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l. I nt roducti on
The Islamc Revolution of Iran has had spillover effect throughout the M ddle Eas
t
and the world. In the intervening two decades since that cataclysm nany schol ars
have attenpted to analyze the causes and to specul ate why a noderni zi ng revol ution
turned into a backward march. Although scholars generally agree on the basic events
of the nonarchy’s collapse, there is no agreenment on the causes and the reasons for
such draconi an consequences. It is not at all clear, despite the conventional w sdom
that this revolution was the inevitabl e consequence of a nodernizing and dictatoria
| eader in confrontation with a dearly bel oved religion

Shah Mohammad Reza Pahl avi was second in a dynasty dedicated to the nodernization
of
a once distinguished, but by 1920, underdevel oped pivotal state. The Shah’s | ong
reign (1941-1979) was brought to an end in 1979 and his governnent was replaced by an
"I'slamc republic.” W now know that all of the players and observers were astonished
by this collapse and unprepared for the theocracy that triunmphed. It had not | ooked
at all inevitable.

El sewhere in the world, two centuries of revolutions have replaced nonarchies wit
h
at least ostensibly representative governnents. The creation of the United States was
the first, followed by France, Russia, and China. Qther states |ost their nonarchies
after World War | (OQttonman Enpire, Austro-Hungary, and Gernmany) and others revolted
agai nst colonial nmasters to obtain their independence.

In all of these cases, the revol utions were conceived as noderni zi ng novenents: t
hat
is, movenents that extended the franchise to people who traditionally had been
subj ect to authoritarian governnent. In the case of the United States, the franchise
has continued to expand fromits initial group of |and owning white nmale peers to al
mal es, and finally to females.

France, whose revolution was far nore violent than Anerica’s, suffered a nunber o
f
pendul um swi ngs from nonarchy to anarchy and then to enpire and then to republic,
with the franchise permtting wonen to participate as late as the nmid-20th century.
Russi a and China went from absol ute nonarchies to absol ute dictatorships, ostensibly
of the proletariat, but in actuality party-mlitary dictatorships. 1In all of these
cases, however, the revolutions professed that their people were capable of
participation in their own governance, and universal public education was established
to make it so.

VWhat happened in Iran in 1979 cannot rightly be called a revolution. It was a
counter-revolution -- that is, a revolt against nost of the elements of 20th century
noder ni zati on that had been undertaken by the Pahlavis. (1) People voted, but only for
candi dates that net the approval of the clerics. The actual rule was in the hands of
an 80-year-old charismatic cleric and a council of |ike-m nded clerics who "knew
best" for everyone. After an orgy of executions (2) and assassinations, the clerics
mai ntai ned their total power through the use of religious stormtroopers, who invaded
(and still invade) househol ds and apprehend wonen in the street to check for nakeup
perfune, and insufficient coverage. They also created a parallel mlitary armto
keep a close eye on the regular arny, even in the battlefields of the Iran/lraq
war.(3) In addition, they have censorship power over comunications and even after
20 years, veto power over political candidates for office.

El ections continued to be held, but the first secular elected president did not h
ave
a chance to carry out his programs in the face of clerical objections and the second
was assassi nated by dissidents. The first president, Bani-Sadr, barely escaped with
his life to France(4) and then Foreign Mnister, Qobtzadeh, was executed.
Thereafter, there were no nore secular presidents. Every official since then has
been a nenber of the clergy, including today’'s favorite of the liberals, M.
Khat am . (5)



Iran is nowin a revolutionary node again--this tine, perhaps, to take back what
the
peopl e thought they were getting twenty years ago--a secul ar and nodern state w thout
an all-knowing father to tell themhowto |live

How di d such an event as strange as the Islam c Revolution occur? Wat have the
experts said about it over the years? How can one know what actually happened and
how can one account for the astonishing lack of critical thinking that set it off?

. Theori es

In the existing literature, the theories for why this strange counter-revol ution
occurred can be sumred up as follows: 1) the Shah nodernized too fast and alienated
masses of people; 2) the growing niddle class wanted to have sonme say in their
governance but the autocratic Shah prevented it; 3) the public resented the
Ameri cani zation of the culture and wanted to reassert Persian traditional values; 4)
the oil boom spurred a revolution of rising expectations, and when the boom
col | apsed, resentnent exploded; 5) popul ati on expl osi on sent rural populations into
cities, which could not rapidly accommpdate them or deal with their culture shock; 6)
intellectuals, infiltrated by Marxist plants, took national discontent international
7) the best traditionally-organized sector, the Shiite clergy, were joined by
Mar xi st-trai ned plants, to unseat what seened to be an invul nerabl e nonarchy; 8) the
Shah was fighting a secret battle with cancer which left himvul nerable at the exact
sanme tinme that the US, under Jimy Carter, was clueless and divided in its policy
toward Iran; and of course 9) the favorite lIranian conspiracy theory that the British
did it with Arerican help

Al of these theories, with the exception of Nos. 3 and 9, have an elenent of tru
th.
Only the clergy resented Anerica culture, not the public. The youthful participation
in the 1978 revolution was done in the style of the US anti-war novenent and the
French student revolts of the 1960s. It is obvious fromtoday s simmering revol ution
that the youth, people under 30, who nake up 70 percent of the country, have no
gri evance what soever against Anerican culture and risk punishnent in flaunting it.(6)

As for the conspiracy theory that the British wanted to get rid of the Shah and
replace himw th the Ayatollah, this is the usual Iranian predilection for blamng
outside forces for their own bad choices.(7) Even the |late Shah could not conceive
that what the BBC did and what the British government did were not one and the sane.

He never did understand press freedom (8)

Il Wiy Did it Happen?

Iran’s pai nful process of nodernization resenbles those of Turkey, Russia, China,
I ndia, and nany others. Mst backward countries are backward because the groups that
hold the power want it that way. dd feudal aristocracies, including tribal ones, do
not want to see power in the hands of their peasants or herdsnmen and certainly not in
their nmerchants. For these conservative elites, public literacy, noisy
intellectuals, and participatory governnent are anathema.

In all such countries, however, a new class was energing,the intelligentsia,
conpri sed of disenchanted elites and nerchants, enlightened by travel and education
This group is very small in a backward country, and they have never succeeded in
transform ng their countries into nodernizing states without the intervention of an
authoritarian | eader backed by nmilitary m ght.

Est abl i shed conservative religious |eadership is often one and the sane with feud
a
| andowners. Consi der how rmuch land the Catholic Church owned throughout Europe before
the Reformation, and how nuch the Russian Othodox establishnent controlled before
the Russian Revolution. In Iran, the Shiite establishnment owned 50 percent of the
| and before the Shah’s land reformtook effect and the clergy treated their peasants
no better than did aristocratic |and owners.

For Iran, as well as for the nodernizing countries nmentioned above, feudalism can
only be chall enged by an emergency that threatens the country’s very exi stence. An
aut ocrat backed by arms nust seize power, and unless he can coopt the intelligentsia,
they are the first to be exterm nated.

The energency for Peter the Great was Sweden, which nearly rolled over feuda



Russia. For China it was encroachi ng Western col oni zati on. For Japan, it was the
arrival of the American fleet. For Russia and Turkey, it was their disastrous
performances in Wrld War |, and for Iran, it was a close call wth di smenbernent
during World War | and its aftermath. None of these countries had the |eisure for
sentinment over their traditional establishnents or to wait for well-neaning, but
ineffectual intellectuals to do it.

From 1922 until 1978, lran was successfully transforned froma feudal country wt
h a
declining population of 10 to 12 million into a country of 35 nmillion with a grow ng
m ddl e cl ass; secul ar schools, |egal system and bureaucracy; political and socia
equality for men and wonen (on the books, at least); a nodern non-political mlitary;
a growi ng network of banks, universities, and industrialization; and genuine
achi evenents in public health.(9) By 1975, it was difficult to find a pair of bowed
legs on a child (no nore rickets), a condition that was prevalent in the 1920s and
certainly still visible in the late 1950s. Sonething was working right.

However, one of the negative fruits of nodernization and inproved public health
S
popul ati on expl osion and the flight of people fromrural to urban areas, which is
initially very destabilizing. Population explosion is endangering the noderni zing
achi evenents of all of the above states.

V. The 1970s

Iran’s nodernization started with Reza Shah Pahl avi’s ascension to power in the
m d-1920s, at which tine it was literally like starting fromscratch. Iran did not
even have a railroad, nor anything like a national arnmy to pernit safe travel on the
country’s dirt roads, nor public schools, secular |aw courts, secul ar bureaucracy,
safe drinking water, reliable food supply, nor basic nedical care. It did, however,
have a strategic location which made it vulnerable to the machinations of the
British, who were concerned with oil and the route to India, and the Russians, who
had al ready devoured half of Iran in the 19th century.

Reza Shah Pahl avi was the right autocrat at that noment in history. It might have
been better had he been as sophisticated and nmodern as Ataturk in Turkey, but then
again, he matched the country he |l ed. There was not much that was sophisticated in
Iran. He did what he could, tirelessly, with astonishing success, until he was
unseated in 1941 upon the onset of World War 11

H's son, only 21 at the time of his ascension to the throne, had to survive the
machi nati ons of the superpowers during their occupation of Iran during World War 11
and then over the next few years, he had to | earn how to beconme Shah. This was not
easy for him H s father had been a tough autocrat who knew his own mnd, whereas his
son was of a much nore tentative nature, tenpered by a Swiss education, and by the
awar eness that the Iran he inherited was part of the global picture. Foreign policy
was going to be nuch nore inportant during his time than in his father’s tine.(10)

The close call with a Soviet-attenpted di smenbernent of Iran’s northwest province
bzerbaijan,(ll) and a chaotic oil nationalization canpai gn conducted by a very
aut horitarian demagogue, Mhanmad Mossadeq, who has rather incredibly attained
nyt hi cal status anong Iranian Liberals as a denocrat, provided the Shah with a
baptism by fire.(12)

By 1960, the Shah was ready to take up where his father left off. He initiated

and
ref orm and enfranchi sement of wonen, both of which issues inflanmed the clergy, and in
1963 he put down a Shiite revolt led by a cleric named Khoneini. Firmess paid off,

and the country was qui et and progressed rapidly for the next 15 years.

Li ke his father, he had becone a hands-on autocrat. Also, like all autocrats, he
never knew whom he could trust. His cabinets were remarkably good; he was fortunate
inthe quality of the talented, patriotic and well educated nen he attracted, but he
coul d never discount self-interest in their advice.

VWhat succeeded over the period of 15 years, fueled by an enornmous boomin oi
prices, gave the Shah an overconfidence that began to work against him By 1975, the
rising mddle class was ready to take on nore governance. The proliferation of
western-style universities were churning out intellectuals with western standards and



a taste for American-style protest. The public was frustrated when proni sed the
noon--only to have these anbitious prograns be cut back when the oil boom crashed,
which it did in 1975.(13)

Finally, instability was increasing as hoards of peasants flocked into the cities
where good jobs, but no housing, awaited them These people becane a di spl aced
el ement that was neither traditional nor nodern. The clergy had nore success than the
Marxists in recruiting them Here was a ready supply of "rent-a nobs," which pl ayed
(and still play) a role in the counter-revol ution.

V. I nt ernati onal El enents.

The internal stresses were not the Shah’s only problens. The |ate 1970s saw al so
what we now know know as the | ast hurrah of the Soviet Union. The Marxists had a
consi derabl e establishnent of noles and agents in Iran, and the md-70s instability
offered a tenpting target. Marxists infiltrated the intellectuals and | ower |eve
clergy, as well as effectively planting stories and mani pul ating the internationa
press. This is a whole new area for scholars to explore.

The United States, under Jinmmy Carter’s presidency, was |aunching a policy of
concern for human rights, which had not been a mmjor consideration during the Cold
War. However, Carter’s National Security Advisor Zbrigniew Brzezinski was not in |ine
with this policy; the Cold War was still his nobst inportant concern. The State
Depart ment, under Cyrus Vance, was pushing human rights issues. Carter was in the
m ddl e, and never did rmake up his mind which way to go.(14)

The Shah responded to the growing internal stresses in his own country by junping
fromone policy to another, in an attenpt to find the right fornula. He | oosened up
on repression in an effort to pacify internal criticismand to secure the friendship
of Jimry Carter. This was done unwi sely at the tinme of economic crash, and served
only to enbol den denonstrators, who no | onger feared him (15)

The t housands of students whom he enabled to study abroad were influenced by the
Vi et nam War denonstrations in the US and the French student revolt in Paris.

Students follow the | eader. It becane the fashion to attack the Shah as the be-al
and end-all of Iran’s problens. Students -- and there were nmany of them-who felt
loyalty to the Shah -- were intinmdated into silence.

Propaganda wars raged in Iran: ineptly by the Shah and the state organs of
di ssem nation (the Iranian press and tel evision) and very effectively by the BBC
programnms beanmed into Iran and by the Marxists and intellectuals who set up
under ground presses.(16) A handful of French-trained Iranian leftists allied
thensel ves to the one charismatic figure who coul d oppose the Shah, the Ayatoll ah
Khomeini, at that tinme in exile in Paris. This group carefully stage-nanaged the
Ayatollah’s neetings with the press (they carefully scripted his answers to witten
guestions fromthe press) and they dissem nated the preposterous notion that he was a
gentl e saint and Gandhi-like pacifist who would just be a figurehead after they got
rid of the Shah. (17)

Once the skills of the leftist were conbined with the clout of the clerics, the
revol uti onary machi ne was al nost unstoppable. SAVAK, which had such a reputation for

ruthl ess efficiency, showed how hollowit really was. It had focused too | ong on
harassing the intelligentsia and was unaware of the danger fromthe clerics until it
was too |ate. The Shah saw the danger too late -- and called it the alliance of

bl ack reaction and red revolution -- but nobody Iistened.

When the military tried to convince the Shah to crack down before the denonstrati
ons
got worse, he protested that he would not shed the bl ood of his own people. It can be
said that had he acted in 1977 as he had in 1963, a firm police response woul d have
aborted the denonstrations, giving himtine to carry out the needed denocratic
reforns in an orderly fashion, backed by a recovering econony. (18)

He did not do what was needed for several reasons: he did not have the stonmach fo
r
this struggle any nore, he was very uncertain about how the US would react to a show
of force because he was getting conflicting messages from Washi ngton and fromthe US
Anmbassador daily, and finally, he was waging a secret battle with cancer, neglecting
his health so that nobody would know the |ion was wounded.

Had he acted, and had he succeeded in restoring order to the country, it is
concei vable that Iran could have continued to nodernize. Under his son, Iran could
have been ready for increasing parlianmentary power and continuing to educate an



el ectorate to handle this responsibility.

There is a difference between an autocratic nmonarch and a totalitarian dictator,
as
Jean Kirkpatrick once noted. The autocrat wants external obedience; the totalitarian
wants mnd control. This was the difference between the two "big daddi es" who
controlled Iran. The Shah thought he was the only person who coul d nmake things happen
that were for the good of his people, and the Ayatollah knew that God tal ked to him
and that he knew what was best for them (19)

The Shah wanted a country that could be |like Switzerland -- orderly, prosperous,
a
pl ayer in the gl obal society. The Ayatollah wanted a people who would sit at hone on
the floor, as he did, praying five tines a day, eating bread, cheese, and onions, and
readi ng the Koran. In his nore grandi ose noods, however, the Ayatollah wanted Iran to
be an international player too, fonenting Shiite revolts against the | eadership of
all the other Muslimcountries. (20)

Vi, Sources for Critical Thinkers Today

In undertaking the task of revisiting the Iranian Revolution after 20 year, | was
confronted with the conventional view that the Shah was his own worst eneny and that
he deserved unseating, and that nobody coul d possi bl e have known how terrible the
Ayat ol  ah Khonei ni woul d be. My research, gathered fromthe printed literature during
the revolution and afterwards, put out both by major players--including the Shah
hi nsel f--and all sorts of minor players, including young intellectuals and sone
famous lran scholars, forced ne to dism ss both of the above conventional views. In
addition, I was in Iran as the revol ution gathered steam and | had nmy own journals
to consult. The following is a sanpling of the literature that seened essential to
this study.

The Shah. Three books were witten by the |ate Shah: Mssion for My Country (196
0),
The White Revolution (1970 ), and his last sad work witten in exile just before his
death from cancer, Answer to History (1980). O course autobi ographies put the best
possi ble face on the witer, yet the Shah’s passionate concern for the devel opnent of
his country comes through with sincerity. He certainly cared, and at the end of his
life, he was aware of many of the m stakes he made. He considered them nore m st akes
of om ssion than comm ssion, which is not necessarily so.

A fascinating study of the Shah and his work was E. A Bayne’s Persian Kingship
n
Transition, the fruit of ten years of interviews and | ong di scussi ons between the
aut hor and the Shah. Bayne had no particul ar bias, being a foreign scholar and
official of the Wirld Bank, and while his book does not flatter the Shah, it does
val i date the Shah's passion for his work.

A book that was extrenely valuable in assessing the Shah's daily life, successes,
and foibles, was witten by Asodollah Alam The Shah and |I: the Confidential D ary
of lran’s Royal Court, 1969-1977. Alamwas Prime Mnister during the volatile early
1960s and then Court Mnister until his death of cancer, one year before the
revol uti on. He had known the Shah since they were both 20, and in his diaries, which
were not published until after his death, he was uncommonly frank for a person from
a culture that does not reward bluntness. In this book, one could see the enornous
passion for the country’s devel opnment that the Shah and Al am shared, and their faults
were the faults of their country and class: wunquestioning chauvinism touchiness in
how the worl d regarded Iran, conpul sive womani zi ng, and personal vanity.

The brother of the last of the Shah’s Prime Mnisters, Fereydun Hoveyda, who ser
ved
for many years in the foreign mnistry, wote a passionate nmenmoir of his time working
for the Shah. Hoveyda was an avowed | eftist, and was surprised when the Shah invited
himinto governnent service. He conpared the hopeful early years with the increasing
i solation of the Shah during his last five years, and bl anes the Shah for not
rescuing Prime Mnister Hoveyda from prison where he was uncerenoni ously nurdered.

Marvin Zonis’s work, The Iranian Elite, has always been anong the best source boo
ks
on Iran. Then Zonis wote Mijestic Failure: The Fall of the Shah, which was an
attenpt at psycho-history, psychoanalysis of the subject w thout benefit of persona



acquai ntance. Al of the troubling characteristics he attributes to the Shah's

chil dhood and relationship with his father are characteristics al nost universal in
Iran. John Stenpel (lInside the Iranian Revolution) does a far better job of show ng
the ancient history of father-son |ove-hate relationships in Iran and how often they
are transferred to the Shah and his subjects.

W 1liam Shawcross’ The Shah’'s Last Ride is a sad account of the Shah in exile, be
i ng
shunted from place to place by politicians, being nedically abused during his |ast
bouts of cancer, and rethinking his life and its dreadfully approaching end. He mnet
his fate with dignity and | earned at the end who his real friends were. The people
who cared about himat the end were the first true friends he had ever had -- anong
them his w fe Farah, Egypt’s Anwar Sadaat, Nel son Rockefeller, and surprisingly,
Ri chard Ni xon.

Thi s Shah was very Irani an i ndeed, and not just the product of sonme peculiar
chi | dhood environnent. He was not out of touch with all Iranians, but he certainly
did not have the comon touch. He did not know the religious class and peasants,
nor did nost westernized Iranians. Court culture and his own personal shyness got in
the way of his knowi ng these sectors of the society, as did his stifling of the press
and his scorn for "wool y-headed intellectuals."”

QO her ways of assessing the Shah cane through reading the works of people who had
consi derabl e contact with him the [ast American Anbassador, WIIliam Sullivan
(Mssion to Iran), the last British Anbassador, Anthony Parsons (The Pride and the
Fall: lran 1974-1979) and American CGeneral Robert E. Huyser, (Mssion to Tehran).

One needed to be alert that each of these three were witing self-justifying book
S,
and it appears that Sullivan needed the nost justifying. H s account and Huyser’s
account differ, and the evidence that Sullivan was secretly undercutting Huyser’s
m ssion renders Sullivan the less trustworthy. | interviewed Huyser and found himto
be convincing. Sullivan actually professed that the Ayatollah was a benign force, and
one better to support than the Shah. This was a questionabl e judgnment indeed.

Anat ony of the Revolution. There are many viewers in hindsi ght who have attenpte
d
over these 20 years to assess why and how this revolution happened. The witers
menti oned above did their assessments of these events too, and anong them Anbassador
Par sons cones the closest to the mark. He used his know edge of Iranian 20th century
history (in which the British played a najor role) to put the revolution in
perspective. He quite rightly called it a counter-revolution, which is a very
i mportant insight.

Fereydun Hoveyda, nentioned above, also tracks the personality change of the Shah
whi ch may have played a najor role in the disaster, which is corroborated by
Asodol | ah Al am

One particularly interesting analysis comes froma nmarried couple, a British worma
n
and her Iranian husband, both journalismprofessors in Tehran. Annabelle and Al
Mohamadi's Snal |l Media, Big Revol ution: Comunication, Culture, and the Iranian
Revol uti on, expose how under ground comruni cati ons by nmeans as sinple as duplicating
machi nes undid the state propaganda di ssem nated by the governnent. The BBC pl ayed a
maj or role here too, which one can criticize as being one-sided and sensati onal

An inmportant book was witten by Robert G aham and econom st and the London Tine
S
bureau chief in Tehran during the revol ution: Iran: The Illusion of Power. NMore
than any ot her observer, he discussed the disastrous inpact of econom cs on spurring
this revolution. The euphoria when the price of oil shot up resulted in an
unreal i stic budget -- and then when the prices collapsed, unnet expectations made
peopl e stew.

One of the nore interesting books was witten by the first el ected president of
Khomei ni s lIran, Abol Hassan Bani-Sadr, a French-educated intellectual, who played a
major role as a handler of the Ayatollah in Paris. He and his group nade certain that
the Ayatollah’s real intentions were not made public. They massaged his words through
careful translations, sent cassettes of his sermons to Iran for di ssem nation, and
then were astoni shed when the Ayatollah elimnated them soon after his ascent to
power. Bani-Sadr escaped fromlran in a worman’s wi g and chaddor, unlike his



col | eague Foreign M nister Qobtzadeh, who was executed. After the death of the
Ayat ol | ah, Bani -Sadr wote a scathing account of life with the Ayatollah: M Turn to
Speak: Iran, the Revolution and Secret Deals with the U S. O course the book is

sel f-serving, but Bani-Sadr’'s ultimate hatred of the Ayatollah Khoneini stenmmed from
his intimate experience with the old man's betrayal s and hypocrisy. It is difficult
to inmagine that this came as a surprise to him

The Rol e of Shi’a. This revolution cannot be understood w thout having some
know edge of how religion has functioned historically in Iran. There are numerous
books witten by the disillusioned after Khoneini took power: Suroosh Irfani’s Iran’s
I sl ami ¢ Revolution: Popular Liberation of Religious Dictatorship? and Mchael M J.
Fi scher’s lIran: From Religious Dispute to Revolution, are two works that contrast
I rani an and Anerican perspectives on Shi’a. Mhamuad Mhaddessin’s |slanic
Fundanental i sm the New G obal Threat and Edgar O Ball ance’ s unduly sensational and
i nconsi stent book, Islam c Fundamentalist Terrorism paint dire pictures of Shi’a as
religious fasci smand gl obal nenace.

Many of the above authors expressed shock and di sappoi ntnent at the behavior of t

he

clerical establishment after the revolution. This is surprising in the face of the
historic role of Shi’a fromits beginnings as a cult of resentnment and through such
novenments as the Assassin Cult in the 11th century and the dreadful and repressive

role of Shi'a in lran since it becane the state religion in the 16th century. If

anyone had whi spered sone of these facts of life in the ear of forner UN Anbassador
Andr ew Young, he never woul d have described the Ayatollah Khoneini as a "Gandhi-Ilike"
figure, a notion enbraced by the US State Department and Anbassador Sullivan in Iran.
This terrible error blighted US policy and left the Shah w thout a rudder

Current Views. Iran is going through a slownotion revolution as we wite. On one
side are the 70 percent of the country under the age of 30, and on the other are the
religious hard-liners who control the police, the religious thugs, and the arny, and
have veto power over candidates for office and veto over parlianmentary | aws.

Visitors fromthe west are wel coned (except when thugs bonb their tour busses) and
books and long articles are pouring out. Most interesting is Sandra Mackey's The
Irani ans: Persia, Islamand the Soul of a Nation. Mackey is a journalist who wote a
fasci nati ng and dami ng book about Saudi Arabia sone years ago (Saudis: Inside the
Desert Kingdom Signet, 1990).

Her current book is worth reading too, except for her conclusion: that Iran’s so
u
lies in the equal attention to Shi'a Islamand its older Persian identity. There are
things that people say privately that they would not say to a journalist. The |ove
affair of the left with Shi’a was aborted when the first of many executions took
pl ace. Furthernore, there is a long history of Iranian hostility to the clergy and,
i ndeed, toward Islamitself.

It was not bel oved anong the young intellectuals who surrounded the Reza Shah
Pahl avi, a man who realized that until he could pry Shiite fingers off of Iran’s
wi ndpi pe, the country would fail to thrive. The Pahlavis, both father and son,
enj oyed nore popul ar support than it is popular to admit, and in retrospect and in
private, they are m ssed.

The other significant recent work on Iran's slow notion revolution is Robin Wigh

t's

The Last Great Revolution: Turnoil and Transformation in Iran, Alfred A Knopf, NY,

2000. Wight refers to Crane Brinton’s Anatony of a Revolution as a blueprint that
wor ks in analyzing the Iranian Revolution as well. She notes that Iran’s use of
religion in a revolution was not original. It was also part of the politica
uprisings in Western societies (Protestantism for exanple). After the anciens

regi mes were ousted, earlier revolutions also invoked religious values or ideals to
define goals and justify revolutionary behavior, especially during the angry early
years. There was an al most religious fervor "to make a better, nore just world" in
even at hei st revol utions.

It is clear that the Revolution has not made a better world for Iranians. She not
es:
“Iran in md-1997 was a country rife with corruption nore extensive than during the
Pahl avi Dynasty, paralyzed politically by irreconcilable factional disputes and
sinki ng fast econom cally."(21)

The recent election of a fairly noderate president, Khatanmi, supported by 70 perc



ent

of the popul ation that wants change and somet hi ng approaching international normality
is being thwarted by the old guard that is not about to give up their theocracy
easily.

A personality who conmes up repeatedly in reports on contenporary Iran is phil osop
hy
prof essor Abdul Karim Soroush, who is advocating the separation of church and state.
Conpul si on does not nake real piety, he says. "Tolerate the thorn [in freedom for
the sake of the flower." (22)

He i s enornously popul ar anong the young throughout the Muslimworld, and is
thoroughly disliked by the Islanmists in power. |f people are given a choice, they
m ght not choose religion at all. O ganized |Islamhas never taken a chance on this.
Worren are not permitted choice at all, and are subject to execution if they marry a
non-Muslimor if they convert to another religion. Male converts to Islam nmay not
change their mnds later, and those born into Islam of course, have no choice.

The response to Soroush’s plea for dialogue and religious freedomwas answered by
Supreme Leader Ayatollah Khanenei: "lInterpreting religion isn’'t sonething that can
be carried out by just anyone. Jurisprudence is the main science of the clergy...If
soneone confronts the clergy, he gladdens the Zionists and the Anericans nore than
anything el se...because they've set their heart on the destruction of the clergy.

Well, the Islamc systemw || slap these people hard in the face!"(23)

Here is the inpasse. Until religion and governance are separated, lran will not h
ave
genui ne denocracy. This issue will have to be confronted down the road, and it wll

be pai nful and probably bl oody.

The nost perceptive book of all, which | have saved for last, is one that appears

in

nost of the scholars’ bibliographies, but is not addressed: Gholam R Afkham’'s The
I rani an Revol ution: Thanatos on a National Scale. Afkham served in the Shah’'s
government and watched with horror as the entire nodern infrastructure was
di smantl ed. He was frustrated to see coll eagues running with the revol utionary pack
with no thought of what would follow, a trajectory that should be no surprise to
intellectuals who knew the history of revolutions and the history of Shi’a Islam
Thanat os on a National Scale, or put another way, the march of the | enm ngs over a
cliff, is exactly what happened. A revolution thus was transforned froma
forward-1ooking event to a counter-revolution in which for 20 years all dissident
voi ces were silenced

VWere night Iran be today had been no counter-revol uti on? Af kham specul ates that
the Shah woul d be dead, and his denocratic son woul d probably have been a Shah much
in the style of Spain’s Juan Carlos. Popular participation in governance would have
transforned the parlianment into the body it should be: a responsible and m ddl e-cl ass
| egi sl ature.

VIT1. Concl usion

If we are to understand anything about the process of rapid nodernization and its
enor nous dangers, we nust | ook to past events before hel ping to guide present and
future players. There are many countries in the world today with one foot in the
present (or future) and one in the past, as one can see in traveling throughout the
devel opi ng or | esser developed world. In nost of these countries, there is great
unrest and the noderni zing process will evoke military coupes, revolts, and sonetines
civil war. Few will have a genuine revolution as in lIran, a process that is
continuing as we wite, because real revolutions are rare. They are, however, part
of the sanme nodernizing process that is resulting in Third Wrld unrest.

It is essential that we understand why the revolution in Iran occurred if we are
to
have any predictive ability in future like cases. It does not seemthat the Pahl avi
attacks on Islamwere the main issue. Rather, it was the confluence of a volatile
econorny, a popul ati on explosion, a flight of peasants into cities unprepared for
them the msfortune of an autocratic king who was secretly dying, and an inconpetent
president in the US who was caught between conflicting agendas.

Aut ocracy appears to be necessary in the nodernizing process of a very feuda



culture. It takes force to centralize power and execute changes that woul d ot herw se
not happen. However, at sone point, the autocrat nust know when to let the power flow
to an elected parlianment, and this transfer should be done at a tine of strength, not
of weakness. Most diligent autocrats know this, (both Pahl avis spoke about this), but
they do not recognize the right tine to inplenent such a transfer. The only autocrat
in recent time who has done so was the mlitary dictator of Taiwan, who voluntarily
transforned the country into a working denocracy, and their denocracy is healthy and
vibrant. He did this when the econonmy and literacy rate were adequate to the task.

Finally, there is a serious cautionary elenment in this exploration of the Iranian
Revol ution and the dangers of the nodernization process. Wll-neaning intellectuals
who plunge right into unstable nodernizing states help create a nonster that will eat
themfirst. It happened in every major revolution in the 20th century (Mexican
Russi an, Chinese, and lIranian) as well as in the French Revolution, the nodel for
themall. There is truth in the saying that revolutions eat their young.

Moderni zing states are conplex, and it is too easy to turn on the very autocrat w
ho
brought the society to the point of viability. In the Iranian revolution
intellectuals all owed thensel ves to be deceived by Marxist opportunists, who
thensel ves were deceived by a religious fascist, who would use them both and then
exterm nate them Good intentions wthout solid historical know edge can have
unf oreseen consequences that benefit only the next autocrat, and that autocrat may
i ndeed be worse than the autocrat one repl aced.

ENDNOTES

1. Abr aham an, 426-7 and Afkham, 2-4. Both noted that the soci o-econonic devel opren
t

under the Pahl avis was not natched by equal political devel opment, thereby |eaving

t he soci o-econoni ¢ advances vul nerable to the Ayatollah’s political nonopoly.

2. O Bal | ance, 34-35 and Irfani, an Islamc idealist who was shocked by the
executions ordered by Khoneini. See pp 211-14 for a chapter on what Khoneini said for
the record and what was done in actuality. See also Fischer, 219, who notes that by
March 14, 1979, 68 people had al ready been executed and the Ayatollah responded to

his critics that "crimnals have no right to |l awers." See also Naraghi for an

account of Islanmic Justice during his three years of inprisonment and

near - executi on.

3. Zabi h, The Iranian Mlitary, 14-18 and Bani-Sadr, Chapter 6. Zabih provides the
structure of the Iranian mlitary before and after the revolution, and Bani - Sadr
provides a warfront picture of the Iranian arnmy’s surprising performance in the
Iran/lraq war, despite the Ayatololah’s hostility to the mlitary.

4. Wight, 16.

5. Taheri, 296. Forner editor-in-chief of Kayhan, his biography of the Ayatoll ah
Khonei ni provi des useful tables and charts of the interlocking directorate of Shi
te

cl ergy.

6. Mackey, Wight, and Montaigne. OF these witers, Robin Wight has had the | ongest

contact as a journalist-observer of Iran, but all of themnote Iranian friendliness
toward Anericans and the | ove of Anerican popul ar culture.

7. See Daneshvar for a typical Iranian’s view that nothing happens in Iran w thout
secret interference of the British, Russians, and Anmericans.
8. Parsons, 34, Parsons, the last British anbassador to Iran, and Radji, the |ast
I rani an anbassador to the UK, were constantly confronted by the Shah to "do
somet hi ng" about t he BBC.
See al so Shawcross and Pahl avi (the Shah’s | ast book) for insights into the Shah’
S
suspicion of Great Britain
9. Banani and W ber, Riza Shah Pahl avi and Iran Past and Present. These three book
S
provi de the nost thoughtful and encycl opedi c coverage of Iran’'s nodernization
10. Alam This very frank diary by the Shah’s nmpst inportant ninisters and

confi dantes catal ogues the foreign policy interests of the Shah. See also Bayne, a

Worl d Bank official who conducted interviews with the Shah over a | ong period

regardi ng noderni zation and the responsibilities of a nodern nonarch.

11. Pahlavi. In all three of the Shah’s books, it is clear that he saw hinself as an
i mportant gl obal player, which for a time, he was. See also Alanmi s day by day account

of the gl obal diplomatic scene in Iran.

12. See Stenpel, 5, Bayne, 203, and Zabih (the Mssadegh Era) 25-27, for descriptions
of Mossadegh’s transfornmati on from denocrat to denagogic dictator.

13. G aham 17-18. This author was the London Financial Tines Mddle East



Correspondent in Tehran from 1975-77 and his financial analysis is indispensable.

14. See Sullivan, Sick, and Huyser for first-hand accounts of policy conflicts and
confusion in the Wite House and State Departnent.

15. Parsons, 144. Anbassador Parsons tried to warn the Shah of the unwi sdom of this
policy.

16. Mohammadi . This lranian journalist and his British wife were the first to show

how an under ground press using hand duplicating machi nes and cassettes coul d cance

out an expensive state propaganda machi ne.

17. Bani - Sadr, 1-2. Bani - Sadr admts that Khomeini was "handl ed" in France.
Reporters subnitted questions in witing and the comm ttee (Bani-Sadr and Khonei ni

said later: "In Paris, | found it expedient to say certain things. In lran, | find

it expedient to refute what | said, and | do so unreservedly."

18. Af khami, 94. He cites the three tines the Shah had a crisis of nerve: in 1953,
when the CI A helped to bail himout; in 1963, when Prime Mnister Alamdid it for

him and in 1978, when he refused to use force.

19. Taheri, 19. Taheri describes the Ayatollah's first cassette, which was designed
for the "little people" whomthe Shah had tried to teach howto live and the

Ayatollah told how to die.

20. Mohaddessin, 20, and O Bal | ance, xvii
21. Wight, 24.

22. | bid, 32.

23. | bid, 35.
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