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franian women demonstrate in support of the
country’s nuclear development program at the
uranium conversion facility in Isfahan, about 250
miles south of Tehran. Contrary to U.S. claims, Iran
says the program is for peaceful uses of nuclear
energy.

From CQ Researcher,
November 16, 2007.

AP Photo/Karen Tam

U.S. Policy on Iran

Peter Katel

hile U.S. troops fight in Iraq, the Bush administration

is waging a war of words with neighboring Iran. Bad

blood has existed between Washington and Tehran for
nearly three decades. But the verbal conflict is getting so intense
that even Middle East experts — long accustomed to pugnacious
rhetoric — say bullets could start flying,

At issue are Iran’s nuclear development efforts and its perceived
military support of Iraqi insurgents. Washington says Iran is seeking
to develop nuclear weapons, but Iranian President Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad says the program is for peaceful uses.

In October, President George W. Bush said he had “told people
that if youre interested in avoiding World War I11, it seems like you
ought to be interested in preventing [Iran] from having the knowl-
edge necessary to make a nuclear weapon.”!

For his part, Ahmadinejad calls the United States an international
bully intent on keeping Iraq violent to justify continued occupation.

“No day passes without people [in Iraq] being killed, wounded or
displaced,” Ahmadinejad said during an address to the U.N. General
Assembly in September. “And the occupiers not only refuse to be
accountable and ashamed of their adventure, but speak in a report of a
new market for their armaments as a result of their military adventure,”

“We're in a serious and dangerous situation,” says Bruce Riedel,
a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution’s Saban Center for
Middle East Policy, a centrist think tank. “We'd be better served by
lowering the rhetoric.”

Meanwhile, hundreds of U.S. troops in Iraq have been killed by
sophisticated roadside bombs that Bush and his top military com-
manders say are coming from Iran, which denies supplying them.
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A Major Presence in the Middle East

Fleaillam ol e ncien| Persian Empire, Iran is the biggest non-Arab
sty i the Middle Last. 1 has the biggest Shiite population of any

nabon and the only olficially Shiite constitution in the world. It also
el the region’s biggest military force and is among the
world o petiolenm producers.

Z

il
Population: 65 4 miliion (July 2007 est.)
Popuiation below poverty line: 40% (2002 est.); Per capita GDP: $8,700

Religion: Muslim 98% (Shiite 89%; Sunni- 9%); Other 2% (includes
Zoroastrian, Jewish: Christian‘and Baha'j)

Gross domestic product: $222.9 billion (2006)
Military expenditures: 4.5% of GDP (2005)
Percentage of world’s total proven oi} reserves: 10%

Ranking among OPEC crude oil producers: No. 2 at3.8 million barrels par
day (Saudi Arabia'is No. 17at 9.2 million) i O

Natural gas reserves: 974 trillion cubic ft., second-highest in world after
Russia (1,680 trillion cubic ft.)

199,500)

Total military ‘manpower: 545,000 (nexthighest in the region: Saudi-Arabia,. -

Sources: CIA World Factbook, updated Nov. 1, 2007; Anthony Cordesman
and Martin Kleiber, “lran’s Military Forces and Warfighting Capabilities: The
Threat in the Northern Gulf,” Center for Strategic and International Studies,

2007: Energy Information Administration, Department of Energy; Political
Handbook of the World, 2007

Amid the fighting and the fight-
ing words, a glimmer of hope
appeared in November. Lt. Gen,
Raymond T. Odierno, second in
command in Iraq behind Gen. David
Petraeus, told reporters on Nov. 1
the number of artacks involving
deadly EFPs (explosively formed
penetrators) had dropped from
177 in July and August to 105 in
September and QOctober.

Defense Secretary Robert M.
Gates said Iran had promised to clamp
down on shipment of EFPs. “I don’t
know whether to believe them,” Gates
said. “I'll wait and see.”?

Some of the skepricism grows out
of Iran’s reported role in a 33-day war
last year between Israel — America’s
key Middle East ally— and Lebanon’s
Hezbollah militia, which was created
and armed by Iran. Ahmadinejad has
expressed the hope that Israel would
be wiped off the map, much as the
Soviet Union disappeared. “Was it

done through war?” he asked at a
September news conference at the
United Nations. “No. It was through
the voice of the people.”?

Three weeks later, Bush made his
“World War III” remark. And four
days after that Vice President Dick
Cheney called Iran “the world’s most
active state sponsor of terror,” add-
ing: “The Iranian regime needs ro
know that if it stays on its present
course, the international community
is prepared to impose serious conse-
quences. The United States joins
other nations in sending a clear mes-
sage: We will not allow Iran to have a
nuclear weapon,”

The White House followed the
tough talk with new economic sanc-
tions designed to halt or slow down
business transactions for anyone doing
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Iran Ranks Amdng World Leaders in Energy

iran ranks.third in proven oil reserves with nearly 140 billion barrels; world lo¢
twice as much (left). Iran has nearly a quadnlhon CUblC feet of natural gas rese

(nght)

Source: Energy Information Admihistratioh, Jan. 1,2007

business with banks or other companies linked to the
Iranian Revolutionary Guard, a military and covert-action
agency long accused of supporting and aiding terrorism in
the region.

What will the future bring? If past relations between the
two countries are a guide, it will be a bumpy ride. In 1953
the United States orchestrated a coup against a nationalist
Iranian prime minister, throwing its weight behind the
country’s pro-Western monarch, Shah Mohammed Reza
Pahlavi. The United States, like the then-new state of Israel,
saw Iran — successor to the ancient Persian Empire — as a
key ally in a dangerous neighborhood. Iran, like other
Middle Eastern nations, was Muslim. Burt Iranians are not
Arabs and were seen as distant from the Israeli-Arab confron-
tation. In 1979 a revolution toppled the shah and installed
the anti-American, anti-Israel theocracy that now rules Iran.
Since then, U.S.-Iranian relations have been schizophrenic
— marked by the 1979-81 hostage crisis involving 52 U.S.
Embassy personnel in Tehran but also by quiet cooperation
during the U.S.-led invasion of Afghanistan.

Tension has been climbing since Ahmadinejad launched
himself globally as a challenger to American power following
his election as president in 2005. Yet his real power largely
is limited to economic policy. Under Iran’s constitution, a

clergyman, elected by a clerical Assembly of Experts, has the
last word in all major affairs of state. Only the supreme
leader, for instance, can declare war.?

Despite the confusing division of power, hawks arguc
that one thing is clear about the Iranian government: It
wants to destroy the United States and Israel. “We're
under attack; they're at war with us,” says Michael A.
Ledeen, who holds the title of “freedom scholar” at the
conservative American Enterprise Institute and is the
author of a new book on Iran.® “They're killing Americans
[in Iraq] and intend to kill as many as they can. They
want to destroy us.”’

Other foreign-policy watchers deride such arguments
as war-mongering fantasy. “Iran has an economy the size
of Finland’s and an annual defense budget of around
$4.8 billion,” wrote Fareed Zakaria, editor of Newsweck
International, in a widely discussed column. “It has not
invaded a country since the late 18th century. The
United States has a GDP that is 68 times larger and
defense expenditures that are 110 times greater.”®

Hawks and doves alike place great importance on the
survival of Iran’s pro-democracy/human rights commu-
nity, or “civil society.” Its members have always risked
prison and torture, but increased repression this ycar is
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A police patrof boat guards the Neka oil terminal on the Caspian
Sea on Iran’s northern coast. Despite its huge petroleum reserves,
Iran has a faltering economy and an 11 percent unemployment
rate.

causing renewed alarm. Among other moves, the govern-
ment imprisoned several visiting Iranian-American pro-
fessionals on suspicion of trying to help the Bush
administration topple the government. Iran acted after
the administration created a $75 million fund to pro-
mote civil society in Iran, in part by supporting pro-
democracy organizations. ‘ . '

The uninrended consequence of that support, some
exiled dissidents and their American allies say, is to vali-
date the Iranian government’s contention that opposi-
tion members are American stooges. “Any Iranian who
secks American dollars will not be recognized as a demo-
crat by his or her fellow citizens,” Akbar Ganji, one of
Iran’s leading democracy activists, wrote in an op-ed in
October. “Iran’s democraric movement does not need
foreign handours.”™

un(um:YANUILRROWSM

U.S. hawks argue that blaming the Bush administra-
tion for the latest crackdown ignores history. Iran’s gov-
ernment, they point out, was jailing and rorturing
dissidents long before Bush ook office. And, Ledeen
says, the dissidents represent Iran’s future, so helping
them makes more sense than bombing a nuclear site.

In fact, few experts advocare military acrion. “There’s
a remarkable consensus across Washingron abour what
the consequences would be,” says Michael Rubin, a
hawkish American Enterprise Institute scholar who lived
in Iran in 1999 and speaks Farsi. “I don’t know anyone
who thinks a strike is a good idea.” Military action, he
says, likely would rally Iranians to the government’s side.
Systematic attacks against U.S. forces in Iraq could also
be expected, as could sabotage of oil export facilities in
the Persian Gulf, further driving up petroleum prices.!?

But prominent neoconservative* Norman Podhorerz
does advocate air strikes against Iran’s nuclear research sites,
The United States has “only one terrible choice, which is
cither to bomb those facilities and retard their program or
even cut it off altogether or allow them to go nuclear,” said
Podhorerz, editor-at-large of Commentary magazine.”"

Podhoretz insisted that Ahmadinejad is today’s ver-
sion of Adolf Hitler. “If we allow Iran to get the bomb,”
he argued, “people 50 years from now will look back at
us the way we look back at the men who made the
Munich Pact with Hitler in 1938 and say, ‘How could
they have let this happen?” »

Most experts scoff at such analogies, despite Iran’s
hostility to Israel. “The idea that Iran presents to the
region and world a threar as big as Hitler’s is absurd,”
says Iranian-born historian Shaul Bakhash of George
Mason University, who is Jewish. “Iran is very unlikely to
get involved in military adventures abroad.”

Israel’s reported bombing on Sept. 6 of a possible
nuclear site in Syria — an Iranian ally — has fueled fears
of U.S. designs on Iran. But even experts concerned
abouta U.S. attack worry more about the impact of the
Iraq War. “I think the president is telling the truth when
he says he doesn’t intend to bomb,” says Riedel, a former
Middle East policy director at the National Security
Council. “But the war by proxy we're fighting with Iran

* “Neoconservative,” or neocon, originally referred to a small band of
left-wing writers and acadermics who jumped to the Republican Parry
in the 1970s and ’80s. It now is applied broadly, usually pejoratively,
to strongly pro-Israel supporters of the Bush administration.




in Iraq could escalate unpredictably because of events on
the ground.”
As tension mounts, here are some of the issues being

debated:

Would a nuclear-armed iran
endanger the United States?

Concern about Iran’s nuclear development program had
been simmering for several years. Worries heated up after
Ahmadinejad’s election in 2005. But the country’s
nuclear ambitions actually predate the 1979 revolution
that led to the Islamic Republic.

Shortly before his overthrow, the shah had been hoping
to obtain reactors and other nuclear technology from the
United States, his closest ally. Nuclear-generated power
would allow Iran to sell more of its oil abroad, bringing
in more much-needed revenue. Today, the Islamic Republic
~— created by the same men who toppled the shah —
justifies its nuclear program on the same grounds.'?

Iranian officials have declared repeatedly their nuclear
program excludes plans for any weapons. “We consider the
acquiring, development and use of nuclear weapons inhu-
man, immoral, illegal and against our basic principles,”
Deputy Foreign Minister G. Ali Khoshroo said in 2003.13

To be sure, Khoshroo served in the administration of
reformist President Mohammed Khatami. But his successor,
Ahmadinejad, sounded the same note. “We are not after an
atomic bomb because it is not useful, and our religion does
not allow us to have it,” he says on his Web site.

In addition, Iran’s alternately compliant and defiant
dealings with the international nuclear regulatory system
— even before Ahmadinejad’s rise — have led experts
with connections to the Bush administration to be deeply
skeptical of Iran’s objectives. “Iran has too often dictated
the pace of diplomatic progress, giving the impression
thac ic is playing for time,” David Albrighe, president of
the Institute for Science and International Security,
wrote in 2004. The apparent aim was to stall the regula-
tory process until its nuclear facilities were up and run-
ning, Albright and a colleague wrote.'

So widespread are suspicions, in fact, that even critics
of the Bush administration’s war talk assume Iran’s
nuclear program is designed to produce weapons. Retired
Cien. John Abizaid, former U.S. commander in the
Middle East, faced the issue head-on during a talk in
Washington last September. “There are ways to live with
a nuclear Iran,” he said. “Let’s face it, we lived with a
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nuclear Soviet Union; we've lived with a nuclear China;
we're living with other nuclear powers as well.”6

The American Enterprise Institute’s Rubin, among
the most prominent advocates of a tough policy on Iran,
bluntly rejects Abizaid’s thesis: “I think he’s wrong.”

But Rubin isn't worried about nuclear war. Instead, he
argued, nuclear weapons will block any attempts to force
Iran to play by international rules. He cited a bombing
raid by Turkish warplanes on Iranian territory in 1999,
apparently aimed at punishing Iran for sheltering a
Kurdish guerriila organization thar had been attacking
Turkish troops for years. “After that, Iran stopped shelter-
ing them,” Rubin says. “But if Iran has a nuclear deter-
rent, no one is going to risk correcting its behavior.”"

Brookings’ Riedel, the former Middle East policy direc-
tor at the National Secusity Council, says the United States
has numerous options for pressuring Iran. “I do not see
evidence from Iranian behavior over the last 30 years that
this is a crazy state,” he says. “Iran’s behavior shows an
understanding of the limits of its capability.” He cites fight-
ing between the United States and Iran during the 1980-88
Iran-Iraq War, when U.S. forces were protecting shipping
in the Persian Gulf from Iranian atracks. “In the end, they
chose to stop the conflict and to de-escalate,” he says.

The question of whether Iran is a fundamencally ratio-
nal power is crucial to the debate over nuclear intentions.
True, deterrence worked against America’s adversary in the
Cold War, says the American Enterprise Institute’s Ledeen,
a former National Security Council consultant during the
Reagan administration. But, he adds, “The Soviet Union
was not governed by insane millenarian fanatics. The
{Iranian government] wants to rule the world.”

“Millenarian” signifies a belief in an approaching end of
days, or change on a cataclysmic scale. For many Shiites,
including Ahmadinejad, the return of the holy, historic fig-
ure known as the Mahdi, or the “Hidden Imam,” would
herald such a period. “With his ‘second coming’ there will
be a reign of justice until the return of Jesus” — a revered
figure to all Muslims — “at which time the world will
end,” writes Vali Nasr, a political scientist at Tufts University
who specializes in the Shiite world.'8

But Nasr also argues that the key to the future of the
Middle East is the evolution of the historic Shiite-Sunni
rivalry. And Newsweek’s Zakaria, in a television debare
with Podhoretz, noted that past communist dictators

had their own version of millenarianism that was juse
as terrifying, on paper — but not in reality Q%




o ocomer

SLOCURITY AND TERRORISM

Ahmadinejad Takes Aim at the United States

Tough talk is the presidents specialty.

ahmoud Ahmadinejad may be only 527 rall, bur

he looms large as the embodiment.of U.S.,

Isracli and European fears about Iran and its
state ideology of religion-laced nationalism.

Scemingly on any given day, if the Iranian president iso't
questioning whether the Holocaust occurred, he's accusing
the United States of deliberately keeping Iraq unstable to
justify the war or defying international nuclear watchdogs.

“Nations and countries don't have to obey the injustice
of certain powers,” Ahmadinejad told the U.N. General
Assembly on Sept.. 26, unmistakably referring above all to
the Unirted States. “These powers.. . . have lost the compe-
tence to lead the world because of their hideous.acts.” And,
he went on; “I officially declare that the age of relations
arising from the Second World Was, as well as materialistic
thoughts based on arrogance and domination, is well over
now. Humanity has passed a perilous precipice, and the age
of monotheism, purity, affinity, respecting others, justice
and true peace loving has commenced.” ‘

Ahmadinejad’s bill of particulars against the United
States and its Western allies includes the creation of Israel,
their responsibility for poverty and disease in.poor coun-
tries and the global arms race.

To be sure, any number of developing-nation leaders —
including other Iranian presidents — have leveled similar

Ahmadinejad’s. Zakaria quoted the late Chinese ruler,
Mao Zedong: “If the worst came to worst and half of
mankind died, the other half would remain; while impe-
rialism would be razed from the ground.”"

Trita Parsi, president of the National Iranian American
Council, which advocates a diplomatic resolution of
U.S.-Iran tensions, argues that Iran’s claim of a peaceful
purpose for its nuclear development program is accurate
— though weapon construction may be on the agenda as
well. If the latter succeeded, he says, the existence of the
1).S. and Israeli nuclear deterrent will prevent nuclear
war. “Cocxistence is possible,” he says. The Iranians are
deterrable.” Parsi is also author of a new book chroni-
cling the post-revolutionary relationship berween Iran,
the Unired States and Israel %

accusations. But Ahmadinejad’s ralent for provocative ora-
tory, coupled with his position — albeir largely symbolic —
as head of a major oil power, has amplified his voice.

Yet, by all accounts, the former mayor of Tehran owes
his 2005 election to the presidency less to his inrernational
stands than to the polirical identity he carved out as the
voice of the little man hammered by economic problems.

Born in 1956, Ahmadinejad is the son of a blacksmith and

~a veteran of the horrific eight-year war with Iraq. Afrerwards,

overcoming many hardships, he earned a doctorate in civil
engineering,’

“Most people voted for Ahmadinejad because he prom-
ised they would never have to feel sad again on New Years
Fve in front of their children,” Farshid Bakhtieri, a young
compurer salesman, said in February.

But those promises haven't been fulfilled, Bakhtieri
added. Iranians complain they aren’t getting the benefits of
Iran’s status as a major oil power, as the 11.5 percent official
jobless rate indicates. And in June, government-imposed
gasoline rationing ignited rioting in Tehran and other cities.
Although it has the world’s third-largest reserves of oil, Iran
has built an insufficient number of refineries to produce
enough gasoline — which it provides at low, subsidized
rates — to meet growing domestic demand. Thus, the
country depends heavily on imports, which require cash

Does U.S. support help pro-democracy dissidents
influence Iran’s policies?

President Ahmadinejad’s frequently bellicose speeches may
suggest Iran is ruled, and populated, by religious, revolu-
tionary fanatics. But the country’s cadre of human-rights
campaigners, fabor-union organizers, student activists and
investigative journalists is bigger than one might think.
“Iranian society has refused to be coerced into silence,”
wrote Shirin Ebadi, 2 human-rights lawyer who won the
Nobel Peace Prize in 2003. “Human-rights discourse is
alive and well ar the grass-roots level; civil-society activists
consider it to be the most potent framework for achieving
sustainable democratic reforms and political pluralism.”
Ebadi received the Nobel Prize at the moment when
expectations of change reached their highest point in recent
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outlays. Rationing was designed to reduce Tran’s gasoline
import payments if international sanctions. over the coun-
uy’s disputed nuclear-development acrivities restrice access
to cash.* ‘ ‘

Bur average Iranians had litcle sympathy for the govern- -

ments rationing strategy. “We live on an 6cean of oil,” said
Kambiz Rahmati, 25; an electronics engineer. “Why should
we pay a high price for gasoline or suffer rationing?”s

Some Iranian pro-democracy activists tie Ahmadinc}'ad’s
cconomic failures to his aggressiveness in the international
arena. Indeed, says an exiled dissident, the president mighe
see it in his interest to bait the United States into military
action overIran’s insistence on building ‘nuclear facilities.
“Limited war would give 2 good excuse to accuse the for-
eign states — ‘it’s their fault thar the Iranian economy. has

problems,” ” says Ali-‘Afshari, an exiled student leader who'

spent nearly three years in prison. “Second, he would use
this for a complete militarization of the country, and sup-
press all dissident activities.” ‘ ‘

But Tran’s supreme leader, Ayartollah Ali Khamenei,
doubts even a limired U.S. strike against Iran’s nuclear facil-
ities-would be strategically advanrageous, Afshari theorizes.
And Khamenei’s opinion counts: Only he can declare war
or.command the military.

Bur Khamenei makes few public comments these days. -

Ahmadinejad has come to be seen as the man in charge
because he issues a steady stream of commentary on hot-
button issues. About the Holocaust, for insrance, he
shocked listeners when he said last year: “I will only accept
something as trith if I am actually convinced of it.” In

years, during the term of reformist President Khatami.
Under Ahmadinejad, those hopes have dimmed.

A crackdown that intensified this year included
enforcement of the religious code against revealing
clothing, including scanty head scarves on women and
tight shirts on men. “Those who damage the system
ander any guise will be punished,” Intelligence Minister
Gholamhossein Mohseni Ejei warned in April. He
accused the civil-society movement of conspiring to
topple the government.??

Controversy over direct American aid for Iranian dis-
sdents leapr to the top of the agenda in 2006, when
Sectetary of State Condoleezza Rice asked Congress for
$ 75 million to fund activities thar included expanding
It language news broadcasts into Iran — and support
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2001, Khamenei got.only: sparse attention when he said
Zionists had been “fabricating figures related to the
Holocaust.” ,

Such statements don’t surprise Shaul Bakhash, an
Iranian-born historian at George Mason University in
Fairfax, Va. “These statements are not as new as people
seem 1o imagine,” he says.

In facr, points out Michael Rubin, ‘a resident scholar at
the American Enterprise Institute, Iran’s nuclear program
has been around much longer than Ahmadinejad. “The
presidency in Ttan i about style, not substance.”

! Address ro-62nd U:N. General Assembly, Sept. 26, 2007, WWwW.pres
ident.ir/en/. :

* See Nazila Fathi, “Blacksmichs Son Emphasized His Modest Roots,” The
New York Times, June 26, 2005, p.-Al1. Se¢ also “Tran-Traq War (1980~
1988),” globalsecurity.org, undated; www.globalsecurity.org/mili rary/
world/war/iran-iraq-htm.

*Quoted in Kim Murphy; “Iran reformists want U.S. to tone it down,”
Los Angeles Times, Feb. 11,2007, p. Al.

#See Ramin Mostaghim and Borzou Daragahi, “Gas rationing in Iran
ignites anger, unrest,” Los Angeles Times, June 28, 2007, p. AS; Najmeh
Bozorgmehr, “Iran pushes on with fuel rationing in face of riots,”
Financial Times (London), June 28, 2007, p. A7. Also see Peter Behr,
“Energy Nationalism,” CQ Global Researcher, July 2007, pp. 151-180.

* Quoted.in Los Angeles Times, ibid,

6:Sce Ray Takeyh, Hidden Irun:. Paradox and Power-in the Ilamic
Republic (2006), pp. 24-25.

7Quoted in Christopher De Bellaigue, “Hanging of ‘CIA Spy’ Dents
Iran's Overtures 1o U.S.,” The Independent (London), May 24, 2001,
p-:A19. Ahmadinejad quoted in Michael Slackman, “Deep Roots of
Denial for Iran’s True Believer,” The New York Times, Dec. 14, 2006,
p. A3,

for Iranian civil-society groups. “The United States will
actively confront the policies of this Iranian regime, and
at the same time we are going to work to support the
aspirations of the Iranian people for freedom in their
own country,” Rice rold the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee. Congress granted the request. The adminis-
tration is now asking for the same amount in 2008.%
Debate over the usefulness of the money has been
raging since the first request, with most supporters of
Iranian civil-society groups opposed to the funding,
Human Rights Watch is among several groups lobbying,
against the program as the Housc and Scnaie
Appropriations committees negotiate the funding,
“Iranian activists don’t want it and can't gecic.” Saman
Zarifi, Washington advocate for Human Riphes Ward
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Haleh Esfandiari, left, appears on Iranian television after her arrest
warly last year in Tehran. The Middle East Program director of the
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in Washington
spent eight months in jail along with several other U.S. pro-
tlemocracy activists. She was released in September 2007. Ali
Afshari, a former student human-rights activist, spent most of
2000-2003 in prison, where he endured torture and 400 days of
solitary confinement.

said in October. “Second, it supports Iranian govern-
ment efforts to cast activists as foreign agents.”?

Earlier in the year, Iran added fuel to the conflict by
arresting four visiting American human-rights support-
ers: Haleh Esfandiari, Middle East Program director of
the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars
in Washington; Kian Tajbakhsh, an urban planner who
had been a consultant to the Open Society Institute of
the New York-based Soros Foundation; Parnaz Azima, a
reporter for Radio Farda, the Persian-language arm of
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty; and Ali Shakeri, 59, a
mortgage broker and a founding board member of the
Center for Citizen Peacebuilding ar the University of
California, Irvine. Afrer solitary confinement and fre-
quent interrogation, the four were freed.2s .

Iranian citizens, however, have spent years in prison. Alj
Afshari, a former student human-rights activise, spent most
of 2000-2003 in prison, where, he told CQ Researcher, he
endured 400 days of solitary confinement. He now lives in
the United States and is a docroral student in engineering,

Afshari says U.S. support for the Iranian human-
rights movement should be limited to programs that
remain within U.S. borders. “In Iranian political culture,
its taboo for any organization to get money from any
lorcign state,” he says. “It harms civil society because the

kovernment uses it as an excuse to repress.”

SECURITY AND TERRORISM

Some advocates of tough U.S. action against the
Iranian government cite the crackdown as evidence of an
urgent necessity for financing as many Iranian pro-
democracy organizations as possible. The American
Enterprise Institute’s Rubin says the arrest of Esfandiari
and the other Iranian-Americans shows a government
feeling weak. “Governments with self-confidence about
their peoples’ attitudes don’t arrest 67-year-old grand-
mothers,” he says, referring to Esfandiari.

The apparent insecurity begs to be exploited, Rubin
argues. As for Afshari’s view — which s widely echoed
— that U.S. funding would provide a rationale for more
repression — Rubin notes that repression is a longstand-
ing tradition in the Islamic Republic. “It’s safe to say that
crackdowns happened long before democracy funding
was an issue,” he says.

Bakhash, the Iranian-born historian, disputes the notion
that American funding would help those for whom its
intended. “Given the way Iran is now, I don’t think it’s ar all
helpful for the American government to be involved directly
in such activities,” he says. “The sensitivity to foreign fund-
ing in the Middle East is huge, enormous. The idea thar
foreign-funded polirical groups in-country can cooperate
freely with political groups out of the country is a rather
difficule concept; it can lead to a charge of treason,”

Bakhash has a personal stake in the matter. Esfandiari
is his wife, and after her release from eight months of
imprisonment she coauthored a piece opposing U.S.
government aid to Iranian pro-democracy groups.
“Governments should talk to governments,” she wrote
with Robert Litwak, director of international-security
studies at the Wilson Center, “while Iranian and
American [non-governmental organizations) should be
permitted to interact in a transparent fashion without
the intrusion of governments,”26

But some Iranian exiles argue in favor of American
funding. “It’s very helpful,” says Akbar Atri, a former
student activist who was also imprisoned. He dismisses
as a well-worn accusation, long predating the Bush
administration, thac all dissidents are tools of American
subversion. “The regime said the American government
is helping these Iranians, but before these funds they all
the time accused the opposition of being the puppet of
U.S. intelligence agencies.”

Auri, a longrime scudent democracy activist who fled
Iran in late 2004 while under investigation for his poliri-
cal work, is a member of the Washington-based




Committee on the Present Danger, co-chaired by
R. James Woolsey, former CIA director in the Clinton
administration, and George P Shultz, who was secretary
of State in the Reagan administration. The organization
favors “regime change” in Iran.?”

Is Iran fomenting instability in lrag?
The U.S. overthrow of Saddam Hussein did an enor-

mous favor for Iran, which had good reason to consider
Iraq’s dictator an enormous threat. As the instigator of
the 1980-1988 Iran-Iraq War, Saddam was responsible
for at least 300,000 Iranians killed and an estimated
700,000 wounded.?s

U.S. destruction of Iran’s enemy would seem to make
Iran and the United States de facto allies. Bur the U.S.
military accuses Iran of supplying weapons to anti-
American Shiite militias in Irag. “There is absolutely no
question,” said Gen. Petraeus, the top U.S. commander
in Iraq, “that Iranians are funding, arming, training and
even in some cases, directing the activities of extremists
and militia elements.”?

Specifically, Petraeus and L. Gen. Odierno say the
Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps is supplying “explo-
sively formed penetrators” (EFPs), roadside bombs that
can penetrate vehicle armor.3°

Iranian officials have consistently denied all such
accusations. And U.S. military brass have backed away
from disclosing what they call definitive evidence.3!

But even without conclusive proof, some administra-
tion critics call the U.S. allegations plausible. “I think
the administration is telling the truch when it says Iran is
targeting American soldiers in Iraq and Afghanistan,”
says Riedel, the ex-CIA and National Security Council
official. “What that says to me is that the Iranians are
demonstrating that we're vulnerable. I have no doubt the
U.S. Air Force and U.S. Navy can inflict enormous pain
on Iran, but [ also know thar Iran can inflict enormous
pain on the U.S. in Iraq, the Persian Gulfand diplomatic
installations. They're prepared to play hardball with us.”

Nonetheless, for some Iran-watchers, the question
looming over the war in Iraq is whether Iran could be
persuaded to help U.S. forces disengage.

Iran hawks say that hope is futile. Rubin of the
American Enterprise Institute argues that Iran has settled
on a policy of keeping U.S. forces tied down in Iraq. In
testimony last July before the House Foreign Affairs
Committee, Rubin cited a July 13 sermon by former
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Iranian President Hashemi Rafsanjani in which he ridi-
culed American weakness. “What a superpower is the
United States when it can be easily trapped in a small
country like Iraq?” he said.»

Based on the sermon and other evidence, Rubin testi-
fied: “The assumption that Iraq’s neighbors seek a peace-
ful, stable Iraq is false. . . . Iranian strategists believe
limited instability [in [raq) and free rein of pro-Iranian
militias to be in their best interest.”?

Parsi of the National Iranian American Council shares
Rubin’s analysis, up to a point. “If a larger accommoda-
tion doesn’t take place, my thinking is that the Iranians
will nothelp stabilize Iraq,” he says. “The fear in Iran is
that the ultimate goal of the United States is to attack
Iran and remove its government.” Based on that percep-
tion, he says, Iran sees a benefit in American forces fac-
ing continued threat in Iraq.

Bur unlike the Iran hawks, Parsi argues that Iran
could become a force for peace in Iraq. “They want
something in rerurn — better relations with the United
States in which the U.S. recognizes Iranian security inter-
ests and doesn’t attack Iran.”

Hardliners ridicule the notion that any deal can be
reached with a government that sees itself as an impla-
cable enemy.

“They’re just trying to kill us in Iraq,” says Ledeen of
the American Enterprise Institute. “We have been look-
ing for a modus vivendi with Iran since 1979.” The only
conclusion to be drawn, he argues, is that there is no
Iranian interest in cooperating with the United States.

Riedel argues that view closes off any possibility of
peaceful resolution. “If Iranians believe we are only inter-
ested in regime change, we're killing any chance of a seri-
ous dialogue,” he says. “The Iranians need to know when
they enter into any kind of dialogue with us that it is not
a subterfuge for overthrowing the Islamic Republic.”

In any event, he adds, “If an overthrow is anyone’s
goal, it’s a fantasy.” The present Iranian government will
not disappear “any time in the near future.”

BACKGROUND

Mossadegh Overthrown

Modern U.S.-Iranian relations began with the CIA-
engincered overthrow of Prime Minister Mohammed
Mossadegh in 1953. Mossadegh, an ardent nationalist,
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1950, 19 / 8¢ A ousts nationalist prime minister,
mshering i e of lose ties to Irans monarch,

April 28, 1951 1rans parliament nationalizes country’s

oil indnstry.

Aug. 19, 1953 CIA direcrs coup that ousts Prime
Minister Mohammed Mossadegh, who spearheaded oil

nationalization.

1963 Shah Mohammed Reza Pahlavi’s U.S.-originated
“white revolution” on socioeconomic issues receives

99 percent approval in an obviously rigged referendum
that prompts a wave of protests.

1964 More protests greet a new law granting immunity to
thousands of Americans working in Iran if they are
accused of crimes. . . . Ayarollah Ruhollah Khomeini, a
cleric leading the protests, is forced into exile.

1977 President Jimmy Carter toasts the shah in Tehran as
a beloved promoter of stabiliry,

Jan. 1978 Officially sponsored publication of an article
defaming Khomeini sparks demonstrations.

1979-1989 Incapable of quelling the protesss, the shab
Slees, and Khomeini returns Jrom exile 10 become the countrys
dominant leader under a quasi-parliamentary system domi-
nated by religious leaders,

Jan. 1979 Shah goes into exile.

Nov. 4, 1979 Shah’s arrival in United States for cancer
treatment prompts students to storm the U.S. Embassy in
Tehran and ke 52 hostages.

1980 Iragi dicrator Saddam Hussein, a Sunni, launches a
war against Iran’s Shiite government — which he Perceives
as a threar to his regime. . '

1981 Iran frees the hostages the day Carter leaves office. . . .
Crash of a plane carrying Israeli arms for Iran signals Israel’s
dltin Iran-Iraq war.

1983 Hezbollah terrorists allied with Iran attack U.S. |
Embassy and Marine barracks in Beirut, Lebanon, killing
304 Americans.
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1986 President Ronald Reagan admits his adminiscration

illegally sold weapons to Iran and funneled profits to the

« » . . : , . S
contra” guerrillas fighting Nicaragua’s left-wing Sandinista

government. . . . U.S. confirms providing intelligence to

Iraq to help its bombing campaign against Iran,

1888 Ayacollah Khomeini dies.

1 990*2007 Conservative cleric appointed to Iran’

most important post. Relations with the 1.8, deteriorate,

1990 Conservative Ayarollah Ali Khamenei named
supreme leader.

1987 Reformist cleric Mohammed Khatami elected
president in a landslide.

1988 Khatami seems interested in reopening relations

with the U.S.

2000 Dissident journalist Akbar Ganji and other

democracy activists imprisoned.

2001 Khatami wins second term. . . . Iranian securiry
forces help U.S. military during invasion of Afghanistan.

2002 Bush calls Iran a member of the “axis of evil,” along
with North Korea and Iraq.

2005 Populist hard-liner Mahmoud Ahmadinejad elected
president following failure of Khatami’s reforms.

Dec. 23, 2006 U S. military says Iran is arming Iraqi
militias. . . . U.N. Security Council imposes financial
sanctions on Iran for failing to halt uranium
enrichment. . . . Iran holds conference on Holocaust,
with Holocaust deniers invited.

2007 Security Council orders new sanctions against Iran
for its refusal to quit uranium enrichment. . . . Senate res-
olution demands that the U.S. “combar” Iranian activities
inlraq. .. . President Bush says Iran’s nuclear program
raises specter of “World War ITL” . .. Israeli bombing in
Syria raises fear of Isracli or U.S. strike on Iran. . . .
Ahmadinejad vows no retreat from nuclear program. . ..
October talks between Iran and nuclear-watchdog agency
produce no agreement.




had been at the center of a crisis that had been building
since the late 1940s over the future of Britain’s long-
standing oil concession, which effectively controlled
Iran’s major natural resource.*

Mossadegh had accepted the post of prime minister
from the shah on condition that parliament end the con-
cession, which it did on April 28, 1951. “The anniver-
sary of the passing of the oil nationalization bill,” writes
historian Ali M. Ansari of the University of St. Andrews
in Scotland, “is perhaps the closest thing to an Iranian
independence day.”®

But for the CIA — which worked closely with the
British — Mossadegh'’s nationalization of Britain’s Anglo-
Iranian Oil. Co. showed him to be a threat to Western
interests, and politically unreliable, in a region where the
Soviet Union was a looming presence. President Dwight
D. Eisenhower approved a coup plan. One attempt
failed, leading the shah to take a sudden vacation in
Rome. Then, on Aug. 19, 1953, a CIA officer directed a
move against Mossadegh, who eventually surrendered.
“The shah became the centerpiece of American foreign
policy in the Islamic world,” writes New York Times cor-
respondent Tim Weiner in a recent history of the CIA.
But, “A generation of Iranians grew up knowing that the
CIA had installed the shah.”

Although the United States poured money into Iran
alter the coup, it didn’t buy all Iranians’ friendship.
Abolhasan Ebtehaj, a government official who lost his
post after disputes with American officials, faulted the

free-spending U.S. approach. “Not so many years ago in
[ran, the United States was loved and respected as no
uther country, and without having given a penny of aid,”
hie said in a 1961 speech in San Francisco. “Now, after
inore than $1 billion of loans and grants, America is nei-
ther loved nor respected; she is distrusted by most people
aind hated by many.™

Phe John E Kennedy administration, which came to
prower in 1961, pushed the shah even harder to shake up his
“rouniry's soclal structure. Arguing that Iran’s land-tenure
syaiem amounted to “feudalism,” creating conditions that

inade Iran ripe for a communist revolution, the Americans
desnanded private land ownership for peasants.

it when che shah’s so-called “white revolution”
aatinred, it brought repercussions that the Americans
Ll forescen. Rural, land-owning aristocrats and mem-
of the clergy, who had been instrumental in pushing
il ii‘!)?-:.;l(‘(!!;ll, opposed the change, in some cases more
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because it was American-imposed than because of its objec-
tives. The shah, with U.S. encouragement, also proposed
the political emancipation of women, which angered con-
servatives, especially religious leaders.

When a national referendum showed 99 percent
approval for the “revolution,” riots broke out because the
election clearly had been rigged. Ruhollah Khomeini, a
previously obscure clergyman, became one of the stron-
gest voices against she shah.

For Iranians, what the shah and his American advisers
called reform was something quite different. “The shah’s
modernization program — which created less an authen-
tic development than a consumer socicty for privileged
elites — quickly enriched the members of the royal family
and the court, the entrepreneurs (almost all subcontrac-
tors for large Western firms), the powerful merchants, the
importers of spare parts and consumer goods, the specula-
tors,” wrote French journalist Eric Rouleau in 1980.%

Then the United States prompted the shah to intro-
duce legislation granting immunity from the Iranian
legal system for any American citizen accused of a crime.
On the same day the bill was approved — after the shah
fixed the parliamentary vote — Iranian lawmakers also
approved a $200 million loan from the United States.

“The dignity of Iran has been destroyed,” Khomeini
declared. “They wanted a loan, and America demanded
this in return.” In 1964 Khomeini was sent into exile.?

Shah Overthrown

The United States and the shah deepened their relation-
ship in the 1970s. Israel, too, enjoyed close ties to the
shah, whose quiet acceptance of the Jewish state enraged
Arab governments — and many Iranians. By 1977, there
were some 30,000 American government personnel and
businesspeople in Iran, President Jimmy Carter noted
during a toast to the shah on New Year’s Eve in Tehran.

“Iran, because of the great leadership of the shah, is
an island of stabiliry in one of the more troubled areas of
the world,” said Carter, in words that would later embar-
rass him. “This is a great tribute to you, your majesty,
and to your leadership and to the respect and the admi-
ration and love which your people give to you.™!

Only weeks later, however, the monarchy’s collapsc
began. In January, after the shah-approved publication of
a defamatory newspaper article about Khomeini, well-
organized street protests broke out in several cities, creat
ing a crisis atmosphere.
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PPresidential Hopefuls Targeting Iran

Dicnmocrats and Republicans disagree on military action.

S, military action against Iran may or may not

oceur, bur candidates for the 2008 presidential

nomination are fighting about whether ir would
bea good idea.

For now, the big Iran knockdown is taking place among
Pemocratic candidates. Debate centers on a Sepr. 26 Senate
resolution urging the United Srates to “combat, conrain
and roll back the violent activities and destabilizing influ-
ence” of Iran’s government inside Iraq and declare the
Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps a terrorist organiza-
tion. The resolution passed, 76-22.)

Antiwar Democrats called
the amendment a barely veiled
authorization to scramble
warplanes over Iran. “It’s an
enormous mistake to give
George Bush the first step in
the authority to move militar-
ily on Iran,” said former

: North Carolina Sen. John
% ' Edwards. “The resolution on
the Iranian Revolutionary
Guard did chat.™

Edwards’ comment was
aimed not only at the Bush administration bur at front-
runner Sen. Hillary Redham Clinton, D-N.Y., who

drew fire from antiwar Democrats for supporting the

Former Sen. John
Edwards, D-N.C.

resolution.

Clinton responded that she
hadn’t been voting for war. “I
oppose any rush to war but
also believe doing nothing is
not acceptable — diplomacy is
the right path,” she said in a
mailing to prospective primary
voters in Jowa.?

Perhaps in response to
criticism of her vote, Clinton
on Oct. 1 signed up as a
cosponsor of a bill introduced

AFP/Getty Images/Saul Loeb

Sen. Hillary Rodham
Clinton, D-N.Y.

last March by Sen. Jim Webb, D-Va., that would
bar military action against Iran without congressional
authorization.?

Webb, a Marine combat veteran of Vietnam, was among
the critics of the resolution, which had been sponsored by
Sen. Joseph Lieberman, I-Conn., whose hawkish views on
Iraq cost him the Democratic Senate nomination in his
state in 2006, and Sen. Jon Kyl of Arizona, a conservative
Republican. “Those who regrer their vorte five years ago to
authorize milirary action in Iraq should think hard before
supporting this approach,” he said, “because, in my view, it
has the same potential to do harm where many are secking
to do good.”

While Clinton’s support for Webb’s bill might have
seemed an opportunistic response to recent attacks, last
February she had demanded that Bush make no move
against Iran withour congressional authorizarion.t

In any case, Clinton’s opponents didn't drop the Iran
issue. By late October, another front-runner nipping at her
heels advocated a sharp break with the Iran policy espoused
by the administration — notably going further than
Clinron in marking a distance from Bush.

“I would meet directly
with Iranian leaders,” Sen.
Barack Obama, D-III., told
The New York Times. “We
would engage in a level of
aggressive, personal diplo-
macy. . .. Iran and Syria
would srart changing their
behavior if they starred see-
ing that they had some incen-
tives to-do so, but right now
the only incentive that exists

Getly Images/Eric Thayer

Sen. Barack Obama, D-1Ii.

is our president suggesting that if you do what we rell
you, we may not blow you up.” Obama didn’t vote on the
resolution that brought Clinton so much heat.

Among Republican presidential hopefuls, Iran has
served mostly as a contest over who can advocate the
toughest measures. Arizona Sen. John McCain seemed




momentarily to have won that
contest. In April, sitting in his
tour bus, he sang a few bars of
the chorus of “Bomb Iran,”
by Vince Vance and the
Valiants, an AM radio favorite
of the 1979-1981 hostage-
crisis. period (based on the
Beach Boys’ “Barbara Ann”).
But after cries of indignation,
McCain protested thar he’d
only been kidding. “People

Getty iImages/Emmanuel Dunfand

Sen. John McCain,
R-Ariz.

got to lighten up, ger a life,” McCain said.t

Nevertheless, in a more serious setting McCain answered
affirmatively when asked at an Ocrober debate whether he

would rake action against Iran — without consulting
Congress — to stop it from acquiring nuclear weapons. But
he added a proviso — “if the
situation . . . requires immedi-

ate action to ensure the secu-
rity of the United States of
America.”

Former Massachusetts
Gov. Mitt Romney was
widely judged to have stum-
bled when he answered the

Gelty Images/Joe Raedle

same question: “We're going
to let the lawyers sort out
what he needed to do and
whar he didn’t need to do,”
Romney said, scemingly referring to whichever president
might be facing the issue, “buz certainly what you want to
do is o have the agreement of all the people in leadership

Former Gov. Mitt
Romney, R-Mass.

of our government, as well as
our friends around the world
where those circumstances
are available.”

Of all the Republican
contenders, former New
York City Mayor Rudolph
W. Giuliani has made the

most of the Iran issue. His

Getly Images/Ethan Miller

senior foreign policy adviser
on Iran is Michael Rubin of
the American Enterprise

Former Mayor Rudolph
Giuliani, R-N.Y.
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Instirute, who advocates stepping up aid to Iranian
democracy activists. Also advising is Commentary
magazine Editor-at-large Norman Podhoretz, a promi-
nent neocon who calls for bombing Iranian nuclear
facilities.

During a Seprember visit to Londen, Giuliani said that
if Iran got close to building a nuclear weapon, “We will
prevent them or we'll set them back five or 10 years,” He
added, “That is not said as a threat. That should be said as
a promise.”™

Bur even if he won the nomination and the election,
Giuliani wouldn't be deciding Iran policy until early 2009.
For now, the constant stream of events, speculation, dec-
larations and rumors about Iran is fueling the political
process to such an extedr that liberal New York Times col-
umnist Frank Rich theorized that the Bush administration
is keeping the rension high mainly ro torment Democratic
candidates.

“Whatever happens in or to Iran,” Rich wrote, “the
American public will be carper-bombed by apacalypric pro-
paganda for the 12 months to come.”

} See Senate Amendment 3017 to HR1585: “To express the sense of the
Senate regarding Iran,” Sepe. 20, 2007, www.govirack.us/congress/amend
mentxpd?session=110&amde=s3017.

* Quoted in Dan Balz, “Iran Becomes an Issue in Democratic Contest,”
The Washington Post, Oct. 25, 2007, p. A7.
3 Ihid.

# See “Senartor Clinton Announces Co-Sponsorship of Webb Legislation
Prohibiting the Use of Funds for Military Operations In Iran,” press
release, Oct. 1, 2007, www.senate.gov/-clinton/news/state ments/
details.cfim?id=284618.

® Quorted in Shailagh Murray, “Webb Sccn as a Potential 2008 Running
Mate,” The Washington Post, Oct. 28, 2007, p. A4.

¢ “Clinton: No Military Action on Iran Without Congressional
Authority,” press release, Feb. 14, 2007, www.senate.gov/-clinton/
news/statements/record.cfm?id=269287.

7 See “Vince Vance and the Valiants,” neworleansbands.ner, undated,
www.neworleansbands.net/music/bands/161/.

¥ Quoted in Mark Leibovich, “Falling From the Top Lands McCain in a
Scaled-Back Comfort Zone,” The Washingron Posz, Qct. 7, 2007, p. Al.
® Quoted in Adam Nagourney and Marc Santora, “Romney and

Giuliani Spar as New Guy Looks On,” The New York Times, Oct. 10,
2007, p. Al

W.Ibid,

Y Quorted in Michael Finnegan, “Giuliani warns Iranians against
nuclear ambitions,” Los Angeles Times, Sepe. 20, 2007, p. A1S.
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Lo the surprise ol obscrvers, the shah and his notori-
oussedret police, SAVAK, proved incapable of coping. In
the past SAVAK had arrested, tortured or killed hun-
dreds of thousands of genuine or alleged oppositionists.
el had o close working relationship with SAVAK,
prowing out of antagonism between the shah and the
Arab states. That relationship fueled popular antagonism
toward the Jewish state.

A year later, on Jan. 16, 1979, the shah fled Iran. Two
weeks fater, Khomeini returned home from exile in Paris,
turning the revolutionary process definitively toward his
brand of socially conservative, politically aggressive and
theocratic Shiite politics. Some secular democrats who
were involved in an early provisional government were
pushed aside. “Ar every step of the way, [Khomeini] and
his supporters proved more ardent in their faith, more
manipulative in their conduct and more merciless in their
retaliations,” writes Ray Takeyh, a historian and senior
fellow ar the centrist Council on Foreign Relations. 2

Khomeini’s strategy bore fruit on Dec. 3, 1979, when
Iranian vorers approved a constiturion thar created
today’s Islamic Republic of Iran, directed by a religious
leader who would nor be accountable to the public or to
elected officials. A Guardian Council, mainly clerics,
would have the final word on all legislation.

The referendum passed amidst a frenzy of enthusiasm
generated by a crisis thar still reverberares. A month ear-
lier, on Nov. 4, a band of student militants overran the
U.S. Embassy in Tehran, taking 52 hostages, to punish
the Carter administration for allowing the shah into the
United States for cancer treatment.

Khomeini applauded the takeover, and the United States
cut relations with Iran — which haven’t been restored to
this day. Khomeini’s forces, meanwhile, used CIA and other
U.S. documents the students found to discredir domestic
enemies shown ro have connections to the United States.
The hostage crisis ended 444 days after it began, with the
Inauguration of Ronald Reagan on Jan. 20, 1981.

Besides broken diplomatic relations, U.S. sanctions
against Iran imposed during the hostage crisis also have
survived. The United States firsc imposed financial pen-
altics on Iran during the crisis, when the Carter adminis-
tration banned Iranian ojl imports and froze Iranian
asscts in the United States. In 1987, Reagan banned
imports of all Iranian goods and services, citing Iranjan
support for international terrorism. In 1995, Clinton
banned US, participation in petroleum development in
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Iran, also citing Iranian support for terrorism as well as
efforts to acquire weapons of mass destruction. In 1997
Clinton extended the previous order by explicitly barring
Americans from virtually all
involving Iran — a ban thar was eased in 2000 to allow
imports of Iranian dried fruits, nuts and caviar. 3

rrade and investments

Israel’s Tilt

During the hostage crisis, in September 1980, Saddam
Hussein launched a war against Iran over its alleged viola-
tion of a bilateral treaty. But, pretext aside, Saddam wanted
to crush the new republic. As a Sunnj ruling a majority-
Shiite populace, Saddam viewed Iran’s Shiite government
as a powerful threat o his predominantly Sunni regime,

Saddam also posed a serious threat to Israel, given his
nuclear ambitions. Iran seemed a lesser danger, despite
its anti-Israel rhetoric. But for the United States, still
reeling from the hostage crisis, Iran was the majn enemy.
The Iran-Iraq war would see the United States helping
Iraq, while Israel secretly shipped arms to Iran. These
alignments later shifted — wich the United States top-
pling Saddam and Israel coming to fear Iran. But even
during the 1980s, U.S. officials ar one point joined in a
scheme with Israel to sell arms to Iran.

During the eight-year war, Israelj leaders occasion-
ally acknowledged their tilt toward Iran. “For 28 of 37
years, Iran was a friend of Israel. If it could work for 28
years.... . why couldn’ it [again], once this crazy idea of
Shiite fundamentalism is gone?” asked Yirzhak Rabin,
Israel’s defense minister, in 1987 4

But in addition to talking, the Jewish state was supply-
ing arms to Iran. Both countries had reasons to keep the
supply line secret, bur in July 1981 an Argentine airplane
carrying Isracli weapons to Iran crashed, leading to reports
of a $200 million arms deal between the two countries. 5

A few years later, Israeli — and American — arms
sales to Iran became front-page news during the so-called
“Iran-Contra” scandal. In November 1986, a Beirut
newspaper revealed a secret visit to Iran by President
Reagan’s national security adviser, Robert McFarlane,
Weeks larer, Reagan admirted his administration had sold
weapons to Iran — violating a U.S. arms embargo — and
funneled the profits to the “contra” guerrillas fighting
Nicaragua’s left-wing Sandinista government.

Further complicating an already tangled tale, the
Reagan administration also acknowledged it had fed
secret intelligence to Iraq from U.S. satellite photos,




allowing it to assess damage from bombing strikes on
Iranian targets. “Because we could see the fact that Iran
at various times clearly had the upper hand, and had the
manpower to continue much further than Iraq could,”
the American assistance was necessary, an unnamed
White House official said.46

By that time, the United States had another reason to
help Iran’s enemy. Following the 1982 Israeli invasion of
Lebanon, Iran — eager for a base in the Arab countries
— helped create the terrorist organization and political
movement Hezbollah (Party of God). Its base was
Lebanon’s marginalized Shiite population, which had
turned against Israel,

The following year, Hezbollah was implicated in a
deadly bombing that destroyed the U.S. Embassy in
Lebanon’s capital, Beirut, killing 63 people. Six months
later, a Hezbollah truck bomb hit the U.S. Marine barracks
in Beirur, killing 241 Marines serving as peacekeepers.

Opinions are divided about whether Iran played a role
in a terrorist attack that killed 19 airmen in 1996 at Khobar
Towers, an apartment building serving as Air Force quar-
ters near Dhahran, Saudi Arabia. In December 2006, U.S.
District Judge Royce C. Lamberth of Washington ruled
Iran responsible in connection with a lawsuit by victims’
families against the Islamic Republic.?

Lamberth’s decision echoed Attorney General John
Ashcroft’s conclusion in June 2001 that “elements of
the Iranian government inspired, supported and super-
vised” the attack. Some experts challenge that conclu-
sion. “There was a paucity of credible evidence,” writes
historian Ansari.®

Rise of Repression

After Khomeini’s death in 1989, Iran’s clerical overseers
chose conservative Ayatollah Ali Khameini as the next
supreme leader. “He believes that the mission of the
Islamic Republic is to uphold religious norms and resist
popular attempts to alter the regime along democratic
hines,” writes a critic, historian Takeyh.#

By the late 1990s, however, the popular call for more
demaocracy was picking up strength. In 1997, by a land-
slide of nearly 70 percent, voters elected Mohammed
Ehatami as president. Khatami, a mid-ranking cleric
who had emerged as a foe of repression, had studied
Western philosophy, from which he quoted freely. And
hie knew Western social and political norms up close,
laving lived in Germany. That broader outlook and
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experience showed. “State authority cannot be attained
through coercion and dictatorship,” he had written.5

In 1998, Khatami indicated a willingness not only to
loosen controls on Iranians but also to enter into nego-
tiations aimed at renewing relations with the United
States. Using a 1998 interview with CNN to broadcast
his views to the West, Khatami condemned terrorism “in
all its forms.” And speaking of the hostage crisis — still
looming over U.S.-Iranian affairs — Khatami said it
grew out of Iranian grievances such as the 1953 coup but
also reflected the chaos of a revolutionary period — a
condition that no longer applicd. “Today, our new soci-
ety has been institutionalized,” he said, “and there is no
need for unconventional methods of expression.”!

In his first year in office, more than 200 new newspa-
pers and magazines and 95 political partics and organiza-
tions were permitted. The new frecdom sparked public
debates on topics that had been out of bounds, including
Israel and the Palestinians.

In 2001 Khatami swept into olfice a sccond time, with
a 77 percent victory. But even suppaorters adimicted that
political liberalization had advanced, despite continued
repression, while the economy had fallen oft a cliff. One-
quarter of the workforce was uncimployed, and 40 per-
cent of the population lived below the poverty line.

Not surprisingly, the high hopes Khatami had inspired
wurned into disillusion. Economic disaster aside, franians
who had hoped for reopening relations with the United
States had experienced only disappoiniment. Iranian-U.S.
cooperation early in the invasion of Afghanistan hadn'e led
to closer ties. “Before and during the war in Afghaniscan,
the Iranians were quite helpful to the United States,” writes
Kenneth Pollack, director of Persian Gull Affairs ac the
National Security Council in the Clinton administration
“They shared our hatred of al Qacda and the Taliban, and
they provided us with extensive assistance on intelligence,
logistics, diplomacy and Afghan internal politics.”

And yet, the year after the Afghanistan campaign
began, Bush in his first State of the Union address
called Iran a member of the “axis of cvil,” along with
North Korea and Iraq. “Iran aggressively pursues these
weapons [of mass destruction] and exports terror,”
Bush said, “while an unelected few repress the Iranian
people’s hope for freedom.”*

In 2005, Ahmadinejad, then Tehran’s mayor, won a
presidential-election runoff with 62 percent of the vote.
A veteran of the bloody Iran-Iraq War and an engineer of
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working class origins, he combined Khomeini-era theto-
e apamat the United States with denunciations of eco-
O Injustice,

Where reformists in Iran had hoped for eventual res-
toration of relations with the West, the new president
and his circle looked to China, India and Russia for cap-
nal and trade links. “Our nation is continuing the path
of progress and on this path has no significant need for
the United States,” Ahmadinejad said shortly before his

clection.®

CURRENT SITUATION

New Sanctions

The Bush administration is gearing up to start enforcing
a new set of financial sanctions against an Iranian mili-
tary force that the administration charges with terrorism.
The sanctions also are designed to stymie what the
administration regards as Iran’s nuclear-weapons devel-
opment program.

On Oct. 25, 2007, the State Department barred U.S.,
citizens and businesses from dealing with banks, busi-
nesses and individuals linked to the Revolutionary
Guard, Iran’s military logistics agency, or the Acrospsace
Industries Organization, both of which the administra-
tion says are helping in developing ballistic missiles or
nuclear weapons,5

The State Department also listed 2 unit of the
Rcvolutionary Guard — the Qods [Jerusalem] Force —
as a terrorist agency. The administration says the force,
which has been described as a 5,000-man “unconven-
tional warfare” wing of the Guard, provides “material
support” to Lebanon’s Hezbollah; three Palestinian orga-
nizations, including the militant Palestinian Islamic
group Hamas; Afghanistan’s Taliban and Shiite militias
in Iraq “who target and kill coalition and Iraqi‘ forces and
innocent Iraqi civilians.””

Administration officials suggested that the sanctions
represented a commitment to cracking down on Iran short
of war. “We do not believe thar conflict is inevitable,” said
Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs R. Nicholas
Burns after the measures were announced. “This decision
today supports the diplomacy and in no way, shape or
form does it anticipate the use of force,”s8

Whether the sanctions will bite into Iran’s nuclear
development project is another question. “It is unlikely

that these sanctions are going to impede the Iranian pur-
suit of nuclear capabilities,” says Jon Wolfstahl, a senior
fellow at the Center for Strategic and International
Studies. “It is not going to seriously affect their financial
situation because oil prices have risen so high.”s®

Bur a former National Security Council (NSC) offi-
cial, Lee Wolosky, sees the sanctions as capable of slow-
ing down Iran’s use of the international financial system.
European governments may ignore the sanctions, he
acknowledges, but European banks could cooperate, if
only to avoid complicating their own dealings with the
United States. “Already, a great deal of of informal pres-
sure is being applied to European banks to re-analyze
relationships with Iran,” he says.

“This has had a certain measure of success,” he con-
tinues. “You're going to see non-U.S. banks cease to do
business with [Iranian entities].”60

Days after his remarks, according to The New York
Times, Western diplomats said most major European
banks had quit dealing with the Iranian banks named in
the sanction orders, or were getting ready ro do s0.¢!

The new sanctions have reverberated at the World
Bank, where officials said in November they were hold-
ing up $5.4 million for four projects in Iran — earth-
quake relief, water and sanitation, environment
management and urban housing. The bank acted because
the sanctions left it withour an Iranian bank through
which to funnel funds.s2

An Iranian official, meanwhile, scoffed at the new
measures. “Sanctions have been imposed on us for the
past 28 years,” said Saeed Jalili, who recently replaced Alj
Larijani as Iran’s representative before the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). “The new sanctions, like
those before, will have no effect on Iran’s policies.”s3

Whatever effects the past sanctions may have had,
they clearly haven't stopped Iran’s nuclear development
efforts, according to Paul Pillar, the CIA’s former national
intelligence officer for the Near East and South Asia. He
worries the latest sanctions raise tensions between Iran
and the United States. “They strengthen the positions of
the relative hard-liners,” Pillar says. “I think we played
into the Iranian president’s hands,”®

Iran in the U.N.

Amid the new sanctions, and the stepped-up war of words
between Washington and Tehran, the U.N. Security

Council is jockeying with Iran over its nuclear program.
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Are President Bush’s recent statements on Iran dangerously provocative?

Sen. Robert C. Byrd, D-W. Va.

Chairman, Senate Appropriations Commitiee

YES

Written for CQ Researcher, November 2007

Yes. Every day now, it seems that the confrontational rhetoric
between the United States and Iran continues to escalate. The
main point of contention is Iran’s pursuit of nuciear weapons.
While few doubt Iran’s desire to attain a nuclear bomb, there is
little evidence that they are close to acquiring such a capability.

Yet, the White House has been busy unleashing almost daily
claims of an imminent nuclear threat in fran, as it did with Iraq.
Fear, panic and chest-pounding do not work well in the conduct
of foreign policy. This is a time to put diplomacy to work. There
is ample opportunity to coordinate with our allies to constrain
Iran’s ambitions. But instead of working with our partners, the
Bush administration has unveiled new unifateral sanctions
against Iran. Instead of direct diplomatic negotiations with fran,
the administration continues to issue ultimatums and threats,

We have been down that path already. We know where it
leads. Vice President Cheney recently threatened “serious con-
sequences” — the exact phrase that he used in the run-up to
the invasion of lrag — if Tehran does not acquiesce to U.S.
demands. The parallels are all-too-chilling. President Bush
warned that those who wish to “avoid World War 11> should
seek to keep Iran from attaining nuclear weapons. Secretary of
Defense Robert Gates has admitted in the press that the
Pentagon has drafted plans for a military option in iran. The
president’s $196 billion request for emergency war funding
included a request for “bunker-buster” bombs that have no
immediate use in lraq.

Taking all of it together — the bellicose rhetoric, the need-
lessly confrontational unilateral sanctions, the provocative sta-
tioning of U.S. warships in the region, the operational war
planning and the request for munitions that seem designed for
use in Iran — there are reasons for deep concern that this
administration is once again rushing headlong into another
disastrous war in the Middle East.

The Bush administration apparently believes that it has the
authority to wage preemptive war — and can do so without prior
congressional approval. That is why | am cosponsoring a reso-
lution with Sen. Richard Durbin, D-{Il., which affirms that any
military action taken against Iran must be explicitly approved by
tamgress before any such action be initiated. The White House
st be reminded of the constitutional powers entrusted to the
people’s branch. Let us halt this rush to another war. Let us not
nike the same disastrous mistake as we did with frag.

Michael Rubin

Resident Scholar, American Enterprise Institute

Written for CQ Researcher, November 2007

On Oct. 17, President Bush rajsed the specter of war with Iran.
“If you're interested in avoiding World War 111, he said, it's nec-
essary to deny tfie Islamic Republic “the knowledge necessary
to make a nuclear weapon.” Condemnation of his comments
was swift. Sen. Robert Byrd, D-W. Va., accused the president of
using “rhetorical ghosts and goblins to scare the American
people, with claims of an imminent nuclear threat in Iran.”

Navel-gazing is a Capitol Hill pastime, but such criticism is mis-
placed. Since the disclosure of Iran’s covert enrichment program,
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspectors — not the
CIA or Iranian exiles — report a litany of lies. |AEA inspectors dis-
covered traces of uranium metal used to build bombs, not fuel
reactors. IAEA inspectors also found that Iran had experimented
with chemical separation of polonium, a material used to initiate
nuclear detonation. Iran still has not revealed what rogue Pakistani
scientist A.Q. Khan sold on his trip to Tehran.

Diplomacy should always be the strategy of first resort, but
its track record with Tehran does not encourage. While it is fash-
ionable to blame lran’s nuclear desire upon U.S. presence in Iraq
and Afghanistan, Tehran's program predates such interventions
by 15 years. In the name of engagement, the European Union
nearly tripled trade with iran between 2000 and 2005. But rather
than invest that windfall in schools and hospitals, the franian
government — then under reformist control — poured money
into its military and centrifuge programs. Tehran has yet to pro-
vide the West a single, confidence-building measure.

Iranian diplomats say their program is peaceful, but officials close
to Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei suggest otherwise. On Feb. 14,
2005, Ayatollah Mohammad Bager Kharrazi, secretary-general of
Iranian Hezbollah, said, "We are able to produce atomic bombs, and
we will do that.” Three months later, Gholam Reza Hasani, Khamenei's
representative to West Azerbaijan province said, “An atomic bomb . .
must be produced.” And, on Sept. 3, 2007, Khamenei himself said,
“Iran will outwit the West on the nuclear issue.”

fran’s centrifuge cascade, Syria’s surprise nuclear plant and
North Korea’s rale in its construction suggest time is limited. To
avert escalation, the White House must demonstrate diplomacy
to be Tehran's best option. Bush's rhetoric dampens Iran's over-
confidence and underscores U.S. seriousness, both in Tehran
and at the United Nations. Bashing Bush may make good poli-
tics, but it is irresponsible and may hasten the result which
Bush’s domestic critics most fear.
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Molhammed EiBaradei, director of the TAEA, has
been trying to negotiate a program of tough inspections
tireteare lran's uranium-enrichment program stops short

of producing weapons-quality fuel. While he has argued
apnst trying to stop enrichment altogether, he has also
warned that Iran may have to “come clean” about possi-
ble past work on weapons development.®

" We cannot give Iran a pass right now, because there’s
stillafot of question marks,” ElBaradei said on CNN in
late October. He added that the agency hasn't seen any
definitive evidence Iran is pursuing an “active weaponiza-
tion program,”®

ElBaradei’s remarks came about six weeks before he is
scheduled to tell diplomats from the United States, Britain,
I'rance, Germany, Russia and China whether doubts over
Iran’s nuclear intentions have been resolved. If not, ar least
some of those countries favor new U.N. sanctions designed
to force Iran’s compliance with IAEA regulations.

In early November, the British Foreign Office
announced that all six countries had agreed to approve
such sanctions, but China and Russia hadn’t confirmed
Britain’s statement. Days earlier, President Vladimir V.
Putin asked, “Why make the situation worse, bring it
to a dead end, threaten sanctions or even military
action?”¢

The climate surrounding Putin’s statement — already
made tense by the Foreign Office’s announcement and the
carlier statements by Bush and Cheney — was further
supercharged by military action by Israel. On Sept. 6,
Israeli warplanes bombed a building in Syria that American
officials said housed a nuclear project aided by North
Korea. Israel has maintained official silence and imposed
military censorship on its aggressive press. And Syria has
denied doing any nuclear work — with North Korea or
without it. “The rumors have been deliberately fabricated
by Israel to justify its recent act of aggression against Syria,”
Syrian Prime Minister Mohammed Naji al-Orri said.6

Whatever effect the bombing may have had on Syria,
Iran was also indirectly a target, some Washington strate-
gists said. “If you are Israel and you are looking at this,
the value of striking Syria is that it sends a signal, includ-
ing to the Iranians,” said Michael Green, a former direc-
tor of Asian affairs at the National Security Council and
now an associate professor at Georgetown University’s
School of Foreign Service. “This follows the Chinese
proverb that sometimes you have to kill the chicken to

scare the monkey.”

Iranian officials gave no sign of being scared, nor of
willingness to bend to international pressure to suspend
their efforts to enrich uranium. “Suspension is the cru-
cial issue if the Iranians want to get off the hook of more
sanctions,” said a participant in talks in Rome in October
between Iranian negotiators and Javier Solana, foreign
policy director of the European Union. “They seem to
think they are doing enough.””®

Last March, and also in December 2006, the Security
Council approved sanctions aimed at forcing Iran to stop
its enrichment effores.”

The first of those two sets of sanctions banned the import
and export by Iran of materials and technology used in ura-
nium enrichment and ballistic missiles. In addition, the
assets of 12 Iranian individuals and 10 companies allegedly
involved in nuclear and missile work were frozen.™

Then, in March, after Iran still hadn’ satisfied objec-
tions to its nuclear program, the Security Council
approved tougher sanctions, including a ban on all weap-
ons sales to Iran and on any grants or loans to Iran not
involving humanitarian and development aid.”

In the weeks leading up to the scheduled November
meeting, the outlook for Iran to back away from enrich-
ment seemed dim, judging by President Ahmadinejad’s
blunt remarks just before the Rome rtalks were to start.
“Iran will not retreat one iota,” he said. “We are in favor
of talks, bur we will not negotiate with anyone abour our
right to nuclear technology.”

Ahmadinejad’s declaration represents one face that
Iranian officials have presented to international bodies who
try to control the proliferation of nuclear technology.

The other face showed in statements made after
Iranian officials met in Rome with E.U. representatives.
“We are after no adventure, and we are after no trouble-
making,” Larijani told reporters.’

But, in a further complicarion for those trying to decode
Iran’s strategy, Larijani — seen by some as a voice of mod-
eration — was replaced as Iran’s chief negotiator on the
nuclear issue. Larijani denied that his removal signaled a
hardening of Irar’s position. Some Iranian politicians didn’
buy the denial. “It s very disappointing that the government
does not tolerate even views of a person like Mr. Larijani and
would eliminate him in such a manner,” said Mohammed
Hashemi, a former vice president and the brother of former
President Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani.”

Larijani’s replacement, in fact, was among the latest in
a long sequence of events that have prompted suspicion of




Iran’s intentions. In 20035, for example, the JAEA reported
that Iran had acquired engineering drawings on how to
cast uranium into the exact shape of a nuclear bomb core.
Equally important, the source of the drawings was the
infamous A.Q. Khan of Pakistan, who had made a mis-
sion and a business out of selling nuclear plans to develop-
ing countries, especially Muslim-majority nations.”®

Hovering over the entire issue of Iran and nuclear
development is the question of when Iran could be ready
to produce a nuclear weapon. Defense Secretary Gates
has reported that intelligence agencies estimate 2010 at
the carliest, or 2015 at the latest. Burt Israel’s military
intelligence research chief, Brig. Gen. Yossi Baidatz, told
the Israeli parliament in early November that the date
could come as early as 2009. Some Israeli officials have
suggested that Israel would never let Iran get that far.
Sallai Meridor, ambassador to the United States, said in
late October that Israel should always be prepared “ro
preempt, to deter, to defeat if we can.””

But Israel’s political-military elite isn’t of one mind on
the subject. Efraim Halevy, Israel’s retired chief spymas-
ter, disputes the notion that Iran poses a threat to [srael’s
existence. “T believe that Israel is indestructible,” Halevy
told The Washington Post. And if Iran does produce an
atomic weapon, he said, Israel has “a whole arsenal of
capabilities” to deter nuclear aggression from Iran, whose
leaders would consider it a religious violation to put their
country’s survival at risk.”8

OUTLOOK

Popular Uprising?

What will Iran be like 10 years from now? George Mason
University historian Bakhash refuses to hazard a predic-
tion. “There are too many variables,” he says.

Indeed, from the 1953 coup to the flight of the shah to
the embassy hostage crisis to the horrific war with Iraqg —
and more — Iran has experienced enough volatility for
10 countries.

“lran is a very emotional and changeable society; it’s
better to forecast the next six months,” says human-rights
activist Afshari, sounding a similar note of caution. But
he doces sketch out a possible near-term future.

“In the next 10 years, Iranian society will be in a
much better situation in the field of democracy and
buman rights and justice,” he says. “A basic change will
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have happened. The government can’t continue like this.
They have to give in to the Iranian people’s demands.”

Afshari sees the present government as incapable of
maintaining its current nuclear development efforts. “It
cannot continue outside the control of the international
community,” he says.

Moreover, he predicts, citing the collapse of the Soviet
Union, sweeping changes will be brought about, bur not
by popular elections. “There will be big social changes —
civil disobedience like in Poland, and also like the Islamic
Revolution,” he says.

Such a scenario could come about, says Iran hawk
Rubin of the American Enterprise Institute. But a far
bleaker one is equally possible, he says: “Either you're
going to have a Romania-style change, or clse the regime
will have crushed all dissent,””

Rubin agrees with Afshari chat working within legal
channels won’t produce the kind of deep change that
democracy activists and their supporters abroad support.
“If you believe that your legitimacy comes from God,
you don't care what 90 percent of the people think.”
Hence, any hopes are futile that the government would
respond even to a massive negative vote, he says.

Rubin’s American Enterprise Institute colleague
Ledeen depicts the government’s position even more
starkly. “The problem is not the fanaticism of the peo-
ple, it’s the fanaticism of the regime — a thin veneer
on top of a civilized and cultured country. They're pro-
Western and pro-American, they understand a lot
abour self-government, they’re well-educated, and
they’ve had constitutions. Why aren’t we working for
their freedom?”

Parsi, the Iranian-American advocate of a negotiated
reduction in tension in Tehran, argues that lowering the
level of hostility between the governments will make
democratic change more possible in Iran. “If we manage
to avoid conflicr, if there is significant reduction of ten-
sion between the two countries and if Iran is included in
the regional political and security structure — in return
for significant changes — then Iran can be a constructive
player in the region,” he says. Indeed, he adds, “Then
pro-democracy forces will have greater maneuverability
to move Iran in a more democratic direction.”

Riedel of the Brookings Institution’s Saban Center
says the failure of reformist President Khatami to pro-
duce fundamental changes shows the obsracles
the democracy movement faces. “It is a precty dramatic
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demonsiration that ic’s not going to move as fast as its
awn supporters — or outsiders — would like,

“I'm notan optimist about civil-society movements in the

Middle East — not on a 10-year cycle. Maybe 50 years.”

Fos the moment, though, Riedel and other Iran-

watchers are paying much closer attention to the imme-
diate future, and the prospects for peace.

“The possibilities of avoiding war — if we can get

through the end of the Bush administration, they're rea-
sonably good,” he says.
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