts with the highest engagement for the electoral searches and 30 posts for the political 

searches). 

 

Keywords 

 

Electoral 

Elections, parliamentary elections, candidate list, distribution of seats, election law, 

confessional system, confessional seat, minor district, sectarian system, sectarian 

seat, judges, polling station, polling centre, voter card, SCE 
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Political 

Hezbollah, era of humiliation, Iranian occupation, everyone means everyone, port 

explosion, corruption, militia, terrorism, system, your leader, electricity, smugglers, 

garbage, decentralization, vote buying, clientelism, sectarian dictatorship, external 

money 

 

N.B.: Not all public pages and post were included in the search by CrowdTangle. Furthermore, 

some posts with less engagement might have generated an interest but fell short of the necessary 

threshold to be manually coded by the EU EOM Social Media Unit. Therefore, this is a snapshot 

of the information shared on Facebook on the electoral process and not a comprehensive report. 

 

Some 928 posts and 474 tweets were scrapped, of which 657 and 214 were relevant. Posts were 

scrapped from a total of 244 public pages and 47 public groups. Tweets were scrapped on 354 

different accounts in total. 

 

 

Election-information shared on Facebook and Twitter  

 

Pages and accounts that shared election-related information 

 

Figure 6. Facebook pages that shared 

electoral information 

 

Figure 7. Twitter accounts that shared electoral 

information 
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While electoral information analysed by the EU EOM was mostly shared by politicians/candidates 

and media pages on Facebook (Figure 6), more than half of the election-related information was 

shared by accounts of individuals on Twitter, and one in six such tweets was shared by politicians 

or media pages (Figure 7). 

 

Topics of the election-related posts and tweets analysed by the EU EOM 

 

 

 

*Use of administrative resources, bad logistics in centers, vote 

buying, clashes 

 

 

Figure 8. Topics covered by the Facebook pages that shared 

electoral information 

Pages and accounts 

that shared electoral 

keywords that were 

analysed by the EU 

EOM, shared few 

information on the 

electoral process, the 

procedures, the 

election 

administration, voter 

education material, or 

get out the vote 

messages (dark green, 

19,02 per cent on 

Facebook and 11,01 

per cent on Twitter). 

Most of the Facebook  

posts analysed were 

campaign postings.  
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Figure 9. Topics covered by the Twitter accounts that shared 

electoral information 

 

On Twitter, the 

messages analysed 

contained mostly 

negative campaign 

and discreditation of 

parties and candidates 

(30,30 per cent).  

The process itself was 

also discredited at 

times on Twitter, by 

messages pointing out 

shortcomings and/or 

questioning the SCE. 

(Figure 9) 

 

Some eight per cent of the tweets analysed contained either misinformation, misanalysis, or 

derogatory speech. (Figure 9) 

 

 

Political information shared on Facebook and Twitter  

 

 

Messages containing political keywords shared on Facebook and analysed by the EU EOM were 

shared almost equally by politicians/candidates’ pages, media pages, and pages of politicians’ 

supporters, while other pages (i.e. individuals, or pages without clear identification or affiliation) 

shared only 18 per cent of these massages. (Figure 10) 

 

On Twitter, on the contrary, individual accounts were the most active, sharing 65 per cent of the 

messages analysed, while politicians/candidates, and media accounts, shared 11 to 12 per cent of 

those messages. (Figure 11) 
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Pages and accounts that shared election-related information 

 

 

 

Figure 10. Facebook pages that shared political 

information 

 

 

 

Figure 11. Twitter accounts that shared 

political information 
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Topics of the political posts and tweets analysed by the EU EOM 

 

 

 

Figure 12. Topics covered by the Facebook pages that shared political information 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13. Topics covered by the Twitter accounts that shared political information 
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Most of the messages analysed by the EU EOM containing political information were 

discreditation messages, targeting candidates, political parties, or the electoral process (Figures 12 

and 13). They formed respectively 47,85 per cent and 45,65 per cent of the postings on Facebook 

and Twitter.  

 

In other words, one in two messages was a negative message, discrediting part of the contestants 

or the process.  

 

In addition, one in six tweets analysed contained allegations of vote buying, at times with pictures. 

Derogatory speech was also widespread and formed over five per cent of the messages on the two 

platforms. 

 

 

Focus on media, politicians/candidates, and supporters/’other’ pages and accounts 

 

What did media pages and accounts share? 

 

 

Figure 14. Political topics covered by media 

pages on Facebook 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15. Political topics covered by 

media pages on Twitter 

 

 

(Online media, legacy media, and 

pages/accounts that declared themselves as 

‘media’ on Facebook but don’t have other 

online or offline presence)  
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What did politicians/candidates share? 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16. Political topics covered by 

politicians/candidates’ pages on Facebook 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 17. Political topics covered by 

politicians/candidates’ pages on Twitter 

 

What did supporters’ pages share? 

 

 

 

Figure 18. Political topics covered by 

supporters’ pages on Facebook 

What did ‘other’ accounts share? 

 

 

Figure 19. Political topics covered by other 

pages on Twitter 
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Campaign online 

 

The EU EOM analysed 958 posts and 722 tweets shared by a selection of major parties, 

candidates, and political leaders on Facebook and Twitter from 27 March till 15 May 2022, that 

generated more high engagement (the 100 posts and tweets with the highest engagement per week). 

Once exported, the posts were manually coded to identify the type of post, the affiliation, and the 

campaign topics. In total 81 posts and 201 tweets were categorised as not campaign related; the 

remaining 877 and 521 are presented in the charts. 

Most active and interacted with political stakeholders 

 

 

 

Figure 20. Most active and interacted with 

political pages by affiliation on Facebook 

 

Figure 21. Most active and interacted with 

political accounts by affiliation on Twitter 

 

The campaign posts and tweets analysed by the EOM were mostly shared by the Lebanese Forces, 

the FPM, as well as independent or opposition candidates. These were the most interacted with 

posts and tweets. However, some other parties, including Kataeb and Marada, were especially 

active on Twitter and/or Facebook, but generated few interactions. 
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Figure 22. Most active and interacted with 

political pages by alliance on Facebook 

 

Figure 23. Most active and interacted with 

political accounts by alliance on Twitter 

 

 

Type of posts shared 

 

 

 

* Incitement to violence/hatred, information 

manipulation, derogatory speech, women 

harassment, threats 

 

 

Figure 24. Type of posts shared by the 

political stakeholders and analysed by the EU 

EOM on Facebook 

 

 

* Condemning of abusive practices, use of 

administrative resources, vote buying 

** Incitement to violence/hatred, 

mis/disinformation 

Figure 25. Type of tweets shared by the 

political stakeholders and analysed by the 

EU EOM on Twitter 



 

 18 

 

While campaign posts and tweets formed most of the messages shared, discreditation of parties, 

candidates, and the process remained widespread in the postings of the political stakeholders, 

reaching 18,18 per cent on Facebook, and 26,79 per cent on Twitter. 

 

Campaign topics 

 

 

 

Figure 26. Topics of the campaign messages 

shared by the political stakeholders on 

Facebook 

 

 

 

 

Figure 27. Topics of the campaign messages 

shared by the political stakeholders on 

Twitter 

 

The campaign topics, and their share, were almost similar on Facebook and Twitter. Corruption, 

the economy, regional policies, infrastructure, and international policies formed respectively 90,26 

per cent and 84,36 per cent of the postings on Facebook and Twitter. 

  

Information manipulation  

 

The EU EOM analysed and documented cases on information manipulation both on Twitter and 

Facebook. The three cases were identified from the regular monitoring of the EU EOM, the 

analysis of the daily trending hashtags, and the election-day monitoring of social media. These 

three cases show how pages and accounts affiliated or leaning to some political groups occupy the 

online space to set trends on Twitter, launch coordinated attacks on their opponents, manipulate 

the titles and content of articles to catch their audience and fit their agenda, and use sets of real 

or fake accounts to amplify their narratives.  
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Setting the trend and amplifying hashtags on Twitter  

 

FPM/Hezbollah vs. 14 March/Lebanese Forces - 14 March 2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 28. Scheme of the trending hashtags on 14 March, by supportive accounts 

 

Setting the trend on Twitter has proved important for parties to occupy the online space, be seen, 

and beneficiate from the circulation of information between platforms and between social media 

and legacy media. Thus, major parties put a lot of efforts in controlling the trending hashtags and 

pushing their own, through real or fake accounts. 

 

The chart 28 shows the trending tweets on 14 March, from midnight till 23:00, and how accounts 

supportive of different parties pushed their own narratives/attacked each other to set the trends. 

 

Context: 

• International: On 13 March, Iran launched missile attacks targeting Iraq’s Erbil in warning 

of the US and its allies. 

• National: On 13 March, in a speech Gebran Bassil attacked the Lebanese Forces and called 

them the “chameleon party”. The 14 March is the commemoration day of anti-Syrian cedar 

revolution. 
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From early morning up until 17:00, FPM, Hezbollah, Amal, The 

Lebanese Forces, and pages supportive of the 14 March alliance have 

battled to impose hashtags, first based on events that took place offline, 

before becoming emotional hashtags attacking the LF and 

counterattacking.  

 

On 14 March, from midnight till 7:00, FPM and Hezbollah were 

trending, with the hashtags #chameleon_party and #Erbil, based on the 

events that took place on 13 March and during the night (Gebran Bassil 

speech and Iraninan attack on Erbil). 

 

At 8:00, pages supportive of the 14 March broke the trend with the 

hashtag “#14_March”. FPM and Hezbollah hashtags declined at the 

same time. 

 

It lasted a couple of hours only. By 11:00, the hashtag “#don’t vote for 

Lebanese Forces” started trending and took the lead. It was shared by 

accounts supportive of Hezbollah and FPM. 

 

The LF responded within the hour, pushing the hashtag “#we_can”, that 

took the lead by 16:00. 

 

 

The two hashtags temporarily lost the lead to Amal’s hashtags “#with_unity_hope”, that was 

quickly outperformed by the LF and Hezbollah-FPM hashtags, battling for the lead. 

 

From 17:00, FPM/Hezbollah kept the lead for the rest of the day.  

 

Those hashtags did not reflect the news of the day but a hashtag-contest between supportive groups, 

that distorted the debate on Twitter. 

 

 

Manipulating content to fit one’s agenda  

 

The circulation of Sheikh Ahmad Kabalan statement on the election law and external money 

- 9 April 2022 

 

On 9 April, following a meeting with the EU EOM Chief Observer, the Shia religious leader Sheikh 

Ahmad Kabalan gave a statement about the election law and “external money” in the elections. 

Within 90 minutes several pages supportive of antagonistic groups (Hezbollah and the revolution) 

shared the statement, changing the title, the focus, and at times paraphrasing the article to catch 

their own audience. 
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According to the statement, the Shia leader declared that the election law is more sectarian than 

national but is the best possible for now. He also warned against foreign money being used by 

different political stakeholders during the elections, a narrative that has been regularly mentioned 

by Shia political leaders or supportive pages, more or less close to the Shia tandem.  

 

On 9 April, at 16:45, the Facebook page of the online outlet Daily Beirut released the statement of 

Sheikh Ahmad Kabalan. Since there is no source mentioned, no copyright, the EU EOM was 

unable to identify the origin of the statement and where was it posted first. The article’s title quote 

part of the statement, about the election law (“the election law is more sectarian than national, but 

it is the best possible for now”). The article presents the full statement. Some 13 minutes later, 

another page posted the exact same content, with the same title (pages in blue on the chart). The 

articles remained neutral. 

 

Within a few minutes, two pages supportive of the Hezbollah (pages in yellow on the chart) posted 

the article. They published the full article. However, they changed the title (“Mufti Kabalan warns 

against “external money” because the mills of the region and the world live only in ruin!”), 

reorienting the it towards a rhetoric and narrative familiar on Hezbollah pages.  

 

At the same time, three revolution pages (Thawra pages, in white on the chart) also released the 

article, sharing a modified version: they changed the title, and two pages paraphrased the article, 

although without cutting off information, to fit their own agenda and audience. The title was 

changed into “Kabalan: there is no salvation for Lebanon except by getting rid of political 

sectarianism” and “Kabalan: The Lebanese regime is nothing but a ‘sectarian dictatorship!’” 

 

The circulation of Sheikh Ahmad Kabalan statement shows how the title and content of the 

statement has been manipulated to fit opposite political agendas. It also shows some 

interdependence or coordination pages supportive of a similar group, that share the exact same 

content, including manipulated and/or misleading content, in a short time span.  
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Figure 29. Circulation of the statement of the Shia religious leader Sheikh Ahmad Kabalan on 

Facebook, 9 April 2022 

 

Attacking opponents and deceiving users on Twitter 

 

#The Failure of the Lebanese Forces is a Sunni Duty - Hezbollah electronic armies - 15 May 

2022 
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On 15 May (election day), the mission analysed 

the hashtag #The Failure of the Lebanese Forces 

is a Sunni Duty.  

 

The hashtag was shared by 948 users that showed 

features of electronic armies. Out of them, 861 

user accounts were created in the two weeks 

leading up to the elections. (Figure 30) In other 

words, 91 per cent were newly created accounts, 

acting in coordinated way. 

 

Contrarily to previous groups of accounts 

identified that retweeted messages to amplify 

them, those newly created accounts replied to 

older random tweets, and shared hashtags 

attacking their opponents, the Lebanese Forces. 

(Figure 31) 

 

 

Figure 30. Date of creation of the 

accounts using the hashtag #The Failure 

of the Lebanese Forces is a Sunni Duty 

 

To put in place such technique, the group had to rely 

on human activity to create replies, and associate 

hashtags.  

Figure 31. Activity of the 861 new 

accounts identified 

 

In the case of the hashtag #The Failure of the Lebanese Forces is a Sunni Duty, the users posed as 

Sunni users, while the analysis showed that these accounts are seemingly part of the Hezbollah 

digital armies, for they used technics characteristics of them.  

 

The EU EOM identified several other hashtags used by those accounts: #Lebanese forces 

treachery, #Geagea is a traitor, #The killer of Rachid Karame, #Crimes of Geagea, #Samir Geagea, 

#Don’t vote for LF, including hashtags obviously targeting Sunni audience, copying Sunni users: 

#Boycotting for you (Saad Hariri), #Beirut #Saida #Tripoli #Aarsal (Sunni districts).15 These 

hashtags, in addition to attacking part of the political spectrum were used to deceive Sunni 

followers. 

 

 

 

 #قوات_الغدر #جعجع_الغدار #قاتل_رشيد_كرامي #جرائم_جعجع #سمير_جعجع #اسقاط_القوات_واجب_سني #مقاطعة_لعيونك 15

 #صيدا  #طرابلس #عرسال #بيروت #ما_تصّوت_قوات

https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D9%85%D9%82%D8%A7%D8%B7%D8%B9%D8%A9_%D9%84%D8%B9%D9%8A%D9%88%D9%86%D9%83?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D8%A7%D8%B3%D9%82%D8%A7%D8%B7_%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%82%D9%88%D8%A7%D8%AA_%D9%88%D8%A7%D8%AC%D8%A8_%D8%B3%D9%86%D9%8A?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D8%B3%D9%85%D9%8A%D8%B1_%D8%AC%D8%B9%D8%AC%D8%B9?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D8%AC%D8%B1%D8%A7%D8%A6%D9%85_%D8%AC%D8%B9%D8%AC%D8%B9?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D9%82%D8%A7%D8%AA%D9%84_%D8%B1%D8%B4%D9%8A%D8%AF_%D9%83%D8%B1%D8%A7%D9%85%D9%8A?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D8%AC%D8%B9%D8%AC%D8%B9_%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%BA%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%B1?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D9%82%D9%88%D8%A7%D8%AA_%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%BA%D8%AF%D8%B1?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D9%85%D8%A7_%D8%AA%D8%B5%D9%88%D9%91%D8%AA_%D9%82%D9%88%D8%A7%D8%AA?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D9%85%D8%A7_%D8%AA%D8%B5%D9%88%D9%91%D8%AA_%D9%82%D9%88%D8%A7%D8%AA?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D9%85%D8%A7_%D8%AA%D8%B5%D9%88%D9%91%D8%AA_%D9%82%D9%88%D8%A7%D8%AA?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D8%A8%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%88%D8%AA?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D8%B9%D8%B1%D8%B3%D8%A7%D9%84?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D8%B7%D8%B1%D8%A7%D8%A8%D9%84%D8%B3?src=hashtag_click
https://twitter.com/hashtag/%D8%B5%D9%8A%D8%AF%D8%A7?src=hashtag_click

