






















INTRODUCTION 3 

organization that had transformed itself into the Islamic Republi- 
can Party — the main pillar of Khomeini’s regime.*® The Mojahe- 
din, more than anyone else, would be surprised to hear of such a 
metamorphosis. Meanwhile, Western journalists, who for a decade 

had chosen to ignore the entire guerrilla movement in Iran, in 
June 1981 suddenly began to credit the Mojahedin with astound- 
ing feats against the Shah — feats that existed only in the minds of 
these journalists.? 

I have written this book neither to praise nor to damn the 
Mojahedin, but rather to piece together the history of the orga- 
nization and to answer a number of basic questions. What were 

the social backgrounds of the organization’s founders? What were 
the main features of their ideology and how far did Marxism 
influence their version of Islam? Why did the Mojahedin succeed 
in attracting a mass following but fail in gaining political power? 
What were the appeals of the Mojahedin and what groups in 
particular were drawn towards its ranks? In short, what were the 
links between its ideology and its social bases? 

To answer these questions, I have tried to place the history of 

the Mojahedin within the context of contemporary Iran, particu- 
larly within the framework of the following basic issues. First, the 
complex relationship between state and society in modern Iran. 
The first two chapters deal with this issue, especially with the 

fundamental weaknesses of the Pahlavi monarchy, the socio-eco- 
nomic causes of the revolution, and the structural strengths of the 

Islamic Republic. Second, the political and social dilemmas of the 
modern Iranian intelligentsia. By intelligentsia I mean not simp- 

ly intellectuals in the European sense, but the rawshanfekran 
(enlightened thinkers) which, in Persian, denotes the modern- 

educated salaried middle class who are alienated both from the 
traditional masses and from the entrepreneurial bazaari middle 
class. Third, Islam as a part of Iran’s popular culture. This book 
takes the premise that most religions, including Shiism, are in- 

herently neither ‘public opiates’, as some have claimed, nor ‘re- 
volutionary calls against injustice’, as religious radicals would 
like to believe, but rather changing ideologies which sometimes 

strengthen and at other times weaken the established order. The 
changes themselves stem less from religion than from the econo- 
mic, social, and political environment. The book also has the 

premise that mass religion is an integral part of popular culture, 
and that popular culture is not a mere niche in the political 
‘superstructure’, as some have argued, nor the essential cement 
that holds together the whole edifice of society, as structural 
functionalists have theorized; rather, as Antonio Gramsci, Ed- 
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Although Marx used both of these arguments, he did occa- 

sionally vary his emphasis. In some places, he described the state 

as merely the ‘executive committee’ of the dominant class. In other 

places, especially in his discussions of Bismarckian Prussia and 

Bonapartist France, he argued that the state can gain some meas- 
ure of institutional autonomy by balancing the various classes 

against each other and by building large ‘parasitical’ organiza- 

tions. Of course, implicit in this line of argument is the premise 

that the state would never gain enough autonomy to actually 
threaten the dominant modes of production and social relations. 

Consequently, in Marx there is a continuum in the line of argu- 
ment: at one end, the state is simply the instrument of the ruling 
class; at the other end, it enjoys some autonomy.’ 

These old issues have reappeared in recent years, but with the 
major difference that the discussions now are not so much between 
philosophers as between, on one hand, the modernization school of 
political scientists and the Marxists, and, on the other hand, the 

Marxists who see the state as merely the ‘instrument’ of the ruling 
class and those who further elaborate on the theme of ‘relative 
autonomy’. The leading figures of the modernization school, parti- 
cularly David Apter, Leonard Binder and Samuel Huntington, in 
many respects adhere to Hegel’s view.” In their works, the state, 
invariably referred to as the political system, appears as an ‘im- 
partial regulator’ which stands above society and whose main 
‘functions’ are to ‘legitimize power’, ‘allocate resources’, ‘channel 

inputs and outputs into the nerves of government’, and, in de- 

veloping societies, ‘modernize’ the inherently traditional and dis- 
ruptive social system. The more autonomous the state, the more it 
is viable; and the more viable, the more capable of modernization. 
In short, the state becomes an independent and innovative hero 

who not only builds new institutions, such as armies, bureaucra- 
cies and educational facilities, but also overcomes the obstacles 
placed by tradition on social progress. 

Contemporary Marxists, meanwhile, have sharpened the differ- 

ences of emphasis found within Marx to forge two contrasting 
paradigms.* The first — developed predominantly by Ralph Mili- 
band — depicts the state as the guardian of the ruling class and 
state power as corresponding to class power.* Miliband, however, 
does concede that from time to time a faction of the ruling class 
may gain full control of the state and use it against the immediate 
interests of the other factions of the ruling class. The other para- 
digm — formulated chiefly by Nicos Poulantzas — argues that the 
state can enjoy ‘relative autonomy’ by virtue of regulating class 
conflict and acting as an ‘ensemble of several apparatuses’ — some 
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of which, such as the police and the courts, have a repressive role; 
while others, particularly the media and the educational facilities, 
have the non-coercive role of creating ‘ideological hegemony’.® 
This line of argument has been carried even further by Theda 
Skocpol and Ellen Trimberger who conclude that bureaucratized 
states, especially in the Third World, can become so powerful and 
so autonomous that they develop a ‘logic’ and ‘interests’ of their 
own, separate from those who own the mode of production.® They 
thus concur with the modernization school in concluding that 
states that are autonomous of their society are stronger than those 
that are dependent on particular classes. For both schools, auto- 
nomy implies strength, viabililty and durability; lack of autonomy 
implies weakness, vulnerability and susceptibility to revolution. 

The Iranian experience, however, seems to prove the contrary. 
Under the Pahlavi monarchy, state autonomy brought not institu- 
tional strength but social isolation; and social isolation, in turn, 
brought weakness and vulnerability to revolution. Under the 
Islamic Republic, state dependence on particular classes has cre- 
ated social foundations for the regime; and such foundations have, 
in turn, created strength and durability. In other words, the 
Pahlavi state was weak precisely because it was autonomous of 
society. By contrast, the Islamic Republic, at least up to the late 
1980s, has been strong and durable because it has been closely 
allied to certain social classes and thus enjoys a social base. 

The Pahlavi state 

In January 1926, when Reza Khan, the army commander, 
crowned himself Shah, the machinery of the central government 
in Iran was small, rudimentary, and reached no further than to 

the provincial capitals. Despite this disadvantage, Reza Shah was 
able to consolidate power by forging alliances with various social 

forces. In January 1979, however, when his son Mohammad Reza 

Shah left Iran for the last time, the machinery of the central 
government was vast and complex, reaching into almost all layers 
of society. Despite this advantage, Mohammad Reza Shah was 

unable to hang onto power, for he had managed to alienate all 

social forces, particularly the traditional middle class. In fact, the 
history of the Pahlavi dynasty is the history of two ongoing proces- 
ses: the dramatic growth in the size of the state; and the equally 
dramatic loss of all social support. 

Reza Shah — from the time he ascended the throne until 1941 
when the Allied powers forced him to abdicate in favour of his son 
— drove hard to create a strong centralized state based on three 
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pillars: the military, which was the central pillar, grew sixfold 

from a small force of less than 40,000 men to a mass conscript 

army and gendarmerie of over 124,000, supplemented by a mechan- 

ized tank brigade, a modest airforce, a few gunboats, a military 

intelligence unit known as the J2 Bureau, and an urban police 

force that functioned as the state’s main internal security force. 

For the first time since the Safavid dynasty, the Iranian state was 

equipped with a large and effective standing army. 

The state bureaucracy, the second pillar, also grew rapidly. In 

1926, the central government consisted of only a handful of minis- 

tries, many of them lacking any real presence in the provinces. By 
1941, however, it had some 90,000 civil servants working in thir- 

teen ministries: the Prime Minister’s Office, Foreign Affairs, War, 

Interior, Justice, Education, Post and Telegraph, Finance, Roads, 

Commerce, Industry, Agriculture, and Health. The Interior 
Ministry, which supervised not only local administration but also 
military conscription and parliamentary elections, grew to such 
an extent that it had to be entirely reorganized into eleven major 
provinces and forty-nine counties — all of whose officials were 
appointed directly by the central administration. The Ministry of 
Roads looked after the newly built Trans-Iranian Railway as well 
as the recently paved highways. The Justice Ministry expanded to 
supplant the old shari‘a (Islamic code) courts with a new state 
judicial hierarchy beginning with a supreme court and going 
down all the way through provincial courts to county and district 
courts. It was, however, the Ministry of Education that experi- 
enced the most noticeable expansion. In 1926, that ministry had 
no more than 600 primary schools with some 50,000 children; 58 
secondary schools with 14,000 pupils; and six colleges with less 
than 600 students. By 1941, it had more than 2300 primary 
schools with over 287,000 children; 245 secondary schools with 

27,000 pupils; and eleven colleges, consolidated into the Univer- 

sity of Tehran, with over 3300 students. In addition to this 
expansion in the ministeries, the reign also saw the creation of a 
national bank (Bank-e Melli), an Army bank, and a state radio 

network. Much of the growth in the state structure was financed 
by higher customs duties and taxation on such mass consumer 
goods as sugar, tea, fuel and tobacco. 

The court establishment, the third pillar, also grew — especially 
after Reza Shah began to expropriate whole villages and add them 
to the estates he had confiscated from the previous Qajar dynasty. 
By the mid-1930s, he owned a vast array of palaces, hotels, textile 
factories, plantations and farms, particularly in Mazandaran. The 
man from a humble background who in 1921 had had no more 
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children; 1850 secondary schools with 740,000 pupils; 750 voca- 

tional schools with 227,000 students; and 13 universities with 

154,000 college students. In other words, the educational estab- 

lishment had expanded sixteenfold. Similarly, the ministries of 

Agriculture and Rural Affairs together employed over 69,000 per- 
sonnel and carried out a variety of tasks from administering farm 
co-operatives and state farms to distributing seeds and fertilizers, 
fixing agricultural prices, and constructing dams, canals and 
irrigation works even in the outlying tribal villages. In the words 

of one Western anthropologist: 

One is amazed at the high level of centralization achieved 
within the last decade. The government now interferes in 
practically all aspects of daily life. Land is contracted for 
cash by the government, fruits get sprayed, crops fertilized, 
animals fed, beehives set up, carpets woven, goods sold, 
babies born, populations controlled, women organized, reli- 
gion taught and diseases controlled — all by the intervention 
of the government.® 

Thus for the first time in Iranian history, the state had extended 

its reach into the local village level. In addition to these minis- 
tries, the state in these years set up a number of large institutions: 
the National Iranian Oil Company, the Central Bank, the Indust- 
rial and Mining Development Bank, and the National Iranian 
Radio and Television Organization. 

The court establishment also experienced a remarkable growth, 
especially after the creation of the supposedly charitable Pahlavi 
Foundation whose chief purpose was to provide the royal family 
with a tax haven and a lucrative annual subsidy. By the mid- 
1970s, the foundation held controlling shares in 207 large com- 
panies active in mining construction, metal works, insurance, 

banking, agriculture and hotel administration. In the words of the 
New York Times: ‘Behind the facade of charitable activities, the 

foundation is used in three ways: as a source of funds for the royal 
family; as a means of exerting influence on large sectors of the 
economy; and as a conduit for rewards to supporters of the 
regime.”? By 1979 the Pahlavi state with all its affiliated institu- 
tions had grown so large that it was spending over 50 per cent of 
the government budget on salaries and was employing both 
directly and indirectly through state-subsidized companies as 
many as 1,600,000 people: that is to say, almost one out of every 
three adult males working in the urban centres.?° 

While building this vast apparatus,the Pahlavis managed to 
alienate all the politically articulate social forces: the old landed 
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of their traditional right of giving sanctuary to protestors; opened 

up some of the large mosques to foreign tourists; permitted the 

publication of some anti-religious tracts; restricted the number of 

pilgrims going to Mecca, of students entering the seminaries, and 

of seminary graduates entitled to wear the ‘amameh (turban); 

encouraged the removal of the veil and the entry of women into 
social activities outside the home; and, of course, drastically ex- 
panded the modern educational system with its secular values and 
Western-styled curriculum. They also diminished clerical and 

bazaari presence in parliament; implemented economic plans that 
favoured modern entrepreneurs at the expense of the bazaaris; 

extended low-rate interest loans to large industrialists rather 

than to traditional workshop owners; and encouraged the influx of 
multinational corporations that often threatened the very exist- 
ence of small local manufacturers. 

On the other hand, the Pahlavis established law and order and 

thereby helped internal commerce; retained the monarchy and 
vowed to enforce the shari‘a, and thus in the early years won the 
approval of both the clergy and the bazaaris; kept their hands off 
the trade and crafts guilds while systematically destroying the 
independence of all trade unions and professional associations; 
arranged the election of prominent bazaaris to the Chambers of 
Commerce; allowed pious philanthropists to establish modern but 
religious-orientated high schools; encouraged urban capitalists to 
venture into commercial farming, especially after the land reform 
of 1968; and filtered some of the oil revenue into the bazaars so 

that by the 1970s the traditional middle class totalled over 1.3 
million people and nearly 13 per cent of the country’s adult work- 
ing population. It included some 90,000 clerics, 400,000 rural 
workshop owners, 600,000 middle-sized farmers, 8000 medium- 

sized factory owners, and tens of thousands of merchants, trades- 

men, craftsmen and bazaari shopkeepers who together controlled 
over half of the country’s handicraft production, two-thirds of its 

retail trade, and three-quarters of its wholesale trade. Thus para- 
doxically prosperity and modernization had helped strengthen a 
traditional class. 

The Pahlavis tended to treat the religious establishment with 
caution; at least, until the 1960s. They gave refuge to the ulama 
who in the 1920s had to escape from the British in Iraq; allowed 
these exiles to settle in Qom and to entirely restructure the local 
seminary system into what later became known as the Hawzeh-e 
‘Elmieh. In fact, the ‘traditional’ seminaries of Qom are really the 
invention of the 1930s. They allowed the ulama to collect khoms 
(tithes) and zakat (alms) from the faithful, particularly from the 
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This special relationship began to break down in the early 
1960s. Two pressures caused the breakdown. The first came from 
the White Revolution of 1962: especially the land reform law 
which initially threatened the property of the religious founda- 
tions, and the new electoral system which both extended the vote 

to women and — some suspected — paved the way for the eventual 

recognition of Baha’ism as a legitimate religion. These threats 
were heightened when the Shah started to talk of ‘lice-ridden 
clerics’ and ‘black reactionary mullas’. The second pressure came 
with the death of Ayatollah Borujerdi and the subsequent com- 
petition between the seven leading clerics to fill his position as the 
foremost marja‘-e taqlid. The seven were: Ayatollah Ahmad 

Musavi Khonsari who lived in Tehran and, having reached his 

late eighties in the early 1960s, was the eldest of the group; 

Ayatollah Abol-Qasem Musavi Khoi who resided in Najaf and was 
considered to be the most apolitical of the group; Ayatollah Shah 
al-Din Hosayn Marashi-Najafi, a close colleague of Khoi and the 

oldest of the Qom mojtaheds (religious leaders); Ayatollah 
Mohammad Kazem Shariatmadari, an Azarbayjani who taught in 
Qom and had the reputation of being the most liberal and forward- 

looking of the seven; Ayatollah Mohammad Reza Musavi Gol- 

payegani, his far more traditional colleague in Qom; Ayatollah 
Mohammad Hadi Milani who until his death in 1975 dominated 
the clerical establishment in Mashhad; and last, but not least, 

Ayatollah Ruhollah Musavi Khomeini who taught in Qom and, 
aged only sixty-four was one of the youngest of the group. 

Coming from a long line of clerics, merchants and small land- 
owners in central Iran, Khomeini grew up in his home village of 
Khomein, entered the main seminary in the nearby town of Arak, 
and then in the 1920s — when the theology schools were restruc- 
tured — moved to Qom. There he completed his studies, taught 
jurisprudence and philosophy at the famous Fayzieh seminary, 
married the daughter of a prominent mojtahed, and served as 
Ayatollah Borujerdi’s special assistant. In 1943 Khomeini briefly 
entered politics by publishing a tract which, without questioning 
the legitimacy of the whole institution of monarchy, took the 
Pahlavis to task for secularizing the law and undermining the 
ulama. After 1943, however, he remained aloof from politics, in 
part because of his distrust of secular movements, including the 
National Front, and in part because of the restraining hand of his 
patron, Ayatollah Borujerdi. 

Khomeini later stated that during the Borujerdi years — includ- 
ing the years when Mosaddeq was struggling against the Shah 
and the British — he had avoided politics and instead had concen- 
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logues liked to claim, but the increasing oil revenues which both 

created an aura of economic prosperity and financed the constant 

expansion of the state institutions, especially the machinery of 

repression. In short, the Pahlavi state was not an indestructible 

regime based on secure foundations, as it portrayed itself; it was 

rather a Titan with feet of clay — feet that shattered and brought 

the whole structure tottering down as soon as they were struck by 
two relatively minor blows. The blows came in the form of an 
economic crisis which, compared to those of many other countries, 

was insignificant; and international pressures on the Shah to 

relax somewhat the machinery of police repression. 
The economic crisis had its roots in the oil boom, notably the 

quadrupling of petroleum prices and the subsequent boost to gov- 
ernment expenditures, especially on grand development projects 
and the ever-expanding state institutions. These expenditures, in 
turn, caused the cost-of-living index, which had been relatively 
stable during the late 1960s, to shoot up from a base of 100 in 1970 
to 160 in 1975, and further to 190 in 1976. The rise was even 

steeper for such essentials as food and housing. The Economist in 
1976 estimated that rents in residential parts of Tehran had risen 
300 per cent in five years and that a middle-class family could be 
spending on housing as much as 50 per cent of its annual 
income.”° 

The Shah tried to deal with the economic crisis by accusing the 
business community, both inside and outside the bazaars, of pro- 
fiteering. In the words of The Economist, ‘inflation began to gain 
momentum in 1973, and by the summer of 1976 had reached such 
alarming proportions that the Shah, who tends to look at economic 
problems in military terms, declared war on profiteers.’*’ He 
arrested with much fanfare ‘industrial feudalists’ such as Habib 
Elqanian and Rasul Vahabzadeh, and consequently frightened 
other capitalists into transferring their funds to safer places. In 
the words of one American journal, ‘the rich voted with their 
money long before they voted with their feet.’** And as one French 
journalist aptly stated, the anti-profiteering campaign caused 
schizophrenia among the rich for, on one hand, they had benefited 
from the socio-economic system but, on the other hand, they had 
suffered from a political system that subjected their wealth to the 
whims of one man.°? 
What is more, the regime intensified its attacks on bazaar 

shopkeepers, wholesale dealers and workshop owners. It imposed 
strict price controls on many basic commodities, and imported 
large quantities of wheat, sugar and meat to undercut local 
holesale dealers. It organized vigilante gangs, called ‘inspector- 
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groups received further encouragement in late 1977 — especially 

after the unofficial student day of 7 December — when hundreds of 

university demonstrators were taken not to military tribunals, as 

they would have been in the past, but to open civilian courts 

where they were acquitted or given exceptionally light sentences. 

In the words of Bazargan, who quickly revived his Liberation 

Movement and helped create the Committee for the Defence of 
Freedom and Human Rights, the international pressures on the 

Shah had allowed the opposition to ‘breathe’ again after decades of 

suffocation.*° 
It was in the midst of these tensions that the regime dropped a 

bombshell. It was contained in an editorial published on 7 Janu- 
ary 1978, in the semi-official newspaper Ettela‘at. The editorial 
was a vicious as well as ill-judged diatribe against the opposition 
clergy in general, describing them as ‘black reactionaries’ in 
cahoots with international communism, and against Khomeini in 
particular, insinuating that he was a foreigner and in his youth 
had worked for the British, led a licentious life, and composed 

erotic Sufi poetry.*® 
The repercussions in Qom were immediate. The local semin- 

aries and bazaars closed down, demanding a public apology. 
Seminary teachers, some of whom were Khomeini’s former stu- 
dents, pressed the resident maraje‘-e taqlids, notably ayatollahs 
Shariatmadari, Golpayegani and Marashi-Najafi, to register their 
protests with Tehran. And some 4000 theology students and their 
sympathizers clashed with the police as they took to the streets 
shouting, ‘We don’t want the government of Yazid’, ‘We want the 
Constitution’, and ‘We demand the return of Ayatollah Khomeini’. 

After the clash, the regime quickly announced that the casualties 
amounted to no more than two killed and twenty wounded. The 
opposition claimed that they totalled more than seventy killed 
and 500 injured. And four years later, the Foundation of Martyrs — 

_ set up immediately after the revolution to identify all victims of 
the previous regime — repeated the claim of ‘hundreds’, but listed 
no more than five people: three seminary students, a thirteen- 
year-old primary school pupil, and a ‘youngster’ with no known 
occupation.*’ 

The casualty figures may remain a mystery, but the consequ- 
ences of the Qom demonstration were clear to all. The following 
day, Shariatmadari, in a rare interview with foreign correspon- 
dents, accused the police of behaving in a un-Islamic manner; 
threatened to convey in person the dead bodies to the palace in 
Tehran unless the regime stopped forthwith its slanders against 
the ulama; and caustically commented that if to want the Con- 
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hours and subsided only when the army cut off the city’s electric- 
ity and shot indiscriminately into crowds. In breaking up these 
crowds, troops chased demonstrators into Shariatmadari’s home 
and there shot dead two seminary students. The authorities esti- 

mated that the three 40-day cycles had left 22 dead and 200 
injured.°° But the opposition claimed that they had left 250 dead 
and over 600 injured.”? 

The Shah tried to deal with the mounting crisis by offering an 
olive branch to the opposition and by tackling the root causes of 
inflation. He called off the anti-profiteering campaign; amnestied 
shopkeepers who had been fined for overpricing; dissolved the 
‘inspectorate teams’; allowed the Tehran bazaar to form a Society 
of Merchants, Traders and Craftsmen; dismissed the notorious 

chief of SAVAK; and promised that the forthcoming parliamen- 
tary elections would be ‘100 per cent free’.°* He also made a 
pilgrimage to Mashhad; apologized for the attack on Shariatma- 
dari’s home; promised to reopen the Fayzieh seminary; rescinded 
the imperial calendar; banned ‘sexy’ films; released some of the 

clerics and bazaaris arrested in 1975; ordered fifty of his close 
relatives to end their business activities; closed down casinos 
owned by the Pahlavi Foundation; and announced that he was 

willing to negotiate with the religious leaders since ‘some of them 
are not that bad’.*? 

The task of tackling inflation was assigned to Jamshid 
Amuzegar, a hard-nosed engineer-turned-economist who in Au- 
gust 1977 had replaced Hovayda as prime minister. Amuzegar 
tried to cool down the overheated economy in order to lower the 

rising cost of living. He cut government expenditures, cancelled 
many development projects, postponed others, tightened credits, 
and sharply reduced state contracts to the construction industry. 
These cuts had an immediate effect. The construction industry, 
which had grown as much as 32 per cent in the previous year, 
expanded only 7 per cent in the first nine months of 1978. Similar- 
ly the GNP, which had been rising at the rate of 20 per cent in the 
previous years, increased only 2 per cent in the first half of 1978. 
Conversely, the cost-of-living index, which had spiralled at the 
rate of 30 per cent in the previous years, rose only 7 per cent in the 
first nine months of 1978. The regime had managed to control 
inflation by engineering an economic recession. 

Far from alleviating the political crisis, Amuzegar’s measures 
only intensified it. The olive branch merely encouraged more 
citizens to participate in the anti-regime demonstrations. And the 
economic recession set in motion a wave of working-class protests 
without actually eradicating the root causes of middle-class 
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machinery but self-respecting members of the salaried middle 

class. Their institutional interests had been overshadowed by 

their social and class interests. By early October, the Shah was 

surrounded by a massive nation-wide general strike whose goal 

was nothing short of the abolition of martial law, the dismantling 

of SAVAK, the return of Khomeini, and the end of tyrannical 

government. As oil workers declared, they would not return to 

work until they had ‘exported the Shah and his forty thieves’.®! 

The crisis also escalated in the streets. By the end of October, 

there were daily skirmishes in the main cities between troops and 

groups of students and unemployed workers. On 5 November, two 

large crowds converged on Tehran’s central district: one from the 

main university, the other from the southern slums. They 

attacked police stations, royal statues, luxury hotels, and Amer- 

ican and British airline offices. Foreign reporters quickly labelled 
5 November as ‘the day Tehran burned’. Even bigger and more 
violent demonstrations occurred in December, during the holy 

month of Moharram. In Qazvin, some 100 died as tanks rolled over 

demonstrators. In Mashhad, some 200 were shot after defying the 
ban on street demonstrations. 

In Tehran, the government, fearful that all hell would break 
loose on Tasu‘a and ‘Ashura — the two final climactic days of 
Moharram — unexpectedly backtracked and tried to repeat 
the ‘success’ of ‘Ayd-e Fetr. It amnestied more political prisoners, 

including Taleqani, and allowed religious processions to be held 
on those two days on condition that they kept to proscribed routes 
and did not shout slogans against the Shah. The ‘Ashura march, 
led by Taleqani, lasted eight hours and, having for the first time 
attracted peasants from the surrounding villages, drew a record 
number of nearly 2 million participants. Although the opposition 
leaders had authorized sixty slogans, none of which attacked the 
Shah personally, the demonstration marshals were unable to pre- 
vent radical groups, especially the Mojahedin and Feda’iyan, from 
shouting, ‘Death to the Shah’, ‘Arms to the people’, ‘We will 
answer bullet with bullet’, and ‘Long live the Mojahedin and the 
Feda’iyan.’ At Shahyad Square, where the march ended peaceful- 
ly, the crowd ratified by acclamation a manifesto endorsing 
‘Imam’ Khomeini’s leadership and demanding the return of all 
political exiles, the establishment of an Islamic government, the 

rejuvenation of agriculture, and the delivery of social justice to the 
masses.°” The Washington Post reported that ‘the disciplined and 
well organized march lent considerable weight to the opposition’s 
claim of being an alternative government.’°? The New York Times 
wrote that the two days had one important message: ‘The govern- 
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Bakhtiyar’s gestures proved futile. The National Front prompt- 
ly expelled him and insisted there would be no peace until the 
Shah abdicated. Khomeini, denouncing Bakhtiyar as the obedient 

servant of Satan, exhorted his followers to continue protesting 
until they had won over the soldiers and thereby had dumped the 
last vestiges of the Pahlavi regime ‘onto the garbage heap of 
history’. This clearly struck the right cord. On 8 January, the first 
anniversary of the Qom confrontation, vast memorial services 
were held in almost every large urban centre. On 13 January, an 
estimated 2 million marched in some thirty towns to demand 
Khomeini’s return, the Shah’s abdication, and Bakhtiyar’s res- 

ignation. On 16 January, when the Shah finally left the country, 
hundreds of thousands poured into the streets to mark the historic 
occasion. On 19 January, when Khomeini called for a street ‘re- 

ferendum’ to decide the fate of both the monarchy and the Bakh- 
tiyar administration, over a million responded in Tehran alone. 

On 27-8 January, when generals closed the Tehran airport to 

prevent Khomeini’s return, large angry crowds took to the streets, 
and twenty-eight died on one day alone. 

On 1 February, when Khomeini made his triumphant return, 
an estimated 3 million lined his route from the airport to central 
Tehran. Khomeini, fittingly, first visited the graves of the revolu- 
tionary martyrs at the famous Behesht-e Zahra cemetry, and then 

took up temporary residence near Jaleh Square at the Alavi 
School which had been established in the 1960s by a group of 
clerics and bazaari philanthropists. On 4 February, similar 
crowds appeared to denounce Bakhtiyar and to support 
Khomeini’s appointment of Bazargan as the prime minister of a 
Provisional Government (dawlat-e movagqqat) until the convening 

of a Constituent Assembly (majles-e mo‘assesan). At the same 
time, Khomeini revealed the existence of the Revolutionary Coun- 
cil and, without disclosing names, packed it with his own suppor- 
ters. The Revolutionary Council, whose secret headquarters was 
at the nearby Refah School, the sister establishment of the Alavi 
School, was assigned the dual task of helping the Provisional 
Government and negotiating directly with the chiefs of staff a 
‘peaceful transition of power’. 

It was in the midst of these secret negotiations that events in 
the streets got out of control. On the evening of 9 February, 
airforce cadets and technicians, known as homafars, mutinied at 
the large Dawshan Tappeh base near Jaleh Square, and, locking 
up their officers, announced that the top brass were plotting to 
bomb the city. That same night, the Imperial Guards, equipped 
with tanks and helicopters, moved to crush the mutiny. But before 











THE ISLAMIC REPUBLIC 45 

their main foreign-policy slogan was to be ‘Neither East, nor 
West’. In short, populism was their main instrument; a clerical 
state their chief goal. 

To give institutional expression to their clerical populism, Be- 
heshti, Rafsanjani and Khamenehi — together with Bahonar, 
Nateq-Nuri, Musavi-Ardabili, Sanei, Movahedi-Kermani and 
Rabbani-Amleshi — one week after the revolution set up the Isla- 
mic Republican Party (IRP), and three months later began a daily 
newspaper named Jomhuri-ye Islami (Islamic Republic). The par- 
ty’s launching slogan was, ‘One community (mellat), one religion, 
one order, one leader’. And the paper’s chief purpose was to 
denounce anyone who did not agree with the party’s version of 
Islam as ‘anti-Islamic’, ‘Satan’s representative’, ‘effete’, ‘function- 

ary (dawlati), ‘egg-headed’, ‘tie-wearer’ (kravati), ‘weak-minded’, 
‘liberal’ (Jiberal), and, of course, as a Western-contaminated intel- 

lectual (rawshanfekr-e gharbzadeh). As Beheshti stated ‘only 
those who are truly Islamic can participate in decision making.” 
Of course, the catch-22 was who would determine what was ‘truly 
Islamic’. Not surprisingly, many suspected that the IRP intended 
to monopolize power and eventually establish a one-party state. 

Clerical liberals Headed by Ayatollah Shariatmadari, the 
group of clerical liberals drew most of its support from well-to-do 
bazaaris and from clerics in Azarbayjan, Shariatmadari’s home 
province. This group was liberal in three ways. During the revolu- 
tion it sought, not the destruction of the monarchy, but the imple- 
mentation of the 1906-9 Fundamental Laws that had envisaged 
the establishment of a constitutional monarchy. After the revolu- 
tion, it called for a pluralistic political system where all groups 
could participate; where elected officials — not the ulama — would 
wield real power; and where the clergy would intervene in politics 
only when the state grossly violated the shari‘a. Finally, it shied 
away from populist rhetoric, especially on economic issues, and 
instead continued to speak the staid language of the traditional 

clerical establishment. Thus this group, unlike the clerical popul- 
ists but like previous generations of Shii clerics, argued that the 
rightful role of the ulama was to teach, preach, guide the commun- 

ity, protect the shari‘a, all the time keeping a safe distance from 
the inherently corrupting state, and only in dire necessity in- 

tervening directly in politics. On 25 February, exactly one week 
after Khomeini’s disciples had formed the Islamic Republican 
Party, Shariatmadari’s supporters announced the establishment 
of the Islamic People’s Republican Party. 
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Government, twelve were from the Liberation Movement and 

three were from the allied National Front. But of the ten men 

Khomeini named to be regular members of the secret Revolution- 

ary Council, seven — Beheshti, Rafsanjani, Motahhari, Bahonar, 

Musavi-Ardabili, Khamenehi, and Mahdavi-Kani — can be de- 

scribed as clerical populists.* As Bazargan admitted soon after the 
revolution: ‘In theory, the government is in charge; but in reality, 
it is Khomeini who is in charge. He with his revolutionary council, 
his revolutionary committees, and his relationship with the 

masses.” 
The period between February and November 1979 saw an in- 

creasing but unequal struggle between the two power structures. 
In this struggle, the liberals of the Provisional Government had 
few advantages. They, unlike the clergy, had some ministerial 

experience — even though this experience was no more recent than 
1953. They had good relations with Shariatmadari; and, more 

importantly, with Taleqani — the most popular cleric in Tehran 
and the main spokesman of younger clerics who distrusted both 
the political intentions of the IRP and the social conservatism of 
the Islamic People’s Republican Party. They had the trust of civil 
servants, managers and technocrats. This was of some value at a 
time when Khomeini did not want to risk social anarchy by 
further undermining the state institutions. They also had long- 
established contacts with the US embassy. Again this was of some 
value at a time when Khomeini wanted the West to accept the 
finality of the Shah’s downfall. 
On the other hand, the clerical populists of the Revolutionary 

Council were armed with an impressive array of advantages. 

1 They — more than any other group — enjoyed Khomeini’s confi- 

dence, and, if necessary, could utilize his charismatic appeal. For 
example, when Bazargan proposed to provide the country with a 
choice of having an Islamic Republic or a Democratic Islamic 
Republic, Khomeini intervened with the declaration: ‘What the 
nation needs is an Islamic Republic — not a Democratic Republic, 
not a Democratic Islamic Republic. Don’t use the Western term 
“democratic”. Those who call for a Democratic Republic know 
nothing about Islam.” Consequently, in the referendum held on 
30 March the choice was limited to casting a yes or no vote for an 

Islamic Republic, and, not surprisingly, 99 per cent of the twenty 

million who participated endorsed the establishment of one. 

2 They were equipped with the IRP which grew rapidly to be- 
come a country-wide organization. It co-opted many provincial 
mojtaheds; took over intact SAVAK files, especially on political 
dissidents; created Islamic Associations to absorb the factory com- 
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—one of his few disciples who had not joined the IRP. This komiteh 
had dual tasks of supervising the local komitehs — purging unreli- 
able ones, setting up new ones, and co-ordinating their activities; 
and creating a state-wide militia under the name of the Sepah-e 
Pasdaran-e Engelab-e Islami (The Army of the Islamic Revolu- 

tionary Guards). Mahdavi-Kani declared that the jurisdiction of 
his komiteh included ‘implementing the Imam’s order’; enforcing 
law and order as well as the shari‘a; fighting anti-revolutionaries 
and arresting officials of the former regime; patrolling the borders 
and sending pasdars into trouble areas; preventing factory 
strikes; -collecting arms from unauthorized civilians; setting up 
political and religious classes; and ‘arbitrating local disputes 
without, of course, infringing upon the authority of the state 
officials’.’ By the end of the summer of 1979, the komitehs were 
active in almost all population centres and the pasdar army had 
branches in over fifty towns — most of them in the central 
provinces.® To help these komitehs and pasdars, the Revolution- 
ary Council set up Revolutionary Tribunals (Dadgaha-ye Engela- 
bi) in the provincial capitals and the Office of the Chief Revolu- 
tionary Prosecutor in Tehran with the authority to ‘investigate 
and punish all forms of anti-revolutionary activity’. Not surpri- 
singly, many viewed these tribunals, komitehs and pasdars as 
‘states within a state’. 
7 The clerical populists moved quickly into the territory of the 
government by taking over the highly influential National Ira- 

nian Radio and Television Organization. In mid-July, Khomeini 
appointed a committee to supervise this network. And in early 
September, Bazargan discovered that the only hour he could 
address the nation to explain his administration’s problems was at 
eleven o'clock at night. Consequently, few heard him when he 
complained that ‘they have put a knife in my hands but the blade 
is with other people.’’° Laymen, who at first thought that the 
traditional clergy would never be able to utilize the modern means 
of communication, were svon to discover that the mass media was 
no more than the pulpit writ large. 
8 Finally, the clerical populists followed up the revolution by 
establishing a number of new state-wide organizations in addition 
to the IRP. They created the Martyrs’ Foundation (Bonyad-e Sha- 
hid) to help the families that had suffered during the revolution; 
the Construction Crusade (Jehad-e Sazandegi) to build bridges, 
roads, schools and electrical lines in the countryside as well as to 
‘take Islam to the peasantry’;'’ and, most important of all, the 
Foundation for the Dispossessed (Bonyad-e Mostazafin) to take 
over the Pahlavi Foundation and the property of some 600 cour- 
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tiers, senior civil servants, high-ranking officers, and millionaire 
entrepreneurs deemed guilty by Revolutionary Tribunals of col- 
laborating with the old regime. Soon the Mostazafin Foundation 
owned 20 per cent of the private assets in the country, employed 
over 150,000 people, and administered a vast economic empire 
including 7800 hectares of farmland, 270 orchards, 230 commer- 

cial companies, 130 large factories, 90 cinemas, and 2 major daily 
newspapers.” Thus by the late summer of 1979, the clerical popul- 
ists controlled not only the traditional religious networks, such as 
mosques, pulpits, seminaries, shari‘a-styled courts and religious 
foundations, but also an array of modern state-wide organizations: 
notably the komitehs, the pasdars, the tribunals, the IRP, the 
Mostazafin Foundation, and the radio-television network. 

While the clergy were strengthening their positions, the 
already weak Provisional Government was being further 
weakened by a series of obstacles and setbacks. The economy, 
which had been shaken by a year of strikes and transport disrup- 

tions, continued to suffer from inflation, unemployment, shor- 

tages, and low productivity. The mass migration into the cities 
continued unabated and therby expanded further the shanty-town 
constituency of the IRP: the population of Tehran grew by over one 
million in the eight months following the revolution. }? Taleqani, 

whose popularity to some extent counterbalanced the influence of 
the IRP, died suddenly in September 1979. Younger members of 
the National Front, led by Hedayatollah Matin-Daftari, Mosad- 
deq’s grandson, formed a National Democratic Front and implicitly 
criticized the government for not doing more to curb the arbitrary 
behaviour of the komitehs, pasdars, tribunals and chomaq- 
daran. Leftist groups, particularly the Feda’iyan, convinced that 
Bazargan was merely another Kerensky and that the ‘bourgeois 
revolution’ would inevitably be followed by a socialist one, deman- 
ded workers’, peasants’ and soldiers’ councils, and organized un- 
employment demonstrations, women’s rallies, factory sit-ins, and 
guerrilla-training sessions. Ethnic minorities — namely the Kurds 
of western Iran, the Turkomans of north Khorasan, the Arabs of 
Khuzestan, and the Baluchis of south-eastern Iran — took advan- 

tage of the breakdown of the old regime to take over by force of 
arms their own regions. Soon large contingents of pasdars were 
being rushed from the central provinces to stamp out these ethnic 
rebellions. What is more, the government was shaken in the 

second half of 1979 by the assassinations of Motahhari, Mofateh, 
the chief of general staff, and the Imam Jom‘eh of Tabriz. These 
assassinations were carried out by Forqan (Koran): a small reli- 
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drunkards; the amputation of the hands of robbers; and the exac- 

tion of ‘blood-money’ and physical revenge, including the gouging 

out of eyes, for violent criminals. In determining the amount of 

blood-money, the law divided the population into unequal categor- 

ies: into men and women; into Muslims and kafer (infidels); and 

inadvertently into the rich who could afford to escape physical 

punishment and the poor who could not. Thus the Law of Retribu- 

tion not only undid fifty years of secularism, but also sealed the 

triumph of the shari‘a over the Enlightenment principle that all 

should be equal before the law. 
The conflict over the Constitution was even more bitter. It began 

in June when the Provisional Government published its own draft 
modelled very much on De Gaulle’s Constitution. This draft 
accepted Shiism as the country’s official religion, but otherwise 
designed a secular constitution with the conventional separation 
of powers; with a strong presidency heading a highly centralized 
state; and with the people defined as the ultimate source of 
sovereignty. The conflict escalated when the Revolutionary Coun- 
cil outmanoeuvred the Provisional Government into convening a 
73-man Assembly of Experts (Majles-e Khobregan) rather than a 
large constituent assembly as promised during the revolution by 
both Bazargan and Khomeini. The word khobregan implied ‘reli- 
gious expert’; and the figure, seventy-three, corresponded to the 
number who had fought in the historic battle of Karbala. 

In the election for the Assembly of Experts, the IRP clergy had 
all the advantages. The Hawzeh-e ‘Elmieh of Qom and the Society 
of the Militant Clergy of Tehran, as well as many of the imam 
jom‘ehs, endorsed the IRP candidates. The mass media, especially 
the television network, provided them with extra time: a fact of 
great importance in a country where 70 per cent of the electorate 
were illiterate. The chomaqdaran disrupted meetings organized 
by the opposition, prompting a number of secular parties, includ- 
ing the Feda’iyan, the National Front and the National Democra- 
tic Front, to boycott the election. Ballot boxes were placed in 
mosques; pasdars supervised the voting; and the neighbourhood 
mullas helped illiterates fill in their ballots. The IRP campaign 
literature featured large pictures of Imam Khomeini. And on the 
eve of the voting, Khomeini exhorted the country to choose candi- 

dates with Islamic qualifications on the grounds that only such 
experts were qualified to draw up a genuine Islamic constitution. 
This was a portent of future elections in the Islamic Republic. Not 
surprisingly, the results were a major victory for the IRP. The 
winners included 15 ayatollahs, 40 hojjat al-Islams, and 11 IRP- 

sponsored intellectuals. The only successful candidates not affili- 
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This new draft caused consternation not only among the Pro- 

visional Government but also among liberal and even some con- 

servative clerics. Shariatmadari complained that the Assembly of 

Experts had written a completely new draft instead of amending 

the original one; that a constituent assembly would have done a 

better job; that this interpretation of the velayat-e faqih violated 

the shari‘a as well as the principle of democracy and popular 

sovereignty; that the true role of the ulama was not to meddle in 

politics but to ‘guard’ Islam; and that the new draft failed to meet 

the needs of the provinces. He also complained that the IRP was 

‘monopolizing’ the media and was obtaining weapons from the 

army to use against the Islamic People’s Republican Party.”’ 
Similarly, Ayatollah Hasan Tabatabai-Qommi— whom some cons- 

idered to be a marja‘-e taqlid — denounced the Assembly of Ex- 
perts, the IRP, and the Revolutionary Tribunals for ‘making a 

mockery of Islam’, ‘monopolizing the mosques’, ‘encouraging cor- 
ruption’, and failing to provide adequate guarantees for private 

property.”® 

Encouraged by these statements, Bazargan and seven members 
of the Provisional Government made a desperate attempt to res- 
train the Assembly of Experts. They sent a petition to Khomeini 
pleading with him to dissolve the Assembly on the grounds that 
the proposed constitution would violate the modern concept of 
popular sovereignty; would not have the broad consensus a con- 

stitution needs; would be a ‘revolution within a revolution’; would 

make the ulama into a ‘ruling class’; would endanger the country 
with akhundism (clericalism); and would herald the end of reli- 

gion in Iran as future generations would blame all political short- 
comings on Islam in general and on the ulama in particular.”? 
They also implicitly threatened to go to the country with their 

own original draft. It is quite possible that the country, given the 
choice, would have overwhelmingly preferred the secular con- 
stitution. In later years, Rafsanjani claimed that the Liberation 
Movement had been ‘plotting’ to dissolve the Assembly of Experts 
and undo the main achievement of the Islamic Revolution.*° 

It was just at this critical point that the American hostage crisis 
erupted. On 22 October, the Shah arrived suddenly in New York 
for medical treatment. On 1 November, Bazargan, who was in 

Algiers attending the anniversary celebrations of the Algerian 
Revolution, was photographed shaking the hand of other guests — 
including that of the US National Security Adviser. On 3 Novem- 
ber, Iranian television focused on this handshake, argued that 
liberals could not understand the nature of US imperialism, and 
warned that the Shah was in New York to plot a repeat perform- 
ance of the 1953 coup. 
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National Front, and Shariatmadari. Of course, the documents 

were carefully sanitized by Khoiniha to eliminate references to 
similar contacts with Beheshti, Bahonar and Motahhari. As a 

result of these ‘revelations’, a number of liberals, including Bazar- 

gan’s right-hand man, found themselves in prison. The treatment 
meted out to Shariatmadari was no better. He was placed under 
house detention. His Islamic People’s Republican Party was dis- 
solved. Twelve of his Tabriz supporters were executed. And two 
years later, in an unprecedented move, he was stripped of the rank 
of marja‘-e taqlid on the grounds that he had plotted to overthrow 
the government. The clerical populists had done what no shah had 
ever dared to do. 

The clerical populists, furthermore, exploited the mood of 

national emergency to get their Constitution ratified. On 2 De- 
cember, with the faithful having just completed ‘Ashura, the IRP 
making full use of the mass media, and Khomeini declaring that 
those not voting would be helping the Americans and ‘desecrating 
the Muslim martyrs’, the clerical Constitution was submitted to 
the country for ratification.** Bazargan, outmanoeuvred, re- 
quested his supporters to vote yes on the grounds that the alterna- 
tive was ‘anarchy’.?° But many of the opposition groups, led by the 
Mojahedin, the Feda’iyan, and the National Front, refused to 

participate. The results were a foregone conclusion: 99 per cent 
voted yes. The turnout, however, was noticeably low, especially in 
Azarbayjan as well as in the Sunni regions of Kurdestan and 
Baluchestan. In the earlier referendum, over 20 million had voted. 

This time less than 16 million voted. The clergy had won their 
Constitution, but at the cost of eroding the republic’s broad con- 
sensus. 

President Bani-Sadr 

Although by the end of 1979 the clerical populists had succeeded 
in sweeping aside the liberals, they still had to fight one more 
battle before they would be able to fully consolidate their power. 
This battle, which was unexpected yet critical and lasted into the 
summer of 1981, was with President Abol-Hasan Bani-Sadr and 
the Mojahedin. 

In many ways, Bani-Sadr was an unlikely opponent. The son of 
a prominent ayatollah from Hamadan, Bani-Sadr studied first in 
his home town where he participated in the anti-British demon- 
strations of the early 1950s; then in the faculties of theology and 
law in Tehran University where he joined the Islamic Student 
Association; and finally in Paris where he built up a reputation as 
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Cultural Revolution. This round filled only 120 of the remaining 
seats. The other 54 seats were not filled until Bani-Sadr had been 
ousted and the opposition crushed. Most of these vacancies were in 
constituencies the IRP felt to be insecure: in the Sunni regions; in 
Azarbayjan; and in the Caspian provinces. 

When the Majles convened in late May, the 216 deputies divided 
into three major blocs: the IRP with some 120 votes; Bani-Sadr’s 

supporters with 33; and the Liberation Movement with 20. 
Another 33 were ‘independent’ members, including 5 representa- 
tives of the official religious minorities, 2 Kurdish Democrats, 4 
National Front leaders, and the chief of the Qashqa’i tribe who 
had been sympathetic to the National Front since the late 1940s. 
The last five had their credentials promptly rejected on the 
grounds that the US embassy documents ‘proved’ that they were 
‘foreign spies’. In fact, at the beginning of the electoral campaign 
the Minister of the Interior had announced that everyone was free 
to run but only ‘true Muslims’ would be permitted to sit in the 
Majles.*” This was clearly a new definition of ‘free elections’. Most 
of the IRP deputies came from the central provinces. The party 
had won over 66 per cent of the vote in such central districts as 
Yazd, Shiraz, and Chahar Mahal; some 45 per cent of the vote in 

Tehran; but less than 30 per cent in the Caspian provinces. It had 
not even bothered to run candidates in some Kurdish regions. 
Overall the IRP had collected less than 35 per cent of the popular 
vote but had won more than 60 per cent of the filled seats. The 
electoral law and the delayed ballot had clearly paid off. In sociolo- 
gical terms, most of the deputies were from the traditional middle 
class. Among the 216 deputies elected in 1980, there were 112 
clerics — almost all hojjat al-Islams; 55 schoolteachers — most of 

them from bazaari origins; 12 farmers; and 5 merchants. Of the 

216, 65 had been born into farming families; 63 had fathers who 
had been clerics; and 55 had fathers who had been merchants, 

shopkeepers or bazaar tradesmen.** 

The struggle over the cabinet began as soon as the Majles 
convened and started choosing ministers to replace the Revolu- 
tionary Council. Bani-Sadr, claiming that the Constitution gave 
the president the right to veto unsuitable choices, rejected the 
candidates put forward by parliament. But the IRP, arguing that 
the parliamentary majority had the authority to elect the whole 
cabinet, held fast and after three months forced Bani-Sadr to 
accept Mohammad-Ali Rajai as prime minister. 

The son of a small shopkeeper, Rajai had worked in the Tehran 
bazaar before becoming first an airforce technician and then a 
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scales comparable to that of the infantry; obtained the right to 
pick recruits from the pool of annual draftees; cultivated through 
the media the image of having saved the country; and drawn 
thousands of adolescent and old-aged volunteers into a new auxili- 
ary force named the Basij-e Mostazafin (Mobilization of the Dis- 
possessed). Spending much of his time at the front line with the 
regular troops, Bani-Sadr told his friends that he preferred Iraqi 
shells to ‘clerical back-stabbers’ in Tehran. The clerics, for their 

part, suspected Bani-Sadr of harbouring Bonapartist aspir- 
ations.** 

The conflict over the economy was ongoing, and, as in the war 
issue, boiled down to whether senior positions should go to the 
maktabi (devout) or the motekhassesin (experts). The clerics 
argued that the maktabi, especially in the komitehs and the 

workplace Islamic Associations, should closely supervise all man- 
agers, planners, and government officials. Bani-Sadr retorted that 
the economy was in dire shape precisely because ignorant zealots 

sabotaged the motekhassesin. To emphasize his argument, Bani- 
Sadr pointed out that since the revolution unemployment had 
climbed to 4 million; the annual inflation rate had reached 50 per 
cent; oil production had fallen from 4 million to 1.5 million barrels 
per day; foreign reserves had dropped from $10 billion to $5 
billion; annual budget deficits had reached $11 billion; industrial 

production had decreased 40 per cent; and, despite all the prom- 
ises, agricultural production had stagnated, forcing food imports 
to rise by 12 per cent.*? Bani-Sadr insisted that the economy 
would not recover until fanatics ceased terrorizing the experts and 
some of the exiled managers returned home. 

The Mojahedin issue was the most volatile of all the conflicts. 
Until the parliamentary elections, Bani-Sadr had kept his dis- 
tance from the Mojahedin. After the elections, however, he found 
himself drifting towards them. Four reasons account for this drift. 

1 Bani-Sadr found himself boxed in not only by the Majles and 
the cabinet, but also by the Council of Guardians, the Supreme 
Judicial Council, and the newly created Committee for the Cultu- 
ral Revolution. 
2 He failed to get Khomeini’s support. It was later revealed that 
in early October he had written a secret letter to Khomeini be- 
seeching his ‘dear father’ to act against the ‘amoral’ and ‘power- 
hungry monopolists’ who were ruining the economy; sabotaging 
the war effort; suppressing freedom of expression and posing a 
‘greater danger’ than even the Iraqis.*® Needless to say, Khomeini 
did not oblige. 
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evening, the warden of Evin Prison proclaimed the execution of 

twenty-three demonstrators — among them two teenage girls. The 

Mojahedin were soon to mark 20 June as their ‘Ashura, their 

Black Friday, their June 1963, and the beginning of their armed 

struggle against Khomeini. 
The streets had been cleared of demonstrators, if not of blood, 

but the crisis had not yet ended. On 21 June, the Majles voted to 
remove Bani-Sadr from the presidency on the grounds of ‘incompe- 
tence’. The vote was overwhelmingly against Bani-Sadr. Some of 
his original supporters had deserted him; others had been impris- 
oned, silenced, or forced into hiding. The Liberation Movement, 

meanwhile, abstained from the vote, arguing that Bani-Sadr had 

been forced into desperate action by his oppressive opponents and 
that the creation of a one-party state would be a dreadful threat to 
Iran. The day after the vote, Khomeini appointed Beheshti, Raf- 
sanjani, and Rajai to a Presidential Council to carry out the 
responsibilities of the chief executive until the country could elect 
a new president. Between 22 and 27 June, the Chief Prosecutor 

announced the execution of another forty demonstrators, and ten 
mojaheds and other left-wing organizers. On 28 June, a large 
bomb — planted by assassins whose identities remain shrouded in 
mystery’® — blew up the IRP headquarters in Tehran, killing 
Beheshti, four cabinet ministers, seven assistant ministers, twenty- 

seven parliamentary deputies, and an unknown number of party 
functionaries. After some inconsistencies and fluctuations, the 

official count of the dead was fixed at seventy-two — to correspond 
to the number martyred at Karbala.°’ 

The bomb unleashed a reign of terror unprecedented in Iranian 
history. Blaming the Mojahedin, the regime struck at the 
opposition in general and at the Mojahedin in particular. 
In the six weeks following the explosion, over 1000 were sent 
to the firing squads: almost twice the number of royalists ex- 
ecuted after the revolution. And in the next nine weeks — after 
another mystery bomb demolished the Premier’s Office, killing 
both Bahonar and Rajai — an additional 1200 were executed. By 
early November, the number of known executions had reached 

2665.°° ‘These deaths’, declared the Chief Prosecutor, ‘are not 
merely permissible; they are necessary.”? Among the dead were 
over 2200 mojaheds; and some 400 members of the Kurdish 
Democratic Party, the Feda’iyan, the National Democratic 
Front, and other left organizations. There were also a number 

of prominent opposition figures. These included Manuchehr 
Masudi, Bani-Sadr’s legal adviser; Khosraw Qashqai, the tribal 
khan; and Hajj Karim Dastmalchi and Hajj Ali-Akbar Zahtabchi, 
two well-known bazaaris who had supported the National Front 
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since the late 1940s and who had helped charter the jumbo jet that 
had flown Khomeini from Paris to Tehran. Thousands more were 
imprisoned, or even coerced into giving public recantations on 
national television. The clerics had done what the Shah had never 
deemed possible. It was not for naught that the clerics soon 
pronounced the dismissal of Bani-Sadr and the crushing of the 
Mojahedin as their “Third Islamic Revolution”. 

The republic’s consolidation 

In the years following the ouster of Bani-Sadr, the clerics further 
consolidated their hold over the republic; and at the same time the 
republic further consolidated its hold over the country. Khamene- 
hi became the president of the Islamic Republic as well as the 
chairman of the Supreme Defence Council. Montazeri was often 
hailed by the press as the future Supreme Faqih. Senior clerics 
dominated not only the Supreme Judicial Council, but also the 
highly influential Council of Guardians and the Assembly of Ex- 
perts. What is more, hojjat al-Islams and technocrats who were 
protégés of influential clerics continued to pack both the Majles 
and the cabinet. The Majles, presided over by Rafsanjani, had as 
much as a third of its seats and two-thirds of its committee chairs 
filled by hojjat al-islams. Similarly, the cabinet contained a num- 

ber of clerics and was presided over by Mir Hosayn Musavi, who, 
as editor of Jomhuri-ye Islami, had won Khamenehi’s trust. The 
ulama had thus gained control of all three branches of govern- 
ment, and had succeeded in setting up a fully theocratic state — 
probably the first in world history. 
What is more, the clerical regime weathered a series of major 

internal as well as external crises. It survived new ethnic rebel- 
lions, especially among the Kurds and the Baluchis. It uncovered 

a number of military plots involving supporters of Bani-Sadr, 
Bakhtiyar, Shariatmadari, the National Front, the Tudeh, and, of 

course, the Pahlavi family. It also beat back the Iraqi invasion. By 
the end of 1982, the Iranian armed forces had recaptured Khor- 
ramshahr, broken the seige of Abadan, and taken the war across 
the border into Iraqi territory. The clerical regime, above all, 
managed to survive a new wave of assassinations mounted chiefly 
by the Mojahedin. The victims included the Chief Prosecutor, the 
chief of police, the warden of Evin Prison, the governor of Gilan, 
the pasdar commander of Tabriz, and the imam jom'ehs of Tabriz, 

Shiraz, Rasht, Yazd, and Kermanshah (Bakhtaran). State terror 
had been met by Mojahedin terror; and vice versa. 

The clerics owed their success to three factors. They carefully 
institutionalized their revolutionary organizations. They syste- 
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test for the students’ admissions. This test asked students not only 
their own hobbies, mosque affiliations, and political associations 
(both present and past), but also those of their spouses, fathers, 
mothers, brothers, sisters, and even friends.®! Similarly, Cleans- 

ing Committees initiated permanent purges inside the ministries 
as well as inside the armed forces. Ayatollah Musavi-Ardabili, the 
head of the Supreme Judicial Council, forthrightly described the 
purge process within the Ministry of Justice:®” 

I ask, ‘There are twenty-three people in your family; how 
many have been martyred?’ He replies, ‘None’. I ask, ‘How 
many have gone to fight in the war?’ He answers, ‘None’. I 
ask, ‘Which mosque do you attend?’ He says, ‘None’. I ask, 
‘Do any of your relatives attend mosques?’ He replies, ‘No’. I 
ask, ‘Do any of the imam jom‘ehs know you?’ He confesses, 
‘None’. 

The clerics not only took over the state institutions, but also 
drastically expanded them. On the eve of the revolution, the 
central bureaucracy had contained twenty-one ministries with 
some 300,000 civil servants and nearly 1 million employees. By 
the fifth anniversary of the revolution, the central bureaucracy 

contained as many as twenty-four full ministries — despite the 
abolition of the Ministry of Tourism as well as that of Art and 

Culture — employing some 700,000 civil servants, and over 2 
million white- and blue-collar workers.®* The Ministry of Public 
Guidance, the first of the new agencies, was in charge of censoring 

published materials and enforcing the ‘proper code of conduct’. 
The Ministry of the Construction Crusade had the dual task of 
expanding social services in the countryside and of taking ‘true 
Islam’ to the peasantry. Its cadres were told that they need to 
build mosques, schools and libraries, as well as bridges, canals 
and roads, because the vast majority of the peasantry do not know 

how to pray, how to fast, or how to observe simple Muslim rituals. 
‘The peasants’, claims one cleric, ‘are so ignorant of Islam that 

they even sleep next to their sheep.”** The Ministry of the Islamic 

Guards was established to make this second army completely 
independent of the Interior Ministry as well as of the police, the 
gendarmerie, and the regular military. The Ministry of Informa- 

tion and Security, the most recent of the new agencies, was set up 
to administer SAVAMA, the komitehs which employed over 
135,000 men, and the large interrogation centres that prepare 

prisoners for their trials. 

What is more, many of the older ministries had expanded. For 
example, the Office of the Prime Minister had grown from 24,000 
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civil servants to over 27,000 even though it has lost SAVAK, the 

Religious Foundation Organization, and the national television 
and radio network. Similarly, the Ministry of Industries has been 
renamed the Ministry of Heavy Industries in recognition of the 
fact that the state immediately after the revolution nationalized a 
significant number of large enterprises belonging to royalist en- 
trepreneurs who had fled the country. These enterprises include 
aluminium plants, steel works, car-assembly plants, and copper 
mines. The growth of the ministries, together with the creation of 
new clerical organizations such as the Mostazafin Foundation, has 

meant that in the brief period between 1979 and 1987 the state 
bureaucracy as a whole has grown by as much as 300 per cent. 
This is ironic considering that before the revolution anti-regime 

clerics constantly complained that the state was too big, too 
cumbersome, and too bureaucratic. The irony became glaringly 

obvious in 1984 when Ayatollah Montazeri used the pulpit to 
complain that the twenty-four ministries with their vast army of 
employees were suffocating the whole country.®° As in the days of 
the Shah, the oil revenues paid for the expansion of the 
bureaucracy. 

The Islamic Republic is much more viable than the Pahlavi 
monarchy not only because its state structure is bigger; it is more 
viable because it has deep roots in the traditional middle class. In 
fact, since Bani-Sadr’s fall the regime has taken a number of 
important steps to further deepen its roots among the bazaaris. 
This general policy was laid out by Khomeini when he prom- 
ulgated with much fanfare an Eight-Point Decree instructing all 
government officials, especially the revolutionary organizations, 
to respect private property and not violate people’s homes. ‘Islam’, 
he declared, ‘fully respects individuals’ rights, property, and 
honour.°® This was echoed by the other leaders. President 
Khamenehi warned that Muslims should not try to be ‘more re- 
volutionary than the Imam himself.®’ Ayatollah Montazeri 
cautioned that ‘ultra-radical’ slogans could undo the achieve- 
ments of the Islamic Revolution.®* Hojjat al-Islam Rafsanjani 
claimed that Islam, unlike socialism, protected private property, 
and that the Islamic Republic provided ‘better security’ for legiti- 
mate businesses than any other country ‘in the entire world’.®® 
And Ayatollah Yusef Sanei, the Chief Prosecutor, argued: ‘Private 
property must be fully respected. In Islam private property is as 
sacred as the blood of the holy martyrs. Islam and private property 
are inseparable.”’”° Since 1982 the clerical leaders have markedly 
toned down their attacks on wealth and capitalism while con- 
tinuing to mount periodic assaults on ‘cultural imperialism’: espe- 
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cially on unveiled women, Western music, and modern political 
ideas. But then this dual policy of radicalism in the cultural 
sphere and conservatism in the socio-economic sphere is very 
much in tune with the general outlook of the traditional middle 
class. 

This conservatism — which some have called the Iranian Ther- 
midor — can be seen in the realms of senior state personnel, social 
legislation, economic policies and, of course, government rhetoric. 

One deputy chief prosecutor was removed when he argued that 
the ‘war against food hoarders, price speculators, and suchlike 
economic saboteurs was as important as the war against Iraq.” 

Similar purges have occurred in the Guild Komiteh, in the Cen- 
tral Komiteh, and in the Anti-Profiteering Komiteh. The middle 

class representation in the Majles has increased even more. Of the 
68 deputies brought in during 1982 to replace those who had been 
purged and to fill the vacancies left in the controversial 1981 
elections, 40 were clerics, 13 were teachers (mostly from bazaar 

families), 2 were farmers, and 1 was a small shopkeeper.’* Almost 
all had been born into the traditional middle class: 26 came from 

farming households; 20 came from clerical families; and 13 had 

fathers who were merchants, traders, and craftsmen. Needless to” 

say, the vast majority of the new deputies were members of the 
IRP. One of them soon joined the cabinet and thus became the first 
small shopkeeper in Iranian history to hold the rank of full minis- 
ter. What is more, Khomeini appointed three protégés of Ayatol- 

lah Golpayegani — the highly conservative marja‘-e taqlid who had 
been reluctant to join the revolutionary movement against the 
Shah — to the extremely powerful Council of Guardians. For some, 
these appointments prove that the revolution has been betrayed; 
for others, probably including Khomeini, they indicate that the 
revolution has returned to those to whom it should have always 
belonged, namely the socially-conservative, traditional middle 

class. 
The conservative trend was highly visible in the realm of social 

legislation. The more radical laws decreed by the Revolutionary 
Council at the height of the political upheavals — notably the 
Labour Law, the Real Estate Law, and the Land Reform Law of 

1980 — were shelved. One Minister of Labour went so far as to 
argue that factory legislation was unnecessary on the grounds 
that wages and work conditions should be determined by the 
market-place, and that employers, as good Muslims, know best 
how to take care of their employees. ‘Besides’, he added, ‘there is 

nothing in the Koran that obliges the state to provide workers 
with pensions, minimum wages, paid vacations, unions, the eight- 
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hour day, and the right to strike.”* The Council of Guardians, 
meanwhile, vetoed parliamentary bills for the nationalization of 
foreign trade, the confiscation of fugitives’ property, and land 
reform — though the land reform bill had already watered down 
the 1980 decree. It vetoed these bills on the grounds that they 
violate both Islam and the Constitution’s promise to ‘respect fully 
private property’.’* Khomeini advised parliament not to draft in 
future legislation that would displease the Council of Guardians. 
In short, popular sovereignty had been declared to be less impor- 

tant than the divine rights of private property. 
Government policies also revealed a conservative trend. Some of 

the farmlands and factories confiscated in 1979 were returned to 
their previous owners. Cabinet ministers openly claimed, as in the 
later days of the Shah, that the agricultural problem would be 
solved not by redistributing land but by bringing more acreage 
under cultivation. Zoning laws banned the construction of large 
non-bazaari department stores. Peasant Councils were replaced 
by Agriculture Councils controlled by local landed farmers. Work- 

ers’ Councils were supplanted by the IRP-created Islamic Associa- 
tions. Factory managers regained the power to hire and fire. Wage 
earners in small workshops and bazaar stores were stripped of all 
state protection. Ministers argued that the government could not 
run too many enterprises and that some of the nationalized indus- 
tries should be privatized. Ceilings on agricultural prices were 
raised — thus helping commercial farmers. Price-controls on food 
and urban real estate were relaxed — thereby encouraging small 
shopkeepers and land speculators. Bazaaris with political links to 
the Centres for the Supply of Goods obtained licences needed to 
import such necessities as food, fertilizers, pharmaceuticals, and 
industrial spare parts. Banking was Islamicized, which in effect 
meant that loans would be determined on the basis of borrowers’ 
general needs rather than only on their credit worthiness. This, in 
effect, meant that loans invariably went to bazaaris with the right 

political connections. The former regime had channelled invest- 
ment into the grand bourgeoisie; the new regime channels it into 
the petite bourgeoisie. What is more, the tax burden increasingly 
fell on wage earners and salaried personnel, not on the profits of 
the self-employed. According to one study, wage earners and em- 
ployees provided as much as 7 per cent of the tax revenues; but the 
self-employed, who number even more, provided less than 3 per 
cent.’° Some religious leaders, such as Golpayegani, have even 
argued that taxes on profits violate the very principles of Islam, 
and that merchants and shopkeepers should be freed of all state 
levies so that they can contribute khoms and zakat to the clerical 
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cent; that of skilled industrial workers by as much as 30 per 

cent.’? Enrolment in the universities, including in medical and 

agricultural colleges, dropped from over 154,000 to less than 
104,000. Hospitals, medical clinics and nursing services did not 
keep pace with war needs and the population growth. In fact, the 
number of doctors remained the same while the total population 
grew by over 6 million. This meant Iran by 1987 had one of the 
worst doctor-patient ratios in the whole of the Middle East. The 
housing problem became even more acute as additional landless 
peasants flocked to the cities: on the sixth anniversary of the 
revolution the population of Tehran hit 8.5 million. The income 
gap between the poor and the traditional middle class remained 

wide despite the narrowing of the gap between the rich and the 
traditional middle class. What is more, the literacy campaigns 

mounted by the Construction Crusade failed to substantially raise 
the literacy rate. Indeed, if one takes into account the population 

growth, the absolute number of illiterates actually rose. This 
contrasted sharply with other Third World revolutions that have 
not only carried out radical land reforms but have also substan- 
tially reduced the illiteracy rate. Following a decade of rising 
expectations, the decline in the standard of living could have 
dangerous political repercussions; unless, of course, the regime is 
able to lower public expectations. 

Second, the ideological triumph of the concept of velayat-e fagih, 
at the expense of liberalism, socialism, and even nationalism, 

alienated the intelligentsia and much of the skilled industrial 
working class. In the eyes of those with modern education, the 
theory of the divine right of clerics has no more validity than that 
of the divine right of kings. To base the whole Constitution on this 

ideological foundation is a sure recipe for antagonizing the mod- 
ern-educated. In this regime, as in the previous one, technocrats 
and intellectuals who swallow their ideological pride to take up 
high government positions are automatically labelled by their 
colleagues as betrayers of their class and even of their nation. It is 
not surprising that the modern-educated who appear in high posi- 
tions invariably have family ties with the clerics. They no more 
represent the intelligentsia than did the PhDs who sat in the 
Shah’s cabinets. 

Finally, the gradual withering away of public support — caused 
partly by the failure to meet minimal economic expectations; 
partly by the suppression of political groups; partly by the water- 
ing down of the populistic ideology; and partly by the refusal to 
end the increasingly unpopular war — has eroded the regime’s 
mass base. This can be seen in the growing reluctance of citizens 
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university-educated technicians. Second, the Islamic Student 

Association created both to counter the spread of Marxism in 

Tehran University and to show that true Islam was compatible 

with science, progress and social reform. Third, the Iran Party, 

which had a mildly socialistic programme calling for indus- 

trialization, economic independence from the West, and a greater 

role for the tabageh-e rawshanfekran (intelligentsia). Bazargan, 

however, resigned from the Iran Party when in 1945 it formed an 

alliance with the Tudeh Party. In the late 1940s, Bazargan served 

as dean of the Technical College in Tehran University. In 1951 he 

was appointed by Mosaddeq to head the newly created National 
Iranian Oil Company, and in the last months of Mosaddeq’s admi- 

nistration was considered for the post of Education Minister but 
eventually rejected on the grounds that he was not secular 

enough. In the mid-1950s, he wrote a number of pamphlets 
arguing that science and Islam were compatible. The pamphlets 

found a receptive audience among science-oriented students com- 
ing from devout families. 

In founding the Liberation Movement, Bazargan was greatly 
helped by Ayatollah Mahmud Taleqani — the maverick clergyman 
who had consistently supported Mosaddeq. Taleqani was a re- 
markable cleric in many respects. The son of a provincial mulla 
who had preferred to work as a watch maker rather than live off 
religious contributions, he had grown up in a household proud of 
its poverty. Born in 1911, Taleqani was old enough to remember 
both the era when senior ulama had openly justified ‘feudalism’ 
and the Reza Shah era of royal despotism. Taleqani himself had 
been imprisoned in the late 1930s for refusing to carry an identity 
card. His lively intellect and inquisitiveness allowed him to toler- 
ate political diversity and explore new concepts: while in gaol he 
had been impressed by the novel ideas of Marxist prisoners. 

In later years, Taleqani made his mark as the reform-minded 
preacher of the Hedayat Mosque in central Tehran and the author 
of two popular books entitled Jslam va malekiyat (Islam and prop- 
erty) and Hokumat az nazar-e Islam (The Islamic concept of gov- 
ernment). The former argued that true Islam protected legitimate 
property but opposed feudalism, capitalism and unbridled greed. 
It also argued the true Islam was synonymous with social justice 
since it opposed gross inequities and championed the rights of the 
exploited masses: the peasants, workers, craftsmen, and small 
traders. The latter was mostly a reprint of a classic work written 
in 1909 by a famous pro-constitutionalist cleric. In the new pre- 
face, Taleqani underscored the author’s argument that repre- 
sentative government and the rule of law were both desirable and 
compatible with the fundamental teachings of Shii Islam. It is 
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significant that both Taleqani and the original author stressed 
that the ulama should not govern, but should limit their political 
role to protecting the general public. In the words of Bazargan, 
Taleqani was convinced that the two most dangerous forms of 
despotism were that of kings and that of clerics.* Taleqani’s poli- 
tical thought can be described as a combination of nationalism, 
mild socialism, and constitutionalism — particularly political plur- 
alism and the right of free expression for all, even non-Islamic 
groups. In an apt eulogy given at Taleqani’s funeral in September 
1979, Bazargan commented that his old friend had been conspi- 
cuously unique among contemporary clerics in that he had 
favoured modern ideas, political pluralism, and social reform.® 

Not surprisingly, Taleqani’s staunchest admirers were to be found 
not among the clergy but the intelligentsia. In the words of one 
Mojahedin leader, Taleqani’s teachings had their most profound 
effect among the young generation of intellectual Muslims.® 

In announcing its formation in May 1961, the Liberation Move- 
ment declared: ‘We are Muslims, Iranians, Constitutionalists, and 

Mosaddegists.”” ‘Muslims’, the organization stressed, ‘because we 
refuse to divorce religion from politics and because Shii Islam is 
an integral part of our popular culture; Iranians because we re- 
spect our national heritage; Constitutionalists because we want 

political freedom and the separation of powers; and Mosaddeqists 
because we intend to free Iran from foreign exploitation.’ The 
Liberation Movement further explained that by Muslims they 
meant believers who viewed Islam not as a dead dogma but as a 
living creed standing for justice, equality and public welfare; by 
Iranians they meant not racial chauvinists but patriots who re- 
spected their national heritage; by Constitutionalists they meant 
sincere commitment to the democratic principles enshrined in the 
fundamental laws of the 1905-9 Constitution; and by Mosaddeq- 
ists they meant they favoured a form of government that would 
represent the true majority, bridge the wide gap between state 
and civil society, and free Iran of foreign domination. Mosaddeq, 

the manifesto added, was a major a figure throughout the East 
because by nationalizing the oil industry he had struck one of the 
first major blows against the British Empire. 

The authorities permitted the Liberation Movement to function 
for two years — probably because they felt that the main danger 
came from Marxism. The party was allowed to hold meetings, 

publish a newsletter, expand the Islamic Student Association, and 
hold discussion groups in Taleqani’s Hedayat Mosque. These li- 
mited activities, however, ended abruptly with the Uprising of 
June 1963 which terminated the activities of moderate groups 
such as the Liberation Movement and placed many of the opposi- 
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tion leaders in prison. Bazargan and Taleqani were each given 

ten-year sentences for undermining the ‘constitutional monarchy’. 

What is more, the unprecedented violence and the widespread 

stories — often highly exaggerated — of thousands of unarmed 

demonstrators being mowed down by heavily armed troops had a 

traumatic effect on late teenagers who had recently begun to take 

an interest in politics. To use a sociological term, the June 1963 
Uprising had brought into being a new ‘political generation’.® 

The older generation of political activists, having grown up in 
the shadow of Reza Shah’s despotism, invariably admired the rule 
of law, the separation of powers, and the Constitution of 1905-9. 
The new generation, having received its political baptism from 
the bloodbath of June 1963, tended to dismiss such sentiments as 

‘liberal irrelevancies’. The older generation, having participated 
in the oil nationalization campaign and seen the clerical ‘betrayal’ 
of Mosaddeq, was still somewhat wary of the clergy and preferred 
to oppose the regime with secular-nationalistic rather than reli- 
gious slogans. The new generation, impressed by Khomeini, was 
quick to espouse religious symbols and to see in every anti-regime 
mulla a ‘progressive’ (motaraqqi) and a ‘freedom-loving’ (aza- 
dikhah) cleric. The older generation, having struggled to national- 
ize the oil industry, saw British colonialism as the main foreign 
danger. The new generation, having been fired upon by American- 
equipped troops, viewed US imperialism as the major external 
threat. The older generation, having had their formative experi- 
ences in the political movements of the 1940s and early 1950s, 
tended to speak in terms of non-violent struggles: of political 
parties, trade unions, professional associations, street demonstra- 

tions, and mass meetings. The new generation, shaken by the 
events of June 1963, increasingly spoke in terms of armed strug- 
gle: of underground cells, heroic martyrdom, propaganda by deed, 
and guerrilla warfare. In short, the older generation were secular, 
reformist, anti-British and non-violent; the new generation were 

more religious, radical, anti-American and, most important of all, 
ardent advocates of armed struggle. 

This generational divide was accentuated by two other factors. 
First, the 1963 Uprising came in the midst of a rising tide of 
guerrilla activity throughout the world: in Vietnam, Latin Amer- 
ica, and most important of all, Algeria. This was the age of Castro, 
Che Guevara, Giap, the South American Tupamaros, the Algerian 
Mojahedin, and the Palestinian Feda’iyan. Everywhere, radical 
youth was spurning traditional methods in favour of guerrilla 
warfare and armed struggle. Second, the 1963 Uprising came in a 
decade when the Iranian universities were experiencing a drama- 
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The June Uprising was a turning point in Iranian history. It 

revealed not only the political awareness of the masses but 

also the fundamental bankruptcy of the old organizations 

that had tried to resist the regime and its imperial patrons 

through unarmed struggles: through street protests, labour 

strikes, and parliamentary reforms. After June 1963, mili- 

tants — irrespective of ideology — realized that one cannot 

fight tanks and artillery with bare hands. Thus we had to 

ask ourselves the question, ‘What is to be done?’ Our answer 

was straightforward: ‘Armed struggle’.’* 

This theme was further elaborated by the Mojahedin in a pam- 

phlet entitled, ‘5 June: The turning point in the heroic struggle of 
the Iranian people’. After stressing that Iranian history was full of 
heroic deeds by the masses, the pamphlet argued that the June 
Uprising had a special significance in that it ‘buried’ once and for 
all the reformist movements, made Khomeini into a ‘national 

symbol’, and gave birth to the ‘revolutionary ideology’ of the 

Mojahedin: 

It is true that the June Uprising ended in defeat. But it is 
even more true that it laid the ground for the future revolu- 
tionary armed struggle. The defeat, on one hand, revealed 
the failure of reformist groups; and, on the other hand, 
raised the hopes of revolutionary organizations. What is 
more, the masses could no longer delude themselves with the 
idea that such a bloodthirsty regime could reform itself. 
Thus reformist ideas were finally laid to rest in the cemetery 
of dead political ideas... It was after this historic turning 
point that the founding leaders of the Mojahedin began to 
think of a three-pronged struggle: an ideological struggle, an 
organizational struggle, and an armed struggle.?® 

Years later one of the Mojahedin leaders admitted that, even 
though he and his colleagues had broken with the ‘non-revolution- 
ary Liberation Movement, they had continued to respect that 
organization as ‘the most left wing of all the existing patriotic 
parties.’ He also admitted that he admired Bazargan as a ‘sincere 
anti-Shah reformer’ and as the ‘first Iranian to discover the rela- 
tionship between science and Islam’.'* For its part, the Liberation 
Movement argued that the Uprising of June 1963 — together with 
the revolutions of Algeria, Cuba and Vietnam — radicalized its 
younger members and prompted them to form the Mojahedin.!® 
The same theme occasionally appeared in the editorials of Payam- 
e Mojahed (The mojahed message) — the organ of the Liberation 
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zadegan was also active in the National Front, Islamic Student 
Association, and the Liberation Movement. But unlike his friends, 

he was not gaoled during the 1962-3 student disturbances. 
Graduating from the university in 1963, Hanifnezhad, Mohsen 

and Badizadegan spent the next two years doing their military 
service. All three were given the rank of second lieutenant (the 
usual rank assigned to college graduates) and sent to work as 
engineers at state-owned arms factories. Hanifnezhad worked in 
the large munitions plant in Isfahan; Mohsen and Badizadegan in 
the equally large munitions factory in Tehran. During these years 
they not only remained in touch with one another and with their 
university classmates, but also established contacts with other 
conscripts sharing their political outlook. On returning to civilian 
life in early 1965, all three found professional jobs in the vicinity 
of the capital: Hanifnezhad as an irrigation engineer in Qazvin, 
near Tehran; Mohsen as a department head in the Ministry of 
Interior in Tehran; and Badizadegan as a junior professor of che- 
mistry at Tehran University. Using Tehran as their base, Hanif- 
nezhad, Mohsen and Badizadegan on 6 September 1965 brought 
together some twenty trusted friends from their student and milit- 
ary service days and started a secret, well-structured, but as yet 
unnamed, discussion group to explore contemporary issues. This 
group and the date they first met are now regarded as the true 
beginnings of the Mojahedin.'® 

The discussion group continued to meet regularly for the next 
three years, often twice a week and sometimes for seven to eight 
hours. It sent some of its members to participate in the Hosaynieh- 
e Ershad — the religious lecture hall set up by bazaari philanthrop- 
ists and non-state clerics such as Ayatollah Motahhari. It also 
recruited new members and gradually established smaller groups 
in Qazvin, Tabriz, Isfahan, Shiraz and Mashhad. 

The group’s main focus, however, was to study religion, history 
and revolutionary theory. It read, with considerable care, the 
Koran; the Nahj al-balaghah (The way of eloquence), a long collec- 
tion of aphorisms attributed to Imam Ali; and the main works of 
both Taleqani and Bazargan. It read, with less care, literature on 
modern revolutions in the outside world, notably in Russia, China, 
Cuba and Algeria; and the literature on major critical events in 
Iranian history, in particular the constitutional revolution of 
1905-9, the Jangali rebellion of Gilan in 1917-21, the oil national- 
ization struggle of 1951-3, and the so-called White Revolution of 
1963. 
The group also discussed at considerable length the following 

books: Eqtesad (Economics) and Pul bara-ye hameh (Money for 
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all) (two popular introductions to economic theory written by two 
contemporary Iranian Marxists); Marx’s Wage Labour and Capital: 
Lenin’s State and Revolution and What is to be Done?; Liu 
Shaoqui’s How to be a Good Communist (the famous guide to 
revolutionary ethics written by the well-known Chinese leader); 
Che Guevara’s Guerrilla Warfare; Frantz Fanon’s Wretched of the 
Earth; Carlos Marighella’s Minimanual of the Urban Guerrilla, 
Abraham Guillen’s Strategy of the Urban Guerrilla, and Regis 
Debray’s Revolution in a Revolution (these works on Latin Amer- 
ica had been clandestinely translated by a circle of Marxist stu- 
dents who later formed the Feda’iyan); and Amar Ouzegan’s Le 
Meilleur Combat (a book which at the time was the main theoret- 
ical guide of the Algerian FLN and was written by a former 
communist-turned-nationalist who argued that Islam was a re- 
volutionary, socialistic democratic creed and that the only way to 
fight imperialism was to resort to the armed struggle and appeal 
to the religious sentiments of the masses). The group soon adopted 
Ouzegan’s work as its main handbook. Although the group 
studied Marxist economics, it tended to avoid Marxist philosophy. 
As one of the early members later stated, the group intentionally 

shunned Marxist philosophy in order to protect its religious sus- 
ceptibilities. 

After three full years of intense study, the group set up a 
Central Committee to work out a revolutionary strategy and an 
Ideological Team to provide the organization with its own 
theoretical handbooks. The Central Committee included, besides 

Hanifnezhad, Mohsen and Badizadegan, nine others: Mahmud, 

Asgarizadeh, Abdol-Rasul Meshkinfam, Ali Mihandust, Ahmad 

Rezai, Naser Sadeq, Ali Bakeri, Mohammad Bazargani, Bahman 
Bazargani, and Masud Rajavi. 

Asgarizadeh, the head of the Tabriz branch, was an accountant 

at a local machine-tool company and was a recent graduate of the 
Business College of Tehran University. Born in 1946 into a poor 
family in Arak, he attended Tehran University thanks to a gov- 
ernment scholarship. Asgarizadeh was one of the few Mojahedin 
leaders with a lower-class background. 
Meshkinfam, the group’s main expert on rural problems, was a 

graduate of the Agricultural College of Tehran University and 

had spent his military service working with peasants in Kurdes- 
tan. He was born in Shiraz in 1946 into a bazaari household, and 
in 1963 was an eyewitness to the local uprising. 

Mihandust, one of the leading theorists of the group, was a civil 
engineer working in Qazvin. Born in that city in 1945 into a 
middle-class family, in the early 1960s he attended Tehran Uni- 
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versity where he met the founding members of the Mojahedin. 
Rezai, another leading theorist of the group, was one of the few 

Mojahedin leaders without a science-related university degree. A 
high-school graduate he taught humanities at a secondary school 
in Tehran. Born in 1946 in Tehran, he participated in the 1963 
Uprising and was also active in the National Front and the Li- 
beration Movement through which he had met the Mojahedin 
founders. His father was a small merchant who had actively 
supported Mosaddeq. In the following years the Rezai family lost 
four members, three sons and one daughter, fighting the Pahlavi 
regime. 

Sadeq, the head of the Shiraz branch, studied mechanical en- 

gineering in Tehran University where he had not only been at the 
top of his class but had also distinguished himself as a gymnast. 
The son of a bazaari tailor and old friend of Taleqani, Sadeq was 
born in Tehran in 1945, and raised in a highly devout family. 
During the 1963 Uprising, he was put in prison and there met the 
Mojahedin founders. Upon graduating from college, he began to 
work as an engineer at the Shiraz electrical authority. 

Bakeri, one of the group’s explosive experts, was a junior profes- 
sor of chemistry at the recently established Arya Mehr Industrial 
University. Born in 1944 into a fairly wealthy middle-class family 
in West Azarbayjan, he was educated first in his home town of 
Miandoab, then in the nearby city of Rezaiyeh (Urmieh), and 
finally in the Technical College of Tehran University where he 
met the other Mojahedin leaders. Like many of the others, Bakeri 
took part in the 1963 street demonstrations. 
Bahman Bazargani, one of the group’s theorists, was a civil 

engineer and a graduate of the Technical College. Born in 1945 in 
Rezaieyeh, he attended the same secondary school as Bakeri and 
was sent by his family to Tehran University. His father had been 
a prosperous but highly religious merchant in Rezaiyeh. 

Mohammad Bazargani, Bahman’s younger brother by one year, 
was an accountant and a recent graduate of the Business College 
of Tehran University. Both brothers met the other Mojahedin 
leaders through Bakeri and the Islamic Student Association. 

Finally, Rajavi, who after the Islamic Revolution became the 
pre-eminent leader of the Mojahedin, was a student of political 
science at the Law College in Tehran University. The youngest 
member of the Central Committee, he was born in 1947 in the 
small town of Tabas in central Khorasan. His father was a tradi- 
tionally-trained notary public in Mashhad. Masud Rajavi himself 
studied in Tabas and Mashhad before moving to Tehran where he 
met Hanifnezhad. 
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seven in the predominantly Persian-speaking central plateau. 

What is more, the three who had been born in the capital all came 

from highly devout bazaari families. This social background helps 

explain the ideology developed by the Mojahedin. 

Ideology 

The Ideological Team prepared a series of pamphlets designed 

both to provide the basis for further discussion and to translate 

their general aspirations into a more systematic world-outlook. 

The series was formed of the following: Takamol (Evolution) and 

Shenakht (Epistemology), two philosophical works written pre- 

dominantly by Hanifnezhad; Eatesad bezaban-e sadeh (Economics 
in a simple language), a free translation of Marx’s Wage Labour 
and Capital done chiefly by Asgarizadeh; Motale‘at-e Marksisti 

(Studies on Marxism), a brief summary of the materialist concep- 
tion of history and society compiled chiefly by Mohsen; Cheguneh 

Quran biamuzim (How to study the Koran), a two-volume intro- 

duction to Islam; Rah-e anbiya rah-e bashar (The way of the 

prophets: the way of humanity); and, most important of all, Sima- 

ye yek Musalman (The portrait of a Muslim), or, as it was later 
known, Nehzat-e Hosayni (Hosayn’s movement). This last work, 
which was written mostly under the supervision of Rajavi and 

Ahmad Rezai, is probably the first book in Persian to interpret 
systematically early Shiism as a protest movement against class 
exploitation and state oppression. These handbooks were circu- 
lated in handwritten xeroxed editions in the late 1960s, but were 

not published until after 1972. Together they encapsulate the 
essential themes of the Mojahedin ideology. 

This ideology can be described best as a combination of Islam 
and Marxism. As Ruhani and Hagshenas stated years later, ‘our 
original aim was to synthesize the religious values of Islam with 
the scientific thought of Marxism . . . for we were convinced that 
true Islam was compatible with the theories of social evolution, 
historical determinism, and the class struggle.’*° Similarly, a Mo- 
jahedin handbook published on the eve of the Islamic Revolution 
declared: ‘We say “no” to Marxist philosophy, especially to athe- 
ism. But we say “yes” to Marxist social thought, particularly to its 
analysis of feudalism, capitalism, and imperialism.’ The same 

theme was further elaborated in a Mojahedin pamphlet published 
immediately after the revolution. Beginning with the premise 
that Marxism is a ‘complex ideology’ containing a ‘scientific’ as 
well as a ‘philosophical’ component, the pamphlet stressed that 

the Mojahedin organization from its very inception had accepted 










