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AN ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS OF

Mohammad Ataeifor Master of Arts
Majovliddle Eastern Studies

Title: Syrian-lranian Relations and the CreatiorHezbollah in Lebanon

The decade of the 1980s, the formative yearseofrinian-Syrian alliance, was the
most crucial and decisive stage of the Damascusanaielationship. The chain of rapid
events in the bilateral ties, grave regional dgwelents coupled with a fierce political
factionalism inside the Islamic Republic, whichajig impacted the Iranian foreign policy,
makes this period stand out in the 30 year-olcatie.

This research covers the seminal yefat979-82 of post revolutionary Iran and
investigates the Iranian-Syrian relationship aaah’s policy in Lebanon through the post
revolutionary factionalism in Iran. The central gtien of this research is how political
factionalism in post revolutionary Iran influencd Islamic Republic’s relations with Syria
and its policy in Lebanon. To answer the questiois, work investigates Iranian ties with
Syria and its role in Lebanon during the rule & thoderate provisional government from
February 1979 to November 1979 and under the Banmasidency, from February 1980 to
June 1981. By studying the two Iranian endeavar$9i79 during the regin of moderats and
1982 under the radical rule, to dispatch forcesaioanon this research analiyzes the the
embryonic years of the Islamic Republic’'s diwement in the Levant and the
background of creating Hezbollah in post 1982 mkrio

In this study, the post revolutionaomgr struggle and the role of various forces in
the Iranian political scene are explained base@mame Brinton’s model of revolution.
According to Brinton, after the fall of the anciegime, a revolution moves through
different stages from moderation to radicalism #drah finally enters a Thermidorian period.
The accession of radical clergy in the Islamic Reéjouand the consolidation of state power
in 1981-89 period is analyzed based on Skocpogerhof post revolutionary state building.
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ACRONYMS AND GLOSSARY

Al-D ahiya al-Januabiyya: the southern suburb of Beirut

AMUL: Association of Muslim Ulama in Lebanomajammu al-ulama al-muslimin fi lubnan
Ayatollah: the title for a high ranking Shii clergy, litenalihe Sign of God

Bagj: Mobilization or Volunteers Corps

Bazar1 : the “pre-capitalist” class of merchants

Etelaat: the intelligence ministry of the Islamic Republic

Fatwa: religious decree

Fida'iyin: Palestinian guerrillas

FMU: the Freedom Movements Unit of the R@hed-i nehzatiryi azadibaksh-i se@h

Figh: Islamic jurisprudence

Grand Ayatollah: the title for a top Shii clergy who is a Marjaelially the Great Sign of
God,ayatullzh al-uzna

Hawza: religious seminary, Shi'a’s theological school
Hizbullah: the Party of God (in Lebanon)
Hizbullahi: a member or advocate of the Party of God

Husayriya: place especially converted for the purpose otabcof the suffering of Imam
Hossein

Imam: religious leader / prayer leader

IRP: Islamic Republic Partyyezb-i jumhuri-yi islami

Khat-i seh: Third Line faction

LMI: Liberation Movement of Iran,ahzat-e azadi-e iran

LNM: Lebanese National Movemeat;harakat al-wataniya al-lubnaniya
Majlis: the Iranian parliament

Marja: Source of emulation; (pl\Mar aja)



MKO: The People's Mujahedin of Irasazman-e mujahedin-e khalg-e iran
Mustakbarin: oppressor

Mustazafin: oppressed/downtrodden

Mufti: deliverer of formal legal opinions

Muharram: first month of the Islamic calendar during whicle tBhi'a commemorate the
death of Imam Hossein

Mujahidin: strugglers in the path of God

N.d: no date

Pasdaran: plural of Risdar, a member of the Revolutionary Guards

PFLP: Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestiakjabhah al-shabiyyah li-tahrir filastin
PLO: Palestine Liberation Organizatianunazzamat at-tahrir al-filastiniyah

RG: Revolutionary Guards

SATJA: Revolutionary Organization of the Masses of thenfsc Republicsazman-e
engilabi-yi tudeha-yi jumhuri-yi eslami

SAVAK: Shah’s secret police, the Organization of the @gisinformation and Security,
sazeman-e etelaat va amniyat-e keshvar

Sayyid: literally, Mister. Is the title for a clergy whe a descendant of the prophet
Mohammad

Semh: the Revolutionary Guards, Sepah is the short fofrsepah-e pasdaran-e enghelab-e
eslami

Shaykh: the title for a clergy who is not a descendarRphet Mohammad
Ulama: religious scholars or leaders

Umma: moral and religious community in Islam

Vali-yi fagih: Iran’s leader

Vil ayat-i fagih: the Guardianship of Jurisprudent

Zaim: powerful leader or land lord in Lebanon

Xi



CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION: IRAN'S REVOLUTION AND
BRINTON'S MODEL

The decade of the 1980s, the formative years ofrémean-Syrian alliance, was the
most crucial and decisive stage of the Damascusanaielationship. The chain of rapid
events in the bilateral ties, grave regional dgwelents, such as the Iran-Irag war and the
1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon, coupled witheade political factionalism inside the
Islamic Republic, which greatly impacted the Iramiareign policy, makes this period

stand out in the 30 year-old alliance.

The early years of the Iranian revolution were @bia forging the ideological
content and foreign policy direction of the newineg. Iran, from 1979 till 1982,
witnessed power struggles between moderate anchitddices that vied to dominate the
new regime. This research covers this early stagderavestigates the Iranian-Syrian
relationship and Iran’s policy in Lebanon througk post revolutionary factionalism in
Iran. The central question of this research is political factionalism in Iran influenced
the Islamic Republic’s relations with Syria andptdicy in Lebanon. To answer the
question, this work investigates Iranian ties v@tria and its role in Lebanon during the
rule of the moderate provisional government, frogbrigary 1979 to November 1979,

under the Banisadr presidency, from February 168bhe 1981, and finally the period



from June 1981 till June 1982. In this latter stagedicals emerged as the dominant force

in the new regime

The post revolutionary power struggle and the oblearious forces in the Iranian
political scene are explained based on Crane Bristmodel of revolution. According to
Brinton, after the fall of the ancien regime, aalenion moves through different stages
from moderation to radicalism and then finally este Thermidorian period. The accession
of radical clergy in the Islamic Republic and tlemsolidation of state power in 1981-89
period is analyzed based on Skocpol’s theory of plutionary state building. The
period of 1979-1982 which is covered in this stuaBgins with the reign of moderates and
eventually leads to the rule of radicals in 1984e Bualism of power and struggle between
moderate and radical factions in this period aédd¢he foreign policy of the new regime

and the Islamic Republic’s role in Levant.

A. Literature Review

The 1979-1982 period is an overlooked stage irstheies of the Syrian-Iranian

relationship and the Islamic Republic’s involvemenkebanon. This is despite the fact

! This research incorporates a great number of Araiil Persian words and proper names. | have
used the transliteration system of the Internatidoarnal of Middle East Studies (IJMES) as a
guideline for transliteration of Persian and Arabizrds. Where the pronunciation of Arabic words
in Persian differs from their Arabic pronunciati@ar instance, the Arabic Mustafin is

pronounced Mustafin in Persian), they are treated as Persian imthik. The Arabic and Persian
words that are found in Merriam-Webster’s are sgkils they appear in that dictionary. For certain
widely used words, such as ulama, Shaykh or Saygidhered to the IJIMES exception word list.
Personal names, place names, names of politicéégand organizations, or title of books and
articles are spelled in accordance with the [IIM@&aBditeration system but without diacritics. Also
in accordance with the IJIMES transliteration systpensonal and place names, such as Banisadr,
Montazeri, Yasir Arafat, Tehran and Baalbek, whielve accepted English spellings are spelled in
accordance with English norms.



that the Damascus-Tehran alliance and its regi@maifications for Lebanon and Iraq have

been subject to extensive academic research anugjatic works.

The point of departure in most related studiehésantrance of the Revolutionary
Guards (RG) to Lebanon in 1982, when radicals thelkeins in Iran and Israel invaded
Lebanon. Given the fast and dramatic developmeanisn between 1979 and 1982, the
internal divisions over relations with Assad’s ragi, and Lebanese and Palestinian groups,
examining this period is important in understandimg backdrop of the Islamic Republic’s
approach to Syria and Lebanon. It is also a keyesita understanding the Islamic
Republic’s relationship with Amal and the creatarHizbullah in Lebanon. Indeed before
the Islamic Republic turned its back on Amal an@dlelsshed a strategic relationship with
Syria, alengthy debate and conflict occurredim#ran. Understanding such conflicts
and debates in the 1979-1982 period, gives deapighit into the post-1982 phase of the
Iranian-Syrian partnership. Nevertheless, this sahperiod has received very limited

attention in studies on Hizbullah or Syrian-Iraniafations.

Also an in-depth analysis based on primary soundesh investigates the origins
of Syrian-Iranian relations in the formative yeafdhe 1980s has been absent in the related
studies. Agha and Khalidi (1995), Ehteshami andhEllousch (1997) and Hunter (a book
chapter;1998) provide a general review of the faiveayears of the relationship and focus
on the continuation of the relationship. Howevema of these works use primary sources

such as interviews with the concerned officials.

Unlike these works, which have only provided a gaheverview of the two

countries’ partnership in the 1980s, Jubin Good@@06) provides a detailed academic



analysis of the evolution of the alliance betweeamiascus and Tehran. However,
Goodarzi’'s work mostly emphasizes “the output aolites that emerged from the black
box of Syrian-Iranian decision making” rather tHaousing on the influence of domestic
politics on foreign policy decision making insidetb regimes (Goodarzi, 2006, 6). As a
result, the book downplays the significance ofita@lism inside Iran for the international

role of the Islamic Republic.

Investigating Syrian-Iranian relations through #mgle of post revolutionary
factionalism in Iran, has received a very limitétbation in the related studies. Ever since
the revolution, the foreign policy was a turf ofwer struggle between radicals and
moderates. It was intertwined with factionalism atass struggle over determining the
ideological content of the new regime and the fieconomic, cultural and political course
of revolution. During the reign of moderates, tl®§3-1981 provisional government and
Banisadr’s presidency, and throughout the 198@mref the clergy issues such as the
revolution’s approach to Lebanon and Syria andimela with the PLO and Libya were

extremely divisive and controversial.

Ehteshami and Hinnebusch (1997) briefly mentioalrivbetween radicals such as
AlT Akbar Muhtashamand the pragmatist faction, led by AkbasHem Rafsanjani, to
explain certain issues, such as the Iranian inteliffarence over the western hostages in
Lebanon and improvement in the Iranian-Amal refehap in the late 1980s. Agha and
Khalidi (1995) do not discuss the internal divisan the Islamic Republic and its effect on
Damascus-Tehran relations. Even Goodarzi (20068]pitdehis focus on the formative
years of the 1980s, only briefly addresses thece&fepower struggle on Syria-Iran-

Lebanon relations. Since Goodarzi's sources arglyrionited to official government
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statements, periodicals and newspapers, his wadined within the official level of the
alliance. For instance it fails to address poshliagian forces to Syria in 1979 and the

Syrian Muslim Brotherhood ties with certain raditadtions in the Islamic Republic.

In a number of studies on Hizbullah in Lebanonretae efforts to shed light on
the political factionalism in the Islamic Repubdind its effect on Tehran-Damascus
relations and Hizbullah’s behavior in Lebanon. &hai(1996), Ranstorp (1997) and Harik
(2004) endeavor to explain Hizbullah’s behavior #adnternal changes, from the
leadership of Sulital-Tufayl to Sayyid Ablas al-Masawi (1991), in light of the power
struggle in Iran. However their reliance on secopdaurces, many of them western or
Israeli intelligence analyses, is a major weakméskeir work. These sources led them
draw connections between developments in Lebantmfactionalism in Iran which don’t

hold up upon more substantial research.

For example, Ranstorp (1997, 73-74) considers Miiata and al-Tufayl as one
faction and Harik (2004, 56-57) claims that Muhtshwas al-Tufayl's “mentor”. They
relate replacing Shaykh Suldl-Tufayl with the moderate Sayyid Abb al-Misawi to
marginalization of radicals in the Islamic Repulaitd the demotion of Muhtasham
1991. Such claims are despite the fact that, fieeretarly days of establishing Hizbullah in
Lebanon, Ai Akbar Muhtashamand Shaykh Subfal-Tufayli had an uneasy relationship
and they disagreed over different issues (intersjesubh al-Tufayli, Baalbek,
2009/11/11& Ai Akbar Muhtashai Tehran, 2010/07/17). Hence, as | discoveredhduri
my interviews in Iran and Lebanon, categorizing Msharnand al-Tufayl in one faction
and relating their concurrent demotion was mosalyda on those writers’ speculation

rather than facts.



In works on Hizbullah, Jaber (1997), Saad-Ghora2é2), Fadlalih (1994),
Assaduliihi (1382/2003) and al-Mak (1999) the Iranian role in Lebanon and Tehran’s
policy towards Amal and Hizbullah is explained waith dealing with factionalism in Iran.
These works basically approach the Islamic Repisiiclicy as monolithic and do not
take into consideration the effect of factionahfiy on Iran’s Levant policy. Also Shaykh
Naim Qasim’s Hizbullah (2002, 352-353) address the issudipbullah’s relations with
different political factions inside the Islamic Regic in a very general and discreet way.
He concludes that “hopes that Hizbullah’s relatipmish Iran] would be affected
negatively by differences between the two main pdsecs in Iran was vain” (Qas,

2002, 352).

B. Methodology

To examine how political factionalism in the Islanepublic affected the Syrian-
Iranian relationship and Tehran’s policy in Lebanthiis research relies on primary sources
as well as secondary sources such as PersiancAmatiEnglish newspapers, magazines,
official documents and memoirs. Semi structuredrinews, which were conducted with
individuals who had been part of the Iranian-Syliabanese relationship, make up the

core of the material for this research.

To write an original study about a widely addresseloject like the relationship
between Syria, Hizbullah and Iran, conducting mitaxs with officials and religious
leaders who had a role in the subject was of sgamte for this study. First, because of the

lack of written sources on certain aspects of étationship, it was necessary to refer to



people who had a role in the relationship. Secgiwn the secrecy and sensitivity of the

subject, there has rarely been an academic effogach out to the concerned individuals.

This weakness is evident not only in English larggueesearch, but also in Persian
and Arabic works written on the subject. Authorsheff Arabic or Persian works did not
have either access to the concerned individuatiseointerest to contact them for
conducting interviews. This lack of interest padgtgms from this fact that many
individuals, like Ayatollah Montazeri or Muhtashgamwho had been part of the formation
of the Iranian-Syrian axis were dismissed from powvdran. As a result, it is usually risky

and a political taboo for them to speak publiclpattheir role in the past.

Consequently, there has been a tendency among soholars in Iran to confine
their study to the official narratives of Iraniagran-Lebanese relations. As for the works
written in English on the subject, they tried talagbss internal power struggle and aspects
of the relationship that are considered sensiti@vever, they mostly rely on secondary
sources. For instance, Goodarzi states that Sgridriranian officials are inaccessible and

hence he bases his research solely on secondanesdq@Goodarzi, 2006, 4).

Since the relationship between Damascus and Télasalways been covered in
extreme secrecy, most accounts in newspapers agazinas on bilateral talks are either
inaccurate or deal only with the formalities of thikateral relations. This was another

factor that made using primary sources inescagdabkhorough research.

To fill this void and write an original work, | cke to refer directly to those
individuals who had been involved in different ga@f Iranian-Syrian-Lebanese relations.
The result was conducting 104 semi-structuredweers with 63 individuals in Lebanon,
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Syria, Iran, France and Pakistan. The interviewswarried out in Arabic, Persian and
English. All of the interviews were one to one amdaverage one hour long. With the
exception of seven interviews, all of them werdtdlty recorded after | had obtained
permission from the informant. Due to the sengiiof the subject, four informants, a
member of Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomaini’s office, @mber of the Hizbullah, a Lebanese

clergy and a former leader of the Palestinian Igtalihad, have requested anonymity.

My informants were generally among the principleoecin the concerned subject
and had very detailed knowledge of the issue. Tételglition of the interviewees varied as

follows:

Iranian figures from different political factionsiembers of the Revolutionary

Guards, diplomats and clerics.

Lebanese members of the Amal Movement and HizbuBah and Sunni clergy as
well as Lebanese politicians who had a strongioglahip with Damascus and were

familiar with Syrian policy making.

Palestinian figures who were in association with ldglamic Republic and the

Syrian government in the 1980s.

Syrian officials who were responsible for foreignlipy and the Iran and Lebanon

files under the late President Hafez al-Assad.

Given the sensitivity of the subject, before be@ugrthe interview process | had
expected that | may face difficulties in the infew process. In particular | was concerned

about the possibility of securing interviews witizbullah members and Syrian officials.
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However, thanks to friends in Iran and Lebanon,sogcess in arranging interviews with
the members of these two organizations was beygnexpectations. Since | had enough

connections in Iran, | was able to meet and talkést of the individuals | had desired.

As for the Syrian figures, because | did not hawenections in Syria, and also due
to the extraordinary security situation there apded officials’ reservation to talk about
“‘inside matters”, arranging interviews with Syriafficials was the least success in this
research. | made three visits to Damascus in @¢odask Syrian journalists and staff of the
Iranian embassy to help with arranging interviewSyria. The Iranian embassy in
Damascus was unwilling to assist. Also referringyoian journalists, like Ahmad Saw
or Mahir al-Taher, the Palestinian leader of the PFLPamascus, both very close to the

Syrian government, was not of any use.

| also tried to secure interviews with Syrian atils through some Lebanese
individuals who have close ties with Syrian leadensch was in vain. Consequently, the
only Syrian officials interviewed for this reseatate former Syrian ambassador to Tehran,
Ahmad al-Hasan (Damascus, 2008/03/11) and the foByran vice president, Abdel
Halim Khaddim (Paris, 2010/05/20). To compensate for this daficy, | conducted
interviews with Lebanese figures who have closati@hships with the Syrian leadership
and are familiar with both the power structure ymi&and the decision making process

under the late president Hafez Assad.

Most of the interviewees found the subject of ngesech sensitive and were
sometimes uncomfortable answering some of my questHowever, with a few

exceptions, | managed to develop a trustful enviremt during the interview in order to



raise my questions from different angles and askrtformant to elaborate on their
answers until | received a clear answer. The infontsl reaction to my questions was
sometimes very different. For instance, when | Bhetayn al-Hj Hassan, a Hizbullah MP
(al-Dahiya al-Janubiyya, 2009/10/06) and Husayry&allesem, a former Iranian
ambassador to Damascus (Tehran, 2010/07/18), ldibydsked why | wanted to exhume
past frictions and sensitive issues and talk atimrm again. Their reaction to my questions
was such that | had to wrap up the interviews &s aan half an hour. In contrast,
individuals such as Husayn al&agavi (al-Dahiya al-Janubiyya, 2009/09/30); Alkbar
Muhtasham(Tehran, 2010/07/17& 2010/07/18), Shaykh Sudrufayi (Baalbek,
2009/10/24& 2009/11/11& 2010/06/21) or Mohammadisimé¢al-Dahiya al-Janubiyya,
2009/10/06), all key people for this research, ared my questions with great patience

and talked about many details which | had expettted would be reluctant to discuss.

Usually when | told the informants about the indivals | had already interviewed,
they showed a greater interest in my work. If liced circumlocution about a point, |
quoted another interviewee to challenge the infortmehis way | was not only able to take
a more clear response from the informant, but edsmborated information given by

another source.

Originally my semi-structured interviews were lolys&ructured around five

subjects:

The role of different Iranian political forces afigures in Lebanon; the process of
the foreign policy making under president HafeAs$ad; the Syrian relationship with

different factions inside the Islamic Republic; faitical and social dynamics inside the

10



Shia community in Lebanon; the Amal Movements' tielaship with the Islamic Republic

and Syria.

These subjects were based on the preliminary stuciest of them secondary
sources, of the topic. | originally chose my infamits from mid level officials and those
who were not at the heart of developments in ttf893®ut rather on the sidelines and
familiar with the events and history of the subjddte aim of conducting these “practice
interviews” was to gain a better understandindghefdubject and receive feedback on the
questions before embarking on the central intersiéihis greatly helped me to review and

refine my interview questions before arranging mmgstwith top level individuals.

For instance, in the initial stage | interviewed Wamdin (Beirut, 2006/05/22), the
foreign affairs advisor of Nabih Berri and four casl of Hizbullah, Musa Qagal-Dahiya
al-Janubiyya, 2006/03/23) and YdQasr (al-Dahiya al-Janubiyya, 2006/04/13), both
former combatants in the partygrsi Khudra (al-Dahiya al-Janubiyya, 2008/08/03), a
cultural activist and author affiliated with Hizlbath and Shaykh Hassan Hadha (al-

Dahiya al-Janubiyya, 2008/07/31) who is active &heikh within the party.

The interviews not only gave me a deeper insigthefsubject it also shed light on
aspects that have been vaguely addressed in eefdtidies, mostly secondary sources, |

had used in the initial stage.

Besides the semi structured interviews, | was ga@ress to a number of
documents for my research. They included correspraceland minutes of meetings
written by two Iranian clergy officials. These dooents are not open to the public and are
referred to in the work as document x. These sauattewed me put together different

11



pieces of the story that took place in Iran, Sgnd Lebanon from 1979 to 1989 and to
investigate the details of events which have bekinessed in a very general way in

previous studies.

C. Theoretical Frames

The 1979 revolution in Iran has been subject temsive study by sociologists of
revolution. In these studies, there are debateslmagreements about the outcome and
nature of the Iranian revolution. There have besvates if the 1979 revolution was
Islamic or not and whether Iran did in fact expecie a full-fledged social revolution, with
some seeing it, in the beginning at least, as "jstp@and "anti-imperialist”’, while others
have labeled it "petty bourgeois”, "bourgeois" vere "fascist” (see: Behrooz, 1380/2001,
134&256). Skocpol (1982), Zonis (1991), Abraham({®®82), Foucault (1979), Keddi
(1986), Akhavi (1980), Moaddel (1991) and Afary @8p and some Marxist writers
approach the Iranian revolution and tried to expthe roots of the revolution in 1979. To
a lesser extent, there have been works, O'Kan®}200hn Foran and Jeff Goodwin
(1993), Farhi (1990), Bashiriyeh (1984 and 138123@thd Bakhash (1984), that focus on
the aftermath of the revolution and shed lightloapost revolutionary era in Iran. Some of
these works, Brbaksh (1388/2009) Mohammad 387/2008) and Shidi (1389/2010)

analyze the first decade of revolution in Iran lolase Brinton’s classic worklhe Anatomy

of Revolutionwhichdeals with the causes and courses of four majotewesevolutions.

This section examines the concept of revolutiash Brinton’s analogy between
this concept and fever as well as his revolutiorstages and their application to 1979

revolution. This will be followed by critiques ohatural historian” approach of Brinton by
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theorists of revolution, in particular Theda Skdofd®79&1982&1988) and her state-
building analysis of the classic revolutions tedstigate the ascendancy of radicals in the

Islamic Republic and the beginning of the Reigteofor in 1981.

D. The Concept of Revolution

As a substantive deriving from the vedyolver, the word revolution in late Latin,
means “to roll back” (Cohen, 1985, 52). The Oxfbidtionary of Politics defines
revolution as a “complete overthrow of the estdi@dsgovernment in any country or state
by those who were previously subject to it, or @itde substitution of a new ruler or form
of government” (Mclean, 1996, 127). From a sociaabpoint of view, any fundamental,
deep change in a society and its social structesgsecially if it occurs suddenly and is
accompanied by violence, is termed a revolutiorbdth the fields of history and political
science, revolution is defined as fundamental ceang a political system, administration,

and symbols of powar

The history of the concept of revolution cannosbparated from the history of the
ways in which the word itself has been used. Dutirggnineteenth and twentieth centuries
the word revolution was applied to a series ofaamnd political revolutionary events and
a body of revolutionary theories began to develguiad them. The usage of revolution as
we understand it today- a change that is suddditaiaand complete, often accompanied

by violence or at least the exercise of force-lwatraced back to the American revolution

? See: Daugherty, J.E., R.L.P. Baltz Graph, JN, uting Theories of International Relations,
New York: B.L. Linincott Company, 1971, P. 237 &hhson, Chalmers, Tr. By Siasi, Homeira.
Revolutionary Change: A Theoretical Study of thefimenon of Revolution. Tehran: Amir
Kabir, 1984, P. 17.
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in 1776 and the French revolution in 1789 (Coh&85] 197). It is since the French
revolution that the word has more specifically camenean a major change in the political
and socio-economic structure of an individual stateught about by the efforts of its

citizens (Kimmel, 1990, 4).

In the 1920s and 1930s, sociologists and comparatstorians such as Crane
Brinton (1938, Lyford P. Edwards (1927) and George Sawyer P¢11@88) investigated
major revolutions of the West- the English Revauatiof 1640, the American Revolution
of 1776, the French Revolution of 1789, andodhe Russian Revolution of 1917-to
identify common patterns and similar phenomen&asé revolutions. They succeeded in
identifying a remarkable correspondence among thiemevents that comprised each of

these four revolutiors

E. Revolution as a Fever

Crane Brinton defines revolution as the "suddenvaolént replacement of the
ruling establishment by a group which had hithéen bereft of any political power"
(Brinton, 1956, 4). In his famous bodknatomy of Revolutigrine draws an analogy
between revolution and fever (lbid, 26). Brintmses the self-healing organism as an
analogy for the process of social equilibrium. Fewnkich is the analogy for

disequilibrium, is a disorder which goes throughreleteristic stages. Like a fever,

®Fora good review of Brinton’s work and life, segien, David D. Crane Brintoi. French
Historical Studies, Spring, 1969, Vol. 6, No. 1, pft3-119

* See: Goldstone. Jack A. The Comparative and HistidBtudy of Revolutions. Annual Review of
Sociology, Vol. 8, 1982, p. 189 & John, Foran. "dties of Revolution Revisited: Toward a Fourth
Generation". Sociological Theory 11, 1993, p.1.
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revolution is preceded by symptoms. These symptmansassume different forms such as

economic problems, inefficiency of the governmerd desertion of intellectuals.

Brinton identifies different stages of revolutiofi$ie years preceding the outbreak
of revolution, in all the four societies which atedied by Brinton, withess developments
that lay the ground for revolution. He also disassthe outcomes of revolutions.
Following the fall of the ancien regime, the comnemremy disappears from the scene.
Consequently, the revolutionary coalition falls i@and revolution enters new phases
which are characterized by the polarization ofréalutionary forces between moderates

and radicals.

F. Stages of a Revolution

Prior to a revolution, elites withdraw their supipimom the old regime. The ancien
regime faces a mass “desertion of intellectualsl’ pat of the ruling class, professionals
and bureaucracy join the opposition’s call for magform (Brinton, 1956, 52). While
pervasive dissatisfaction with the regime’s perfance extends to the top ranks of the old
regime, the regime loses its resolution to decigisappress the dissent of a popular

uprising.

Just prior to the fall of the old regime ruling class attempts to meet the
sharpest criticism by undertaking major referitdowever, such reforms backfire as the

opposition sees them as a sign of weakness inutimg iclass (lbid, 79).

The ruling elite's inability to deal with ewamic, military, or political
problems, brings about the actual fall of tlegime. The crisis may take the form of a
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state bankruptcy or a paralysis of command in theed forces. Revolutionary leaders,
which may have been active for a long period, thafidenly find themselves with the
upper hand, due to the incapacity of the ruling<land inability to make decisive use of
force. Brinton calls this situation “loss of setfrdfidence among the ruling class” (Brinton,
1956, 106).

After the downfall of the old regime, a brief “hgnsoon” period introduces the
first post revolutionary stage. This is a perioapfimistic idealism. The revolutionaries
engage in much perfectionist rhetoric and radiodl moderates are untidily struggling
against the counter-revolutionary forces (Ibid, )1 However, this unity will soon be
replaced by splits inside the revolutionary blocreslerates who seek limited reforms and

radicals who seek rapid and drastic change begiraggle.

The first group to seize the reins of state a@olution are moderate reformers.
The moderates, once in power, show a lack of heggrand discipline. They face the
problems which plagued the old regime, without hguthe power to solve them. By the
latter part of their rule, a “dual sovereignty” gte between the institutions of the moderates
and the newly establish organs that are underdhtea of radicals. While the moderates
seek to reconstruct rule on the basis of modeeditem, idealist radicals, who enjoy better

organization and effective leadership, manageitoimte therm (Ibid, 149).

Reigns of terror and virtue begin with the accessibradicals. Radicals such as

Independents, Bolsheviks or Jacobins are fanaticsseek to bring heaven to earth (lbid,

® In France, the moderate Girondin assembly fabedradical Jacobin clubs; in America, the
moderate Continental Congress was outpacedeomtie radical Patriots Societies; in modem
Iran, the moderates of the provisional governnoéilahdi Bazargan and President Abol Hassan
Banisadr were ousted by radicals of the IslamicuRép Party.
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230). They begin to impose order through coercimhfarce as they try to put an end to
the disorder which was brought about by revolutiims radical phase of the revolution
eventually gives way to a phase of pragmatism aodemation which Brinton designates as
thermidor.

According to Brinton, as the human body reactsseake and seeks to restore its
normalcy, societies also attempt to restore therasdb a state similar to what was before
the revolution. Thermidor is “a convalescence fitim fever of revolution” and a reaction
to the excesses of radicals (Ibid, 244). By the@rttlis phase, revolution moves back to a

more moderate position.

G. Criticism of Brinton’s Model

The Anatomy of Revolutias considered a classic work among revolution tiesor
In this work, which is the most widely read of Bon's works among social scientists
(Bien, 1969, 117), Brinton identifies a number affarmities in the causes and courses of

four major western revolutions.

Since the book’s debut, Brinton’s study has begros&d to different critiques,
especially in light of political developments irettvest and third world countrieBhe
conclusions of thénatomy of Revolutioare based on only four revolutiénin light of

the political developments of the past six decadesajor criticism on th&natomy of

® In the introduction of his book, Brinton stathattthe uniformities described for the four case
studies are not necessarily applicable to othe¥scasd “any extension of such conclusions to other
revolutions, or to revolution in general, is towreertaken with caution and humility" (See:

Brinton, 1956, 14).
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Revolutionis to question the extent to which these four rettohs are typical
representatives of the “class” of revolutibns

In particular, since World War Il, revolutions hawecurred exclusively in the third
world. Such a shift in the locus of revolutiororir the older sovereign states of the
West to the states of the third world, linkeslralution to a new set of issues and raised
the question to what extent Brinton’s model is aggtile to revolutions such as the Iranian
and Nicaraguan revolutions of 1979. For instancarxist theories of revolution in the
third world, criticize Brinton’s notion of socieys a closed, self-equilibrating system and
question his approach to revolution which takes@laithin established territorial states
without taking into account the international coaitend the effect of the global capitalist
structuré,

Revolution theorists also criticize Brinton’s mettodcogy. The Anatomy of
Revolutionbelongs to the generation of “natural history” thes that are, according to
Jack Goldstone, “primarily descriptive”. They idénpreconditions and stages in the
process of revolution and investigate the pattef events found in revolutions, but
lack a broad theoretical perspective (Goldsta880, 425& 427).

In response to this methodological weakness, ae8gpf natural historians, such as
Tilly, 1975 & 1978 and Skocpol, 1979, adopted dedént approach which “differs in two

major respects from that of natural history themri@¢hey are far better grounded

" See: Nadel, George. “The Logic of the Anatomy ef/®lution, with Reference to the Netherlands
Revolt”. Comparative Studies in Society and Histdul., 1960, Vol. 2, No. 4, pp. 473-484, &
Mumford, Richard L. “Crane Brinton's Pattern ahd €hinese Revolution of 1911”. Journal of the
History of Ideas, Oct. - Dec., 1981, Vol. 42, Nopp. 707-722.

® See: Knutsen, Torbjgrn L& Jennifer L. Bailey. “TAaatomy of Revolution at Fifty”. Journal of
Peace Research, Nov., 1989, Vol. 26, No. 4, p 442
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historically: their analyses arise from a deth examination of a greater variety of
revolutions than had been studied by previanalysts. Furthermore, they are more
holistic, seeking not only to explain whyotutions occur, but also to account for
their diverse outcomes” (Ibid, 426). For exampidjer detailed examination of the
causes and consequences of social revolutidfrance, Russia, and China, Theda
Skocpol (1979) analyzed the internal factors arednternational context which pave the
way for the mass-mobilizing revolutionary elitesntim the post revolutionary power
struggle. As will be discussed later, her appraa@complement for the “descriptive
pattern of Brinton” and is useful in analyzing tiee of radical clergy and the beginning of

the terror in June 1981.

1. The Reign of Terror

Brinton conceptualizes revolutions in terms of sgAmong the explanations for
these stages, the reign of terror is given pronuadyy Brinton (1965, 198-203). In
Brinton's conception the reign of terror, the ratigtage that follows the rule of the
moderates, is an inevitable stage of revolutiolKéng, 2000, 970). It is a reign of fanatics
who seek to bring heaven to earth and impose éndeugh coercion and force (Brinton,
1956, 230).

Unlike what Brinton defines, the comparative stediérevolutions in the third
world reveal that a reign of terror is not a neaegstage of revolution. O'Kane (2000) in
his study of three third world revolutions, compaEthiopia (February 1974) and Iran
(February 1979), where terrors occurred with Nigaea(July 1979), where a reign of

terror was avoided to show that a reign of terrembt an inevitable stage of revolution.”
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(O'Kane, 2000, 970). Also Foran and Goodwin (1983heir research, “Revolutionary
Outcomes in Iran and Nicaragua”, demonstrate hegrnal and international factors led to
the consolidation of state power in Iran througblemce but, unlike Iran, there was not
a violent scramble to consolidate state powmeXicaragua immediately after the fall
of the old regime:

The Sandinistas were quickly able to assieeir political dominance
over the anti-Somoza bourgeoisie in the imatedpost- insurrectionary period,
and they were willing and able to do soaimonviolent fashion. Unlike much of
the opposition in Iran, the Sandinistas' internpponents were essentially
unarmed, and they were tolerated for the rpadtso long as they did not oppose
the regime through extra-legal means or econoralwtage (1993, 238).

A reign of terror begins with the setting up of #hdraordinary revolutionary
organizations, the introduction of the wide lawscominter-revolution, the construction of
the machinery of revolutionary terror - the coutte trial procedures, the police and secret
police systems, the makeshift prisons.

Intensifying over time as the organizations grow #re implementation of
summary justice spreads, terrors are most eaghtified by their peaks, when the toll of
victims and the level of suffering reach their msisocking proportions. The end of a terror
is marked by the curtailment of the extraordinayalutionary courts and forces and by a
sharp decline in executions (O'Kane, 2000, 974phApg this view of a reign of terror, we

can consider the 1981-89 period the reign of tarrdran.
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2. The Reign of Terror in Iran

The 1981-89 period in Iran is characterized by féensive foreign policy, radical
economic measures and strict cultural policies. |8V war with Iraq and in a continuing
confrontational mode with the U.S., the Islamic Bafr was attempting in this period to
bring about uniformity in its leadership and to solidate power by eliminating all
opposition. In this context, almost the entireiiEdl opposition, be they leftist
communists, MKO, or Islamic liberals, were takeniman often violent, sometimes civil-
war-like, confrontation. The end of this periodvdhe mass execution of leftist and MKO
prisoners in the summer of 1988 as the Iran-lragoame to an end (see: Behrooz, 2005).
The end of the Irag-lran war (August, 1988) anddémiise of Ayatollah Khomaini (June,
1989) mark the end of the terror in Iran.

The peak of the terror in Iran was from June 198Jlanuary 1984. By Banisadr’'s
dismissal in June 1981 a small civil war began eetwthe militant leftist groups and
MKO on one side and the pro-Khomaini forces in Behaind other cities. From June 1981
to September 1982, leftist and MKO guerrillas wgiteed against the Revolutionary
Guards and pro-Khomaini factions which resultedumerous bombings and assassination
of pro-Khomaini figures. It is estimated that beénel2,000 to 20,000 opposition forces
lost their lives during this perid@Nima, 1983, 114-115).

By 1984, the ruling clerical factions consolidatbdir power following a decisive
victory over the opposition and MKO militants. lanbiary 1984, the revolutionary courts

were brought under the control of the Ministry oétice. The arbitrary executions were

° At this time, with urban guerrilla warfare andestr demonstrations breaking out throughout the
country, a full-scale campaign was launched agaihsbunter-revolutionaries defined as anyone
considered in sympathy with Banisadr. Between 1981 and March 1982, executions mounted,
with a total of 600 announced by September, 1,300d&tober and 2,500 by December
(Abrahamian, 1989, 220).

21



brought to an end and the situation in prisons bégamprove. Also the Intelligence
Ministry was established to bring an end to thecfiom of unruly intelligence bodies
(Arjomand, 1988, 16& Behrooz, 2005, 16).

Despite these changes, the MKO forces’ militaryrapen from Iraq in 1988
sparked a new wave of executions in prisons. Th&Métces made a quick thrust into
western Iran and captured some border areas. Shogikihe operation and MKO’s
imminent threat, the leaders of the Islamic Repubkecuted hundreds of MKO members
in jails. The number is estimated around 4,5000pess (Behrooz, 2005, 20).

One of the causes of terror, according to Brintonéglel, is a foreign war. This is
not true in the case of the Iranian revolution. Itkn, it was civil war, in large part
provoked by government policies and methods, wladHo the reign of terror, with
foreign war a contributory factor” (O’Kane, 2000;®. The reign of terror neither began
nor developed in reaction to a foreign war. It begHer the outbreak of the war with Iraq
in September 1980. The terror was at its worstinong September 1980-March 1981
when war fortunes were at their lowest but betwiere 1981 and May 1983 when they
were high (Sick, 1990, 112). The second escalatiderror occurred after the end of the
Iran-Irag war when the Islamic Republic executeddrads of MKO prisoners in the

summer of 1988.

3. Skocpol criticism of Brinton’s Model
Brinton considers foreign and civil war and econoprioblems as the causes that
turn government into a war machine (1956, 236-248gse are themes central to Theda

Skocpol's (1979 and 1988) analysis of revolutiorstage outcomes where state-building is

22



viewed as the development of bureaucratic cengtadiz for the purpose of war
mobilization.

While Skocpol believes that Brinton’s model prowdesight into revolutionary
processes, she criticizes the methodology oftetomy of Revolutioand other natural
historians. She argues that natural historianal{aed revolutions by trying to fit either
parts of various cases (e.g., Edwards) or a feweetdses (e.g., Brinton) to metaphors that
seemed to best describe their shared stages dbgewent, hence the sequence putatively
“natural” to revolutions” (Skocpol ,1979, 37).

She also criticizes Brinton for the lack of “comigans of historical cases to
validate” his model. “Instead”, Skocpol argues g‘theoretical hypotheses were simply
applied to the analysis as a whole, and the hestbmaterials used primatrily to illustrate
the metaphorical stage sequence” (such as Brintoataphor of disease) (lbid, 38).

Explaining her comparative historical approaclstates and Social Revolutions: a
comparative analysis of France, Russia, and Cl8kacpol distinguished between her
method of analysis and that of “natural historians"

At first glance, comparative historical analysisynmat seem so very different
from the approach of the “natural historians” Lyf&dwards, Crane Brinton, and
George Pettee. They, too, analyzed and compared historical cases in depth.

Actually, however, comparative historical and nalnistory approaches to
evolutions differ both in objective and in methddaoalysis. Whereas the goal of
comparative historical analysis is to establishsealof revolutions, the natural
historians sought to describe the characteristitecypr sequence of stages, that

should typically occur in the processes of revolusi (Ibid, 37).
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In contrast to the approach of natural histori@osgparative historical analysis
“uses comparisons among positive cases, and befueesttive and negative cases, to
identify and validate causes, rather than desonipgtiof revolutions” (Ibid, 38). Moreover,
a comparative historical analysis does not in aay assume or attempt to argue that
revolutionary processes should appear descriptsiatyiar in their concrete trajectories
from case to case. For analytically similar setsaafses can be operative across cases even
if the nature and timing of conflicts during theo&utions are different, and even if, for
example, one case culminates in a conservativéioeawhereas another does not (at all or
in the same way). In a comparative historical asial]ysuch differences are not obstacles to
the identification of similar causes across caseswaflution. At the same time, they
represent variations that can themselves be exquldy comparisons of the positive

historical cases among themselves (ibid).

H. Skocpol and the Rise of Radicals

Historians have often puzzled over why revolusi characteristically show a
progression to the "left,” toward more extreméicalism (Goldstone, 1991, 434).
Radicals, according to Brinton, are fanatically ated to their cause, disciplined, more
organized and obedient to their leadership (Brini®5%6, 155-160). Hence this
“organizational advantage” helps them to overctimemoderates and dominate the new
regimé®. Skocpol from a structural perspective analyzesatitendancy of radicals and the

buildup of new revolutionary state organizationkd&ol,1979, 5).

2 The collapse of the Old Regime creates a newtsn, in the sense that competition is now
open among formerly subordinate elite groupslaminate the polity and offer solutions to the
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From all three revolutions that Skocpol investigateStates and Social
Revolutions (A Comparative Analysis of France, Russd China) a strengthened state
emerged which was more centralized, bureaucratat aatonomously powerful at home
and abroad than the old regime:

Under the Old Regimes, the privileges and thetunstnal power bases of the
landed upper classes had been impediments taditdl Bureaucratization and to
direct mass political incorporation. These impeditaavere removed by the political
conflicts and class upheavals of the revolutionamgrregnums. At the same time,
emergent political leaderships were challengedibyrity and counterrevolutionary
attempts at home, and by military invasions fromoal, to build new state
organizations to consolidate the Revolutions. Ssea® meeting the challenges of
political consolidation was possible in large gaetause revolutionary leaderships
could mobilize lower-class groups formerly excludiein national politics, either
urban workers or the peasantry. Thus, in all titeeolutions, [...the new regimes]
were more potent within society and more powerful autonomous over and against
competitors within the international states syst€tfi79, 161)

The particular political leadership that createdrsstate organizations had the
“appropriate political resources” to win out in tbensolidation of state power in a social-
revolutionary situation. They are “equipped withss-mobilizing political capacities and

with ideological world-views that gave them tledf sssurance to use unlimited coercive

problems that brought down the Old Regime. Is diimpetition, groups that have prior
national organization and programs are atadwantage. It is not necessarily their radical
views that put them at the forefront; for exampeg Puritan gentry in the 1630s and the Jacobi
clubs inthe 1780s were clearly moderate arfdrmmést, not revolutionary. Rather, their
organizational advantage allows them to tdiel¢ad in disseminating their viewpoint.
(Goldstone, 1991, 434)
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means to establish vanguard control in the nafmiae whole revolutionary people”.
(Skocpol, 1982, 276)

In Iran after the demise of the Shah and the palisantegration of his state, it was
the radical clerics, organized in the IRP, who dadgvelop the appropriate resources to
triumph as revolutionary state-builders. In “Rent¢ate and Shi'a Islam in the Iranian
Revolution”, which was published four years afte fall of the Shah, Skocpol tries to
explain how the international context and orgamiret resources facilitated the rise of
radicals:

The Islamic Republican clerics shared a comeiit to a political
ideology that gave them unlimited warrantrtde exclusively in the name of
all the Shi'a believers]...]

Moreover, the Islamic Republican clerics ameit devout nonclerical
associates did not hesitate to organize, neehiland manipulate mass popular
support, including the unemployed as well askes and lower-middle-class
people in Teheran and other cities. [...] #merging clerical authoritarianism
repeatedly benefited from international comdit and happenings that allowed
them to deploy their ideological and orgatasal resources to maximum
advantage (1982, 276).

As the study of the three classic revolutions destrates, wars and imperial
intrusions were the midwives of the revolutionanges, and the emergent revolutionary
regimes consolidated state power not only amidsedrdomestic conflicts but also in
militarily threatening international circumstan¢&kocpol, 1979, 285).

The types of organizations formed and theitipal ties forged between
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revolutionary vanguards and supporters (in ¢barse of defeating other elites and
consolidating the new regime's state control) readily be converted to the task of
mobilizing resources, including dedicated dfic and soldiers, for international
warfare. Guerrilla armies and their supporstems are an obvious case in point. So
are urban militias and committees of suraeitie, which seem to have served as
splendid agencies for military recruitmentnfrahe French Revolution to the Iranian.
Moreover, if revolutionary leaders can find wdg link a war against foreigners to
domestic power struggles, they may be abldap into broad nationalist feelings as
well as exploit class and political divisions order to motivate supporters to fight
and die on behalf of the new regime.

In Iran the radical clerics were helped immeydey a facilitating geopolitical
context and protracted international warfarentibilize people. From 1979 through
1982, the Islamic Republic Party systematyca#constructed state organizations to
embody direct controls by Shi'i clerics. Stgpdiep, all other leading political forces
liberal Westernizers, the Mujahidin (MKO), thAeudeh Party, and technocrats and
professional military officers loyal to Abolddsan Banisadr-were eliminated from
what had once been the all-encompassing reepary alliance. The party did this
by deploying and combining the classic inggats for successful revolutionary state
building (lbid, 165).

The admission of the deposed Shah to thdetn$tates, the subsequent
seizure of the American embassy by pro-Khomeinilys, and the ensuing unsuccessful
efforts of the U.S. authorities to free the &iman hostages, all created an excellent

political matrix within Iran for the clericsotdiscredit as pro-American a whole series
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of their secular competitors for state powéren, in the autumn of 1980, the
secularist-Islamic regime of Saddam Husseimémghboring Iraq attacked
revolutionary Iran; since the Iragis perceiviidomeini's regime as weak and
internally disorganized, they expected it #l.fWhat happened with the Jacobins in
18" century revolutionary France then repeatselfitin revolutionary Iran. At first,
the foreign invaders made headway, for thenasts of the Shah's military,
particularly the army, were indeed disorgadizé¢ the command level. Islamic
fundamentalists and Iranian secular nationalBified together, however grudgingly,

to resist the common enemy (Skocpol, 1982,.166)

|. Conclusion

Discussing the tendencies of a society prior tcagonrevolution, Crane Brinton
sees a prerevolutionary society as having a coribmaf social and political tensions,
caused by a gradual breakdown of the values otiatyo This leads to a fracture of
political authority and fall of the old regime. Aftthe revolution, power is first handed to
moderates and then to radicals. Radicals creatlitdrian system to materialize their
goals. Under the pressure of internal and extdaneés, revolution returns to moderation

and the totalitarian ruling body is replaced by erades.

Despite its limitations, criticized by revolutiohgorists, Brinton’s pattern of
uniformities and similarities in four classic reutbns can be still a model for investigating
the 1979 revolution in Iran. The different phasésalv are identified by Brinton for his
case studies show a remarkable resemblance t@#teqvolutionary stages in Iran

between1979-1989. Between February 1979- Junei®8oderate governments of
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Bazargan and Banisadr take the reins. These twis ye@ marked with dualism of power
as their governments are vying with radicals inlR. In this period, the Liberation
Movement of Iran (LMI) and the National Front wemgortant moderate factions that
controlled the government. The IRP and the ThirkLlas well as the secular leftist groups,

i.e. MKO and Tudeh party, were major radical groups

The 1981-1989 period is the reign of terror and wiaen the Islamic Republic
party and the Third Line dominated the new regifites period witnessed a shift to an
offensive foreign policy, radical economic measwaed strict cultural policies in the
country. The end of terror is marked by the entheflrag-lran war (August, 1988) and

finally the demise of Ayatollah Khomaini (June, 998

The Thermidorian period begins in 1989 as modeagaternment of Rafsanjani
takes the power in Iran. In the aftermath of Khamigaidemise, radical clerics who were
associated with him lost their influence and peéitiposts. Under the leadership of
pragmatist Khamenehi and Rafsanjani, the IslampulBkc adopted a clear market
economy policy and detent foreign policy to improgkations with conservative Arab
regimes and the West. By this time the ministriRef/olutionary Guards and the
Revolutionary Committees were dismantled and tleictions were assigned to the
regular police. Also the Revolutionary Courts, whitad been responsible for executing
many anti-regime individuals since 1979, becamédidhand put under the supervision of

the Justice ministry.

The struggle between the radical and moderatesadigitbus and secular forces

inside the Islamic regime during these stages easmblyzed and understood in light of the

29



life-cycle which Brinton draws from the old ordera moderate regime to a radical reign
and eventually to Thermidorian reaction. Howevem®n’s pattern does not provide
insight into the post revolutionary outcomes aralittiernal and external factors that
account for the rise of radicals. Hence, in theeegch Skocpol’'s theory of post

revolutionary state building is used to analyzertbe of radical clergy in 1981.

The radical clerics who were organized within tR® lhad all the organizational
advantage to overcome the moderates in June 19Bdreate a more centralized and mass-
mobilizing regime. “In the classic social rewtbns”, writes Skocpol, “liberals and
democratic socialists - people who wanted toitlon to decentralize state power
invariably lost out to political leadershipbl@and willing to mobilize and channel
mass support for the creation of centrally calied agencies of coercion and
administration” (Skocpol, 1982, 267). This was $laene process in Iran when the
moderate Islamist liberals, Bazargan and Banidasirfo the IRP and radical clergy.

The radical clergy were a mass-mobilizing and sbalieling revolutionary elite
who organized themselves in the IRP as well asinvitie newly established revolutionary
organs such as the Revolutionary Guards antj‘BaBhey had ideological and leadership
resources, built around the ¥at-i fagh authority, to mobilize popular support in the
course of struggles for state power.

In consolidating their power, the internationalntext greatly facilitated their task
against the moderates as the radical clergy mebilipopular zeal against a distant
superpower and channeled it into a war agéiag. Advocating the export of

revolution and backing freedom movements in otloentries was instrumental in

1 Volunteers Corps
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undermining the Bazargan and Banisadr governmBgtBnking the foreign war and
confrontation with the U.S. to an internal poweuggle, radicals could effectively silence
the leftist and Islamist liberal dissidents anchgatpopular support behind the rule of

Vil ayat-i fagh during the 1981-89 period.

J. Radical and Moderate Concepts in the Iranian cotext

In this work, different revolutionary forces thadame polarized in the wake of the
fall of the imperial regime are categorized in tlocs: radical and moderate. The
definition of radical and moderate is based onrtfeeeign policy and economic stance at

the time.

Radical:

In the realm of foreign policy radicals:

are anti-American and anti-imperialist,

support exporting the revolution

seeking to establish ties with freedom movementgher countries

Economically radicals support:

land reform

nationalization of the private sector and the fgmerade of Iran

establishment of worker and peasant councils.
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Moderate:

In the realm of foreign policy moderates:

pursue a non-alignment foreign policy to reach larized relationship with the United

States and Soviet Union

emphasize the importance of state-to-state rektion

rejecting exporting the revolution

In the economic sphere, moderates are:

supportive the private sector

against the nationalization of major industrialteex and the foreign trade of Iran

against land reform

against empowering the workers and peasants csuncil
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CHAPTER I
1979-1980 PERIOD

This chapter covers the 1979-81 period of Iranigna® relations and investigates
divisions in Iran over its relationship with Damas@nd Lebanese groups. These internal
divisions are explained in the context of polititattionalism in post revolutionary Iran.
As a power struggle between moderates and radieaksloped over a variety of internal
and foreign policy issues such as ties with the &@prting revolution and supporting
freedom movements, these factions became dividedrelations with Amal, the PLO and
Libya. At this time, the most significant developmée Iranian-Syrian-Lebanese relations
came as the radicals endeavored to dispatch veltste southern Lebanon in December
1979.

Internally, posting the Iranian forces was an afieto defy the moderate
provisional government by radical clergy. The sugjosat factional disagreement between
radical clergy and moderates in Iran and the Sytiebanese and PLO's uncooperative
stances, thwarted the Iran’s first bid to senddero Lebanon. Understanding these
developments sheds light on the future courseamiidn-Syrian relations and their

cooperation in Lebanon which experienced perioglitién throughout the 1980s.

A. The Years of Turmoil and the First Revolutionary Endeavor to Reach Lebanon

No sooner had the imperial regime fallen, thanksdegan to appear in the
revolutionary unity which had formed against #reien regimeQuestions over the

ideological content of the new regime and its ecoieand cultural path, as well as the
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foreign policy course of the revolution deeply ded radicals and moderates and secular
and religious groups that had joined forces agdtdtammad Reza Shah under the
charismatic leadership of Khomaini. From Febru@y4dtill June 1981, Iran went through
upheavals and drastic development that left angsffect on the future course of the
revolution. This internal turmoil, aggravated byleami all-out attack in September 1980,

overshadowed the foreign policy of the revolutignagime.

The first stage of the 1979-81 period, from the dfal of the Shah in February till
November 1979, was marked by dualism of power.drogisional government under the
control of moderates, alongside the Islamic Revohatry Council, Shra-yi Inqgilab-i
Islami, which was mostly under the influence of radidaftgy of the Islamic Republic

Party (IRP), jointly ruled the country.

A number of radical episodes, most notably thewapof the American embassy in
Tehran by students, brought about the end of thgesand sealed the fate of Bazargan
government. In the second stage, after the resggnat the provisional government, the
country entered a period of rapid radicalizationchasted until June 1981. Indeed with
the elimination of Bazargan and Li| factionalism began to grow between the Islamic
Republic Part}? and the office of President Abol Hassan Banis@ide. end of the second

stage culminated in the impeachment of PresidenisBdr and a bloody showdown

2 The Liberation Movement of IratNehzat-i Azadi-yi Iran

3 The Islamic Republic Party (IRP) was founded ibrigary 1979. It was considered the party of
the clergy as Ayatollah Behesh¥lisav Ardelili, Mahdaw kari, Ali Khamenehi, Hsheni
Rafsanjani and MohammadiBonar were prominent members of the IRP. All okthéigures later
took key posts in the 1980s.
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between the secular and religious groups whicimaliely brought about the reign of

clerical rule.

From February 1979 till 1982, the regime was pindedn by the volatile internal
situation which was exacerbated by concomitantsinnethe minority provinces of the
north, west and south of Iran. On top of all thig Iragi attack in September 1980 and the
invasion of large parts of Iranian territory by 8ath Hossein’s powerful war machine
plunged the new regime into an even deeper chdmsinternal situation was so chaotic
that Saddam Hossein believed that his army woulabbeto reach Tehran in less than a
week.

Externally, the dualism of power that manifestselitin the struggle between the
newly established revolutionary institutions ane governmental entities marred the
foreign policy of the nascent revolutionary regiwi¢h confusion and discordance. Both
radicals and moderates strived to dominate forpaity which could in return increase
their internal sway. Anarchy and disorder in theotation’s foreign policy is evident from
what occurred during the first official visit oféHranian ambassador to the Syrian
presidential palace where Huijjat alatsl Ali Akbar Muhtashafpour was to submit his
credentials to President Assad. “Two years afterdévolution, the [Iranian] embassy [in
Damascus] was in such confusion that in the Presalealace, after the Syrian national
anthem was played, to our astonishment the coaptedtto play the Shah regimes’ anthem
instead of the one of the revolution”, rememberfitdaham “when the Iranian embassy

made an official complaint to the Syrian foreigmisiry and asked for clarification, they

“ He is usually known as ARkbar Muhtashamas the suffix “pour” is dropped from his family
name.
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replied that the Iranian foreign ministry had soffaled to provide them with the new

anthem” (Interview; Ali Akbar MuhtashaimTehran, 2010/07/17).

B. Class Struggle and Factionalism in Post Revoluthary Iran

Compared to the lifespan of the Islamic Repubhe, period of February 1979-
Junel981 is very short. Yet it was a very compdidggolitical era during which many
heterogeneous and transitory coalitions betweemaeand religious groups as well as
moderate and radical factions determined the futauese of the revolution. Factionalism
in this period stemmed from class struggle arowuibs$ cleavages that were activated in
the wake of the downfall of the imperial regiméBashiriyeh, 1984, 125). Strife over
foreign policy and the divergent approach of radieaad moderates to the Levant in this
period was an integral part of this factional riyab phenomenon which is only
comprehensible in the wider context of power sttedigtween moderates and radicals in

post revolutionary Iran.

The moderates held key positions in the provisigoakernment of Mehdi Bazargan
which was introduced a few days before the dowmflathe Pahlavi regime. The elements
of the first government of the revolution were nipstembers of the LMI, National

Front'®, the Nationalist party and JAMX.In terms of social background, most members of

!> Social cleavages are structural differences the loots in historical events of a society (sueh a
the Industrial Revolution in Western Europe). Sbcieavages separate people along economic,
language, religious and other lines (see: Lips#$3171& Lipset& Rokkan, 1967, 52).

18 Jebhe-yi Melli

" The only radical group which took part in the psianal government was JAMA, the
Revolutionary Movement of the Muslim People of Ir&stablished in the 1960s, this Islamic leftist
group advocated Islamic socialism and the ruleoofcils systernezam-i Skara'l, in Iran (see:
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the provisional government were large land ownatsapitalists and a number of them
had held governmental positions under Pahfairideed, the Bazargan government
represented the bourgeois and was the major falced undermining efforts to turn the
1979 revolution into a social revolution (see: Bagah, 1984, 134& Behdad, 1995, 105).
As the class struggle over the land reform, workersncils and nationalization of foreign
trade was set in motion after the revolution, trevigional government emerged as the
main challenge to radicals and their call for ratlforeign policy and economic

measures’

The radical bloc was composed of Islamist factiomsst notably the Sazman-i
Mujahidin-i Ingilab-i Islami, the Islamic RepublRarty’® and Khat-i seh, as well as a
constellation of leftist groupSthat were struggling against the moderates fdunémice in
the new regime's institutions. Controlling the Retionary Guards (RG) and the Islamic

Revolutionary Council was key in this power striegdfhe Islamic Revolutionary Council,

Nekirah, 1377/1998, 51). JAMA stepped down from the Rsiovial government in protest to the
moderate polices of the ruling government (seet, IB27-228).

'8 Individuals such as the oil minister Ali Akbar idar, treasure minister Ali Ardah and Dr.
Milavi, the head of the Central Bank, all held high rpagitions before the 1979 revolution (See:
Bashiriyeh, 1984, 134).

19 On the class struggle in post revolutionary Irad the role of provisional government, see:
Moaddel, 1991, 317-343; Ashraf, 1361/ 1980, 31;hBas&h, 1984, 126-128. For an insightful
overview of workers struggle after the 1979 revioluitsee: Bayat, 1987, 100-194.

It is important to note that the IRP had a strBagari -conservative wing in that time. The
frictions between the &ar1 -conservatives and the radicals inside the palty were known as
Maktalis, led into the abolition of the IRP in 1987. Howewnder Ayatollah Behegtds the
secretary general, the IRP was pursuing a cle&alaagenda and the right wing of the party was
subdued to the radical wing (see: Behrooz, 1990681 & Moslem, 2002, 68).

I The main leftist groups in this period were thel@ party, The Organization of Iranian People's
Fadiian, Peylar and the People's Mujahidin of Iran (MKO) whichstad by Magd Rajav.
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whose members were appointed by Ayatollah Khomaiag mostly under the control of
the IRP clerg§’. They were contending with lay politicians of batioderate provisional

government and leftist groups such as MKO and Reygkdominate the new regime.

The IRP was established only ten days after tHapst of the Imperial Regime.
From the very beginning, IRP leaders were people fihe top ranks of the new state.
Emerging from the Revolutionary Council, this leesdep was able to put its people in
charge of important posts including the RG (sedirBez, 1991, 600-602). Facing the
rapid expansion of the IRP, Mehdi Bazargan acctisedRP’s leaders of being “impatient
with and intolerant of all other views” saying thhéy “genuinely believe that only they
know what is best for the people and Revolutioge{Najmabadi, 1986, 148). Likewise,
President Banisadr who won the presidency ovelRRé& candidate, Jaéddin Farsi, saw
the party’s ultimate goal as creating a singleypstate nizam-i tak hezh in Iran

(interview; Banisadr, Paris, 2010/05/22).

Despite IRP’s bitter confrontations with the leffésd secular forces, there was also
a simmering rivalry between the party and the gleng<nhat-i seh for gaining influence in
the RG. Replacing the first chief commander ofRi& Ablas Zanani with Morteza
Reza’1 and the removal of Sayyid Mehdiashen from the RG’s unit of Freedom
Movement were consequences of such contentionstlwd?G (see: Bakhash, 1984, 109-

110).

2 The five men put in charge of establishing the #RfPe members of the Revolutionary Council.
These clergy were: Rafsanjani, Khamenehiad&ahonar, Misavd Ardalilt and Ayatollah
Behesht(see: Behrooz, 1991, 600). Ayatollah Beheglito became later the secretary general of
the IRP exerted most influence in the council (Maeti, 1379/2000, 333).
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Two prominent clerical figures of the radical facts were Ayatollah Husayn Al
Montazeri and Ayatollah Mohammad Husayn Behgstito was the founder and secretary
general of the IRB. While Beheshtwas trying to organize religious forces in the I&l
pursue revolutionary measures through the partgtdlah Montazeri remained
independent and sought to carry out his radicargsabove the ongoing factionalism. Yet
he was considered the de facto leadd€ldt-i sehthird line, which was a loose
concentration of radical cleréfwho were neither in the IRP nor supported the maide
in Bazargan and Banisadr governments (interviewgyil Hadi Hasheni, Qom,

2005/05/14& Banisadr, Paris, 2010/05/22).

Montazeri, who elected by the Council of Expertd 85 as Ayatollah Khomaini's
successor, advocated establishing ties with freesiorements and creating an Islamist
International, beynul mellal-e eslami. Throughdwg 1980s, his office was a hub of
patronage for revolutionary movements around thedvtWe believed that we had to

support them", says Ayatollah Montazeri about retrohary groups in other countries.

“The holy goal of the revolution was uprising agdiarrogance, egbar, and
suppression. Other suppressed nations have therggr®o rise up and for this we were
supporting them as we had sought backing duringexaiution (interview; Ayatollah

Montazeri, Qom, 2007/07/24). His high revolutionargdentials and jurisprudential status

2 Ayatollah Beheshiwas killed in 1981 alongside many other IRP memiea bomb explosion
which destroyed the party's headquarters.

24 Prominent figures in this faction were some memloéryatollah Khomaini’s office, including
his son Ahmad, Sayyid Mohammadibévd Khi'iniha, Segjeddn Masad, members of Ayatollah
Montazeri's office such as Sayyiditi Hashem, Sayyid Mehdi Hshen, Shaykh Hassan
Ibrahimi, Dr. Hadi Najafibadi, Isfahan’s Friday prayer leader, Ayatollahalladdin Tahef,
Abdollah Na'r1, Shaykh Abls Ali Rihant and At Akbar Muhtasham(interview; Sayyid Hdi

Hashen, Qom, 2005/05/14, also see: anonym, 1377/1998, 80)
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inside the seminaries, made Ayatollah Montazeriotfilg prominent clergy who backed
radical economic reforms and advocated exportinglogion (see: Akhavi, 1986, 66&
Menashri, 1990, 96-97; 128). In fact, while radschhsically lacked the backing of
prominent ulama in Qom, both Ayatollah Montazed ao a lesser degree, Ayatollah

BehestHt, provided a religious umbrella for their agefrda

One major manifestation of factionalism in the 1829period, was friction
between revolutionary organs and the state apmanstoderates in the Bazargan
government wanted to act within the existing buceacy which was inherited from the
ancien regimewhile radicals sought to surpass them by consafigahe revolutionary
institutions, nakdha-yi ingilab-i, that worked side by side with governmental ergitied

the bureaucracy that had existed before.

The Revolutionary Guards which constituted a pakraltmy operated along with
the regular army and was a major tool for advantiegadicals' foreign policy goals in
other countries, particularly in Lebanon. The Khs® functioned in the same area as the
established police, while Revolutionary Courts mpudigments on matters in the
jurisdiction of still-existing civil courts. The Bg, Mobilization or Volunteers Corps and

the Foundation of the Deprived, Bonyad-i Mustazafanvell as the Islamic Societies

% Among radical economic plans in that time, the sagnificant was a progressive land reform
known asBand-i jm, which was proposed by Ayatollahs Montazeri antdédbi. The plan
authorized confiscating land lords' lands and idisting them among the peasants. This unleashed
a fierce opposition from moderates and conservalmma(see: Abrahamian, 1986, 109& Floor,
1980, 520& anonym, 1377/1998, 513).

?6 Revolutionary Committees that were in charge efglcurity of cities.

40



throughout the country were other institutions thate functioning under the IRP's control

and parallel to the state apparatuses (see: MlI886, 187& Behrooz, 1991, 600).

The revolutionary institutions, which were mostlyder the control of radical
clergy in the IRP and Khat-i seh, “not only duptedand usurped the functions of the
existing bureaucracy; they also constituted a fdaibie machinery for patronage, mass

mobilization, ideological education and a many fadeepression” (Bakhash, 1984, 243).

Apart from all the internal ramifications, the paatted struggle over controlling
nascent revolutionary institutions and the stapaegtus had a long-lasting impact on the
new regime's foreign policy; as both moderatesraditals exploited their influence

within them to advance their divergent agendasro#gg Syria, Lebanon and elsewhere.

C. Bazargan’s Foreign Policy

The foreign policy was a major subject of confbetween the moderate and radical
factions, especially over the issue of exportirgyravolution and supporting freedom
movements in other countries. While being critimiahe Shah’s alliance with the United
States, Mehdi Bazargan, his nationalist allies sascKarm Sanjibi and figures like
Ibrahim Yazdi, Sdeq Qotbzadeh and Abol Hassan Banisadr were newamndted anti-
Americans. Indeed these figures who steered tHerdgry of revolutionary Iran between
1979-1981, sought a reasonable relationship waHJi8 and at the same time viewed the
Soviet Union as a greater threat to Iran’s secuanity independence (see: Hunter, 1990,

81).
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Moderates in Bazargan'’s, and later Banisadr’s, gowent, formed their policy
towards the Great Powers based on non-alignmen¢m@pthasized that revolutionary
actions should not create problems in the statéte relations of Iran. In contrast, radicals
criticized the neutral stance of the provisionalggmment and its effort to thwart their
attempts to establish connections with freedom mmarés and revolutionary forces around
the world. They believed that the provisional gowveent, under the influence of the Amal
movement, was not inclined to support the Palestinésistance or establish strong ties
with revolutionary countries like Libya. “The pr@wnal government in fact wanted to
rule”, says Ayatollah Montazeri, “it was in theiimds that we have to comply and come to
terms with all the governments in the world. [Tisayd that] this sort of revolution that you
are talking about hinders the consolidation ofgheernment” (interview; Ayatollah

Montazeri, Qom, 2007/07/24).

By adopting a nonalignment approach, the providigneernment’s policy toward
the Great Powers followed the tradition of formationalist prime minster Mosadeq,
which was better known as “negative equilibridf(see: Ramzani, 1989, 203-204). This
principle was, according to the foreign ministerallim Yazdi, the basis of the future
course of Iran’s foreign policy (see: Keyhan, 185822-1979/10/14 & Jumhuri-yi Eslami,

1358/03/27-1979/06/17).

Mehdi Bazargan justified his non-hostile US poheyhin this concept of negative

equilibrium and in defiance to the pugnacious &mierican literature of radicals, he

" Negative equilibrium, mazene-yi marf was the program of Mohammad Mosaddeq’, the
toppled Prime Minister of Iran from 1951 to 1953pdstulated that developing Iranian national
sovereignty would necessitate a policy of non-aflmwith both the United States and Soviet
Union (see: poulson, 2005, 168-169).
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asserted that “if America is the great Satan th&R&nd [the pro-Moscow communist]
Tudeh party are greater ones” (Bazargan, 1363/1B88, In the same vein, Musiaf
Chaman, whose role in the provisional government and tR& was much hated by leftist
groups (see: Nakhnal387/2009, 69), argued that revolution shoul@ménternal process
and cannot be exported (Jumhuri-yi Eslami, 13584-2/979/10/06). In fact, from
February till November 1979, the provisional goveemt that deeply distrusted the Soviet
Union’s intentions in Iran and its proxy the Tudsrty?® tried to maintain a friendly
relationship with Washington and even made sewgaificant economic and military
contracts with the United States, including inggdhice cooperation against the Soviet's

involvement in Iraf’ (see: Vabeyd, 1381/2002, 222& Bakhash, 1984, 70).

A mere three days before the occupation of the idBassy in Tehran, prime
minister Bazargan flanked by his foreign ministanahim Yazdi and defense minister
Mustafi Chamén held a meeting with President Carter’'s advisozeBinski, in Algeria.
This meeting, which took place amid the increasintagonism between radical clergy in
the IRP and Khat-i seh with the provisional goveeninbrought Bazargan sharp attacks
from radical factions that branded his governmemra-American and pro-Imperialist.
The unabated dispute between the provisional govenh and radicals culminated in the

seizure of the US embassy in November 4, 1979.

8 Just a few days after Bazargan's takeover, he deetsoutlawing the pro-Moscow communist
party of Iran, Tudeh, because, according to Bararadeh was banned by the Pahlavi's
constitution and therefore its activity was notde@iKeyhan, 1357/01/11- 1978/03/31). Tudeh
depicted the Bazargan government in its officiglaor as the liberal representative of bourgeoisie
(see: Menashri, 1990, 114).

29 On the relationship between the provisional gonemt and the Soviet Union, see: (Hunter,
1990, 81-85).

43



The occupation of the US embassy and the subsegupport of Ayatollah
Khomaini and radical factions to the student captoot only aimed to eliminate the US
presence, it also was a consequence of intermallaéibns. It was indeed an opportunity
for radical clergy to enervate the moderates akel tiae initiative vis-a-vis the leftist
groups? that categorically depicted the clerical factiassreactionary and only ostensibly
anti imperialist (Behrooz, 1380/2001, 194). Whaelical clergy in the IRP and Khat-i seh
immediately lent their support to the students,|dfiisst groups did not have any other

choice except approving the seizure of the US esybhas

Two days later, Bazargan resigned, marking they etline of moderate liberals
vis-a-vis their assertive clerical opposition (SBaq, 1376/1997, 35-38& Bakhash, 1984,
150). The seizure of American hostages radicaliregolitical sphere and transformed the
very character of Iran’s foreign relations. In therds of Mehdi Bazargan, it altered the

Khomaini regime's stance from "defensive" to "confational” (Ramzani, 1985, 62).

D. Lebanon and the Post Revolutionary Dualism of Reer

Lebanon from the very beginning had central impar¢ganot only in the
international approach of the “Islamic revolutiobyt also in the factional rivalries inside
the Islamic Republic. The historical ties betweamland the Lebanese Shia, the

geostrategic importance of Lebanon and its proyitaitisrael made this small

%0 A few weeks earlier, Fatiin, a leftist organization, captured the US embasigfly, however
the provisional government managed to expel them the embassy.

%1 On the seizure of the US embassy in Tehran amiiical ramifications, see: (Baghei, 1376,
20-38).
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Mediterranean country a natural regional platfoomthe international goals and rhetoric

of the Islamic revolution.

The constitution of the revolutionary regime artatas such international rhetoric
and slogans through emphasizing “a single worldroamity”. It depicts the Islamic
revolution as “a movement aimed at the triumphllothe Mustaafin, deprived, over the
Mustakbarn, arrogant oppressors” (Algar, 1980, 22). As AylatoHusayn Ali Montazeri,
who was the head of the Constitution Assembly (AtigNovember 1979), describes the

general rationale at the time, “our government igksmnic and Islam recognizes no border

(interview; Ayatollah Montazeri, Qom, 2007/08/11).

In this vein Lebanon, with a sizable Shii populatand host to the politico-military
infrastructure of the PLO was considered a pringgiound for the revolutionary
aspirations in Iran. Figures that advocated tha @feexporting revolution saw Lebanon as
pivotal to their goal. “Syria and Lebanon were piignary turf for vaulting the revolution
and if it were not for those activities in Syriaddrebanon, exporting the revolution might
have been left unmaterialized as a chimerical aspi,” says Muhtashamvho played a
key role in founding Hizbullah years later (intexwi; Ali Akbar Muhtasham Tehran,
2010/07/18).

The Islamic dimension of the 1979 revolution gavealel of resistance for
Muslims and in particular the disinherited Shid_ebanon (see: Kramer, 1987, 6-13&
Norton, 1987, 213) whose ties to Iran extendedwesd back to the Safavid's relations

with Shii scholars from Jabal ‘Anifl (see: Hourani, 2005, 51-61). After the revolution,

¥ While the two Pahlavi rulers did not take this smwiously domestically, in their foreign relations
it presented a certain interest for Shia outside ¥ if for no other reason than that Iran repriesen
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popular speeches on the regional role of the réfemiuthis old tie was brought up as a
reference point. When Musta€haméan returned to Iran, in his public speeches, he
pointedly introduced himself as arriving from Jat#ahil “whose people throughout the
1400 year history of Islam have been under constgppression” (anonymous, 1378/1999,
17).

In the same vein, Mohammad Montazeri who led taei&n volunteers to Syria
and Lebanon to take part in battles against Iscaelupation forces depicted the move as
“a traverse to the land of Jabal ‘Amil where owil@ation originates from” (an-Nahar,
1979/12/10).

However such attitude towards Lebanon did not m&étconsensus in Iran and
even added fuel to internal disagreements. Rewolaty Iranians watched the Lebanese
arena and Amal-Palestinian confrontations throbglr bwn pre-revolution experience and
background in Lebanon and hence envisaged contoagli@pproaches for the new
regime’s policy towards Lebanon.

Individuals like Jalleddin Farsi, Mustaf Chaman, Ibrahim Yazdi, Abbs Zanani,

Ali Akbar Muhtasharmand Mohammad Montazeri who influenced the Iramialicy
towards Lebanon had chosen their allies from diffiewarring factions in Lebanon based
on their own ideological background and readinthefLebanese internal situation. In
essence the dispute in Tehran at that time wastbeeaguestion of who was eligible to be

the main Iranian ally in Lebanon and represenigtamic Republic there.

a beacon of hope for many non-lranian Shia, git)ahmost of them were either of low socio-
economic status or even suffered more or less oigatimination.

In Lebanon privileged contacts with some Shia riesabfforded the Shah’s regime a certain inside
track into the political system. These confessidieal help explain why in the beginning the Shah’s
regime was quite willing to subsidize the actidtief Musa Sadr (see: Chehabi, 2005, 25-26).
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E. The Provisional Government: Old Ties with Amal

The LMI members? who held key positions inside the provisional gowveent,
along with several conservative figutewere in favor of close relations with the Amal
movement. They all had significant experience ibdmon and indeed their cordial ties

with Amal and its founder, Musa Sadr traced bacth&1960s and 70s.

The most prominent pro Amal figure in the provigibgovernment was Mustaf
Chaman who served as Bazargan’s defense minister. Cimawas a member of Amal and
his residence in Lebanon from 1971 till 1979 aféatdhim strong ties with the movement’s
leaders and a close relationship with Musa 8aBwuring the final two days before the
collapse of the imperial regime, Chamiorganized 500 Amal militants to fly with them to
Tehran via Damascus to take part in street congehst the disheartened forces of the
Shafi® (anonymous, 1378/1999, 16). However, he did rormeto Iran until 17 February
1979 when he entered with a delegation from the |lAnmvement and the Lebanese Shia

Higher Council to meet with Grand Ayatollah KhoniamQom.

¥ Mehdi Bazargan, Yadulh Salibi, Ezatollah Saibi, Hassan Nah, Abkas Sheybni, Sadeq
Talataka't and Ali Asgar Hj-Sayyid Jaddi all were members of LMI who took important posts i
the provisional government. Also Mia& Chaman, Ibrahim Yazdi and Atis Anmir Entezam who
were leading the LMI in the northern America beftire revolution became prominent members in
the provisional government (Meisam378/1999, 99).

% Ayatollah Hassan Qonand Ayatollah Sayyid &zem Shamtmadri had close ties with Musa
Sadr (see: Keyhan, 1358/2/22).

%For a personal account by Chamon his views and activities in Amal, see: anon$8¥6/1997.

% According to Chanain, before they can fulfill the task, the street baits were over and the
revolution was materialized (anonym, 1378/1999, 16)
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After the disappearance of Musa Sadr, Chaanmeld considerable influence inside
the movement and therefore his departure camalssjppointment to many of Amal’s
rank and file who saw him as a potential leadeard¥tusa Sadr (interviews, Rilb Sadr,

al-Dahiya al-Janubiya, 2010/04/22 & Aql Ham, al-Dahiya al-Janubiya, 2009/10/22).

Ibrahim Yazdi, who was deputy prime minister in igeaof revolutionary affairs
and then foreign minister in the Bazargan goverripveas also a friend of Musa Sadr and
backed Amal's position. His close ties with Saéliwily, according to Musa Sadr’s sister,
gave Yazdi a status as significant as Chxanfinterview, Rubb Sadr, al-Dahiya al-
Janubiya, 2010/04/29). Based on Yazdi's advicéhenearly 1970s Musa Sadr invited
Mustafi Chamén to Lebanon to manage the technical school heebtadlished for the
Shia in Tyre (Chehabi, 2005, 183). During his tenarthe foreign ministry, Ibrahim Yazdi
was the target of the sharpest criticism from radiand the PLO. This animosity deepened
particularly following his decision to assign pronal individuals to the Iranian embassy in
Beirut (Document x, Tehran). Another pro-Amal figun the provisional government was
Musa Sadr’'s nephewaBeq Talatala’t who became government spokesman in early July.

He was one of the staunch anti-Libyan elementeergpvernment.

Outside the provisional governmenid8q Qotbzdeh who was the head of the
national radio and television sympathized with Antré¢ was a member of LMI and before
1979 was working in association with Chamand Yazdi in the US. Because of his close
ties with Musa Sadr, Ayatollah Khomaini had asstyhen to a follow up mission in to
inquire the fate of the Lebanese Shii leader &fi®disappearance in August 1978
(interview; anonymous, Tehran, 2007/08/31). Folloyvihe fall of Bazargan government,

Qotbzadeh who had parted ways with Bazargan, was appbiotthe foreign ministry
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where he remained active in undermining radicalgfeefforts to warm relations with
Libya and dispatch revolutionary forces to Lebar@yand large, the pro-Amal tendency
of these figures and their approach to the relatith Libyans and Palestinians gained
fame for them as pro-Amal faction, Amstha, in Iran (see: Omid-e Iran, 1358/05/01/-

1979/07/23, No. 25& 1358/05/15/- 1979/08/06).

At another level, the warp and woof of ties betwgenLMI, which controlled the
provisional government and Amal were woven throtighideological affinity of the two
groups. Both LMI and Amal had a strong anti lefirste and both were in essence
reformist rather than revolutiondfy Amal inherited its reformist tradition from MuSadr
whose main goal was improving the status of theabhelse Shia within the sectarian system

of Lebanon (see; al-Maat, 1999, 86-87& Shanahan, 2005, 160-161).

Unlike LNM and leftists groups which posed as aerahtive to the Lebanese state,
Amal sought entrenchment in Lebanon's confessipolitics and contrary to what radicals
in Tehran envisaged, the preeminent Lebanese iggalothe Amal movemerit
necessitated a separation between the Lebanesearrisregional trends (see: Aruri, 1985,
7& al-Madini, 1999, 72; 54-55). This clearly concurred with ploditical agenda of
moderates in Iran who were neither desirous ofdba of exporting revolution nor

supportive of the Palestinian resistance in Lebanon

37 On the history and ideology of LMI, see: H. E. Ghli, Iranian Politics and Religious
Modernism: The Liberation Movement of Iran under 8hah and Khomeini (London: |.B.Tauris,
1990).

% Amal is not a Shii movement devoid of nationalimal defines itself, in its khaq Haraka-t
Amal, Charter or Covenant of the Amal Movementa&tarakat wataniyya, national movement,
"that strongly believes in the preeminence of tatiom, in the unity of the nation [al-¢&n], and in
maintaining [the nation's] sovereignty intact."gsBlorton, 1987, 74& al-Madini, 1999, 87).

49



F. Frictions between Moderates and Radicals over Garolling Foreign Policy

Ever since the revolution, radicals and moderataglit to control foreign policy. It
was intertwined with factionalism and class stregaVer determining the ideological
content of the new regime and the future econoauiltural and political course of
revolution. During the reign of moderates, the 9981 provisional government and
Banisadr’s presidency, issues such as relatiorsthet US, exporting revolution and
supporting freedom movements were extremely digisind controversial. The
controversy, in fact, outlived the moderate “Islaniberals” era and remained a bone of
contention throughout the 1980s reign of the cleAgainst this background,
disagreements over relations with Amal and the Rh@acted the foreign relations of Iran

under the Bazargan government.

Iranian radicals and the PLO alike saw the Bazaggs@rnment a pro American
entity whose approach to Lebanon and adverse staweeds the Palestinian resistance
was forged under the influence of ArffalConflict over Amal and the PLO characterized
much of the moderates-radicals foreign policy delbaider Bazargan. The strife in the
Iranian embassy in Beirut which witnessed a prodmhgpntention between the pro-
Palestinian radicals and pro-Amal moderates ovetralling the embassy, inviting
members of the PLO and Amal by rival factions mlfor training Pasdarans in the newly
established RG and posting volunteer forces in hebdy radicals in late 1979 to defy the

provisional government were manifestations of thspute.

39 When Yasir Arafat met with an Iranian delegatioeaded by Mohammad Montazeri, in Libya,
he expressed his disappointment with the provisigoeernment by saying that “Imam [Khomaini]
is anti American but they are negotiating with th& and moving in the opposite direction”
(interview; Hassan ‘42’1, Beirut, 2009/10/03).

50



G. Pro-Palestinian Revolutionaries

With the advent of revolution, radicals found adeswaited opportunity to
transform their ties with Palestinian and revolodoy groups into a strategy of action.
Among these radicals, Hujjat alddsh Mohammad Montazeri was a principle player in the
period of 1979-1981. He was an internationalist séhbold personality, self-effacing
demeanor and high revolutionary credentials manegapular with Iranian
revolutionaries and Palestinian and Lebanese rzdadi&e (interview; Tall Salman,

Beirut, 2009/08/19).

The young cleric began his anti-Shah activitiesmhe was still a teenager. He was
imprisoned and tortured many times by SAVAKIn the late 1960s, he fled Iran to
Pakistan and then moved to Iraq, Syria and Lebart@re he made connections with
Islamist and revolutionary groups including the P(sBe: anonymous, 1362/1983, 69-79).
In Syria and Lebanon, he set up a network in aasioniwith the PLO for recruiting
Iranian and Afghan activists for military trainingansferring arms to anti-Shah groups in
Iran and revolutionary forces in Middle East ashaslfinancing and facilitating their

operations and movements across the region andie&mope.

After the 1979 revolution, to maintain and strergthhese ties, Montazeri
established SATJA and the Freedom Movements UiiterRG. “Mohammad [Montazeri]
argued that as the revolutionaries such as thestitabns supported us [before the

Revolution], it falls on us to support them toc&counts Abbs Zanani (interview; Ablas

49 SAVAK was the acronym for the Shah's secret ppli@eman-i Etelaat va Amniyat-e Keshvar,
national intelligence and security organization.
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Zamani, Rawalpindi, 2008/11/05). He sought an Iraniarolaévonary presence in Lebanon
and made the first bid to dispatch Iranians tolsewut Lebanon in cooperation with al-
Fatah. Like many other radicals such as #bBanani, Ali Akbar Muhtashari* and
Jabkleddin Farsi, the young cleric was intimately involved in theanese arena, had strong
ties with the PLO and abhorred Amal’s non-revoloéity and anti-Palestinian vision.
Politically, all these figures, except dalddin Farsi who was a member of the IRP, were

considered Khat-i seh and acted under the umbyelgatollah Montazeri’s tutelage.

Abbas Zanani, also known as AbSharf, worked in association with Mohammad
Montazeri and other radicals in Lebanon. His salwigAki Shaif, was inherited from
Lebanon where he resided in Bourj al-Barajneh chatpeen 1970- 1979. In the camp, he
set up a network to recruit Iranians for arms frajrin the Palestinian camPginterview;
Abbas Zanani, Rawalpindi, 2008/11/05). Later, as a founding roenof the RG, he
continued his close ties with Mohammad Montazed Sayyid Mehdi Hsheni at the

Freedom Movements office and invited PalestinianBehran to train Pasdarans.

Another pro-Palestinian was 3l@ddin Farst whose relationship with PLO, like

Abt Sharf, originated from Lebanon where he resided betwigf0-72. He was one of

the most fiery critics of anti-Palestinian attitsdef Musa Sadr and Musta€haman*. In

“! Muhtashartis background and exploits will be discussed inrtbgt chapter.

“2 Abbas Zanani did not spend all this period in Lebanon and it fee was residing in Pakistan,
Iran and Europe for a while. See his interviewswat-Sharq al-Awast, 1979/12/04& Teshrien,
1980/02/16.

3 During a telephone chat with dielddin Farst (Tehran, 2010/01/18), he told the author that
Mustafa Chamgn was not only against PLO, but also against Ralaet and their cause. He
proclaimed that Muafa Chamén in one public speech where he was among the meslagtacked
the Palestinians and their cause.
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a book he published on his memoirs in Lebanon|dily faccused Sadr and Chamrof
being anti-Palestinidf This book was in Persian and drew an angry madtom Amal

that regarded the work an effort to tarnish the facthe movement and its founder Musa
Sadr among the Persian speaking Iranians. “Afterefrolution”, says a former member of
Amal, “books and speeches were published in Iramfpeople like Jaleddin Farsi to

distort the history of Imam Sadr” (interview; Husagl-Husayn Beirut, 2009/10/23).

In the post revolution periodafst did not play any significant role in forging the
Iranian policy in Lebanon. He was nominated bylgie to run for the first presidential
election against Banisadr. However, he had to dtem after it was discovered that his

father was Afghan and hence he was not qualifiedrio

Apart from these individuals, other political anditary figures who took later key
offices in the Islamic Republic were associatechwibhammad Montazeri’s international
network. All the Iranian dissidents, excluding Warxists, who went to Lebanon in the
1970s for receiving guerilla training, were receiand organized by Montazeri and his
disciple”. Mohammad Ghagawho held a number of ministerial positions like tiil”
and “Post and Telegraph”, Sayyid geddin Masav, the head of Islamic Revolution
Committees and former ambassador to Pakistan, ayyldlSYahy Rahm Safav who was
the RG commander from 1997 to 2007 all went thrahggnetwork to Syria and Lebanon

in 1970s and resided in al-Fatah camps for traimrguerrilla warfare. As one of

 Jakleddin Farsi. Zavaya-yi tarik. (Tehran, 1373/1994). For his acrimonious langu&ge is one
of the most resented anti-Sadr individuals amongW¥eadership.

%> 0On Iranian left ties with Palestinians and thegsence in Lebanon, see: (Chehabi, 2005, 185-
190).
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Montazeri’s disciples points out, “the origin oflitary training of many commanders of
Sepah and forces that had a role in [Iranian] rgiarh, was the martyr Mohammad
Montazeri (Jaral1, 1389,2010, 130).

The pro-Palestinian faction enjoyed the backingarhe members of Ayatollah
Khomaini’'s office, in particular his favored grams Sayyid Husayn Khomaini and
Shaykh Mohammadafieq Khallkili. They lambasted the foreign policy of Bazargan
government and the conservative economic approfactoderate® and advocated strong

ties with PLO and Kaddafi.

A few months after the fall of the Shah, Sayyid &grs Khomaini and Mohammad
Sadeq Khalllt visited Lebanon and made speeches that drew aeacsions from Amal’s
leaders and Imam Musa Sadr’s family. Interestindlyjng the visit, they were hosted by
al-Fatah and not the Shii Amal (interviewad al-Fahs, al-Dahiya al-Janubiya,
2010/05/01& as-Safir, 1979/10/23). Khalikduring his visit to the south claimed that
Imam Musa Sadr had been killed in Rome and thereforts to conceal his body to
protract the problem (as-Safir, 1980/04/08). Tls&nce was extremely annoying to Amal
leaders who held Colonel Kaddafi responsible fatrSalisappearance. “Mr. Khalk and
Mr. Husayn Khomaini were leading efforts to tamike relation between Amal and Iran,”
explains Rubb Sadr, “they caused much damage to the issuearhiMusa Sadr and

Amal’s relation with Iran” (interview; Ruitb Sadr, al-Dahiya al-Janubiya, 2010/04/22).

““See: Sayyid Husayn Khomaini's speech against Algditdzaf Qont (Keyhan, 1358/07/22-
1979/10/14) when the latter asserted that accotditige tradition the Islamic government cannot
limit the capital and wealth of the citizens.
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1. Mohammad Montazeri and the Islamist Internatioha

In the early years of revolution, Hujjat aldsi Montazeri was the most outspoken
critic of the “non-revolutionary” foreign policy dhe provisional government and a
staunch proponent of exporting the revolution. Hpuad that without promoting the
revolution beyond the Iranian borders and estaibigsktrong ties with revolutionary
countries and movements, the revolution in Iran ldi@e@siege and succumb to enerflies

(interview; Hassan ‘At'1, Karaj, 2008/07/30& Mahid Dordkeshn, Isfahan, 2008/08/13).

Indeed, within the ranks of the clergy, at a timeltaos and turbulence when they
lacked organization and unity, Mohammad Montazes wne of the few clergymen with a
solid vision of organizing the revolutionary forc@sis lack of centrality originated partly
from the centuries old tradition inside the Shératal system which rules out any
educational hierarchy and central authority that iact scattered among top raiar,
sources of emulation. Contrary to this dominanditran that is honored by traditional
clergy asour order is in our disorderHujjat al-Iskm Montazeri believed in the necessity
of training cadres and organizing the revolutionaeygy (interviews; Husayn Mahdav
Najafabad, 2008/08/09& Mahrd Vahed, Najafabad, 2008/08/09). Establishing SATJA,
Revolutionary Organization of the Masses of thartst Republic, was a move in this

directior’®. The vast network of ties with Leftist and antiaédishment groups in other

“"To uphold his bid to send revolutionary voluntelersebanon, for instance, he argued that "we
intend to strike Zionism which is a derivation aihspiracy against the revolution. Indeed we are
attacking the roots" (an-Nahar, 1979/12/19).

8 He also established an educational centeafar Street in Tehran for training carders for the

revolution’s diplomacy. He believed that the revmn needs diplomats with a revolutionary ethic
(interview; Mahntid Dordkeshn, Isfahan, 2008/08/13).
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countries that he inherited from long years of yaeslution activities, laid the context of

his quest after the revolution.

SATJA was a hub for organizing Iranian and non{ikamevolutionary forces and
the provenance of the unit of freedom movementénRG. It was also the headquarters for
organizing volunteers to be dispatched to battatfin the southern Lebanon. As “an
international party", in the words of aviontazeri, (interview; Sd Montazeri, Qom,
2008/08/23) SATJA was established to materializecthncept of Islamist International,
beynol mellal-e eghi, that Mohammad Montazeri was soliciting for sitive beginning
of his anti-Shah activities in 1983 Other than Palestinian and Lebanese, Afgharrearit
Irish and Filipino activists, individuals from thetin America and members of the Muslim
Brotherhood and Sahara’s Polisario were frequer8fgJA (interviews; Sa Montazeri,

Qom, 2008/08/23& Asghar SalelQom, 2008/04/21).

Mohammad Montazeri, known among Palestinians bgdisiquet, Ak Ahmad,
attached great importance, in the eyes of his Bxagssive importance, to the Palestinian
resistance and the PEOThis was not merely ideological. It also stemrfrech
operational and practical considerations. PLO wasurceful and had very well trained
and adroit cadres. Also their intelligence appaatas strong and Palestinians were

always a source of information for Hujjat alaisl Montazeri who intended to use their

9 On Mohammad Montazeri's struggles and views, Baezand-i Eslam va QuraTeheran:
Vahed-e farhangi Bunyad-e Shahid, 1362/1983, l2.1

0 Ayatollah Montazeri says when Arafat visited lasithe first foreign leader after the revolution

and met with him, “he kept talking about @Bhmad. | told him who is Aib Ahmad? Arafat said
we call Mohammad [Montazeri] AbAhmad” (interview; Ayatollah Montazeri, Qom, 2007/24).
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experience to establish the revolutionary instusiin Iran. “Palestinians had very good
knowledge of the region and Arab governments amtiig eyes] this was one of the values
of working with Palestinians”, explains an assaziat Montazeri (interview; Hassan

‘Ata’1, Karaj, 2008/07/30). Indeed, such capabilities] mot exclusively ideological

factors, were behind the creation of strong tide/ben anti-Shah radicals and the PLO in
pre-1979 period. Speaking of their relations wigheBtinians and Amal, Ahmad Movalied
who was based in al-Fatah camps says: “our relatasnot limited to Palestinians. We
also had ties with Amal. However, Amal was pootarms of its means and even their
members received military training in the Palestincamps” (interview; Ahmad

Movahed, Tehran, 2010/07/04).

Radicals chose their ally in the Arab world by eading PLO that was responsible,
in the eyes of Amal leaders and their Iranian fitgrfor creating divisions between the
Islamic Republic and the Shia movement (intervigatif Aotn, al-Zahrani, 2009/11/04).
As Imam Musa Sadr’s sister says, “The Palestiniand,in fact al-Fatah, after Imam Musa
Sadr [disappearance] began propaganda and slagmiasBAmal” (interview; Rudib Sadr,
al-Dahiya al-Janubiya, 2010/04/22). On the oth@&dhaadicals believed that the
provisional government under the influence ofigs tvith Amal had failed to support the
Palestinian cause and play a proper role in tilgarnce(interview; anonymous, Tehran,
2007/08/31). “When we invited Palestinians to laaal asked them to train the
Revolutionary Guards, the interim government olgd¢tsays the first commander of
Sepah. “This stance was a reflection of Musa Satlebanon” (interview; Abis Zanani,
Rawalpindi, 2008/11/05). Disagreement between naidsmwho supported Amal and

radicals of Khat-i seh and IRP were not confinethts point. The issue of Iranian relations
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with Libya and ties between the office of Ayatollslontazeri and Libya deepened the

animosity between radicals and Amal leaders anid &liees in Tehran.

H. Controversy over Relations with Libya

Since the 1969 revolution in the oil-rich Libya, Bfumar Kaddafi had been a
generous supporter of revolutionary groups in theédi¢ East. The Iranian opposition of
the Shah was no exception as they received finbaethmilitary aid from Tripoli. In the
eastern flank of the Arab world, Lebanon was alaidnterest for the Libyan leader.
There he sponsored and backed many leftist, Nass@ Palestinian groups that were at
odds with Amal. The sour relation between the 8tavement and Libya culminated in
Musa Sadr’s disappearance in Libya which took ptaeeely three months before the fall
of the imperial regime in Iran. After the 1979 rextan, Amal leaders and Sadr’s family
expected that the new regime would confront andsenee Tripoli into revealing the fate of
the Shia leader. Nevertheless, radicals in Tehpéedofor strengthening ties with Libya

which consequently deepened rifts between modeaaigsadicals.

Following the 1979 revolution, radicals in Iran adated a close cooperation with
Libya which was considered a main sponsor of theltgionary movements in the world.
“Mohammad [Montazeri] believed that among the Acalintries, the only revolutionary
one was Libya”, says Ayatollah Montazeri, “now tiagg made our revolution, we have to
work with them against America and colonizers”émiew; Ayatollah Montazeri, Qom,
2007/08/11). He saw a strong relation with Tripwcessary for the international role of
the revolution and believed that if the Islamicedpof the revolution in Iran merged with

the revolution in Libya, it could gain many intetiomal achievements (interview; Hassan
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Ibrahimi, Tehran, 2008/04/06). In the same vein, for theyan leadership "an unattainable
dream" was materialized by the revolution in Irawl,2of course, they considered
themselves a natural ally of this triumph that thag been aiding since Kaddafi's takeover

in Libya (as-Safir, 1979/05/06).

During the 1979-81 period, the pro-Amal figures #mel provisional government
made extensive efforts to undermine any openinly i@ddafi. Prime Minister Bazargan,
whose relationship with Musa Sadr dated back td#69s (see: Chehabi, 2005, 152), was
determined to keep the diplomatic doors closedadd&fi. He was particularly agitated
over Major Jalid's visit that took place without any official itaion from his Iranian
counterpart (interview; Banisadr, Paris, 2010/05/22).Whenaugrof clergymen and
Friday prayer leaders met Prime Minister Bazargaaisk him to resist any opening to
Libya, he said that despite mounting pressuresmrdiring Jalid’s visit to set up
diplomatic relations with Tripoli, he was resoltitepursue a policy of exclusion towards

Libya (Keyhan, 1358/07/12-1979/10/04).

Jallad’s visit brought the issue of relations with Libigathe forefront of factional
rivalry between the radicals and moderates. In 197®, when a revolutionary delegation
made up of RG members and 65 cadres of the IsRepeiblic Party? were to travel to

Tripoli, the provisional government stopped therthatMehrabad airport and did not

*1 Banisadr who met with the second in command ofid.ibn the request of Mohammad Montazeri
says that the then prime minister Bazargan raisedssue in the Revolutionary Council meeting
and complained that another countries' prime nenistbrought to Iran without his knowledge
(interview; Banisadr, Paris, 2010/05/22).

%2 Jahleddin Farsi who ran later in the presidential election frora tRP against Banisadr was
among the delegation (see: Jumhuri-yi Eslami, 1B%522- 1979/06/12).
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allow them to fly to Libya. This led to a sit-in the airport by the delegation and an
exchange of accusations between Mohammad Montazswiarranged the trip, and the
provisional government (See: Jumhuri-yi Eslami,&83/21- 1979/06/11). Following that,
the Islamic Republic Party criticized “some indivals in the provisional government” for
preventing the revolutionary Iranians’ trip to thther country of Libya which had been
supportive of the anti-shah resistance (Jumhuisjami, 1358/03/21- 1979/06/11

&1358/03/24- 1979/06/14).

One month later, when Mohammad Montazeri and tbtieer colleagues wanted to
go to Libya, the provisional government again stzpfhem at the Mehrabad airport.
However, this time after encounters between Momiaza&rmed bodyguards and airport
security forces, they managed to get on board uthaéeprotection of their bodyguards
To downplay the visit which was aimed to “strengthiee ties between the two countries”
(Jumhuri-yi Eslami, 1358/04/16- 1979/07/07), theyisional government spokesman,
Sadeq Talataka’i, announced that Montazeri neither representettdnén government
nor was his visit to Libya officiaf (Keyhan, 1358/04/14- 1979/07/05& 1358/04/16-

1979/07/07).

Efforts to warm relations with Libya began onlyeavfmonths after the

disappearance of Musa Sadr in Libya. This wastm@when Amal’s clashes with pro

*3 The three other companies were SairSafay, Aba Harif and Ghaiiri who was an Afghan
activist (interview; Sal Montazeri, Khaveh, 2008/08/23).

**Following that, Bazargan and Ayatollah Mahtlganrt issued an arrest warrant for him.
Afterward, Mohammad Montazeri increased his shaitfzism against the Prime Minister
Bazargan and foreign minister Ibrahim Yazdi intiagazinePayam-i ShahidConsequently the
attorney general for the revolutionary courts, Aflah Azai Qoni, banned his magazine on the
charge of enervating and profaning the provisigmalernment (Keyhan, 1358/06/04- 1979/08/26
& 1358/06/06- 1979/08/28).
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Libyan forces had increased in Lebanon, and MuslaSadvocates in the Sadr brigade,
carried out retaliatory missions by bombing theyiaib embassy in Beirut (Jumhuri-yi

Eslami, 1358/04/21- 1979/07/12).

The family of Imam Musa Sadr and Amal leaders warieappy with this trerd
and Amal’s Secretary General, Husayn al-Hosseiticizced Mohammad Montazeri's
stance and proclaimed that that contrary what Kadttamed, Montazeri did not represent
the Iranian government and was acting on his oweyfi&n, 1358/05/07- 1979/07/29).
Radicals disputed claims about the Libyan roleadr$ disappearance and saw behind
persistent attacks on Libya an intention to “undaenthe unity of revolutionary countries
and the Palestinian revolution”. Indeed, they &sxtithe disappearance of the Lebanese

Shii leader to a Zionist and imperialist plot.

I. The First Bid to Post Revolutionary Forces in Léanon

December of 1979 was a turning point in the IslaRepublic's relations with Syria
and Lebanon. Iranian volunteers, who were organize8ATJA, arrived in Damascus to
take part in resistance operations alongside Paikstforces in southern Lebanon. This
initiative eventually failed to achieve its goatirever, it became a precursor to the Islamic
Republic's involvement in Lebanon and posting tegdRutionary Guards to Bekaa two

years later.

*° See: Rubb Sadr’s speech in Yazd (Keyhan, 1358,02,22) tigedithe Islamic government to
pressure Libya before it becomes too late.
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Dispatching the volunteers brought about a chameattions in Iran, Lebanon,
Syria and also from the PLO. It was engineered loh&nmad Montazeri and executed
through al-Fatah and pro-Palestinian individefits Lebanon. While the Lebanese
government and the Amal movement were firmly opdobeth the Syrian government and
al-Fatah tried to circumscribe and pigeonhole tiigative. Neither Yasir Arafat nor
President Assad, who conceded stationing the vedustto al-Fatah bases in Syria, yielded
to Iranian pressures to open the Lebanese frahetanpassioned volunteers. “Mohammad
Montazeri was acting above the predominant equatideebanon”, says s al-Naggsh
who was a liaison between al-Fatah and the voluntéBoth Assad and Arafat were
concerned about whom he was going to side witreimalnon” (interview; Its al-Naqgsh,

Tehran, 2008/04/08).

In Iran the volunteers went initially through pregigon and military training in
Bagh-i Agdasiye, a SATJA base in Tehran. Aftena feeeks, they flew to Syria in
different stages (see; Etelaat, 1358/09/27- 197998)1358/10/03- 1979/12/24). The
mission was carried out in an increasing radicdlixélieu, following the seizure of the
American embassy which was sanctified by AyatoKalomaini aghe Second Revolution
and the fall of provisional government. Howeven-pmal figures like 3deq Talatala't,
who was in charge of the prime minister’s officed &deq Qotbzadeh, who replaced
Ibrahim Yazdi in the foreign ministry, were stitl influential positions to hamper the

mission.

%6 Among these people Mohammad Saleh al-Husayd Ins al-Naggsh who was a Lebanese
member of al-Fatah played an important role.
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The government, which was emboldened by the amdmvalosition of the
Revolutionary Council, stopped the first group 802/0olunteers at the airport and did not
allow them to board a plane for one week (seeaBtell358/09/20- 1979/12/11). The
ostensible reason, according to the officials, thas the volunteers could not leave until
they paid the exit toll. Mohammad Montazeri, enchbg their decision, argued that most
of the volunteers were coming from poor backgrouwats were not going on a lavish trip
(interview; Husayn MahdayNajafabad, 2008/08/09).This led to a sit in iedide airport
and in front of the foreign ministry which was undlee acting foreign minister a8eq

Qotbzdeh (an-Nahar, 1979/12/14).

Disputes over paying the exit toll went on for daysl Mohammad Montazeri's
meetings with Qotliadeh and other officials was futile. Facing the defiofficials,
members of SATJA made a statement and threateeeggbtlernment that if they hindered
their trip, they would “recourse to revolutionargasures” to solve the issue and go to
southern Lebanon (an-Nahar, 1979/12/08). Finallp@yovas obtained from different
sources and donations by people who attended Fpidgper and only after that volunteers
were allowed to depart the counttyDespite the final acquiescence, foreign minister
Sadeq Qotbzdeh contacted the Lebanese ambassador to TehhaFTiurk, to inform

him that the Iranian government is not a partyhwititiative and that admitting them to

" A number of women were among the volunteers. Wais a matter of dispute among the
organizers as some of them did not deem it expedmhnecessary. Mohammad Montazeri
believed that at least it would have a symbolie&fthat some women participate (interview;
Asghar Saleh) Qom, 2008/04/21). Later conservatives in Iran eednbers of Amal vituperated
hoj Montazeri for dispatching women and exposirgnho an impious milieu and to sinful
members of al-Fatah.
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the Lebanese territory is a matter of Lebanesergavent's decisiott (an-Nahar,

1979/12/08).

Against this backdrop, sending the forces to Syaa a move to snub the
moderates internally and introduce Iran an avandeyeevolutionary force internationally.
Mohammad Montazeri managed to exploit the backirgpme members of the
Revolutionary Council, notably Sayyid Ali Khamerae#id Akbar Hshem Rafsanjani, and
clergy in the office of Ayatollah Khomaini to didpa the volunteer corps to the Levant.
But, defying moderates in Tehran was not the ergtarfy; bigger challenges were lying

ahead in Syria.

1. Volunteers in Syria

Mohammad Montazeri personally led the first grofipalunteers and flew to Syria
in early December 1979. Before departure, he gapeach at Mehrabad airport and told
the volunteers that the Revolutionary Council hpdraved the move; however they were
remiss to fulfill their pledge to fund the trip @at, 1358/09/20- 1979/12/11). He also
blamed both the Iranian and Lebanese governmedtthariatter’s failure to grant them

visas (as-Safir, 1979/12/10).

Once they arrived in Damascus, the Iranian corps ednried placards which read

“the united global front of the downtrodden frone tWest Arab world, al-maghrib al-

*8 The Lebanese government that had been notifie@dtipzadeh that dispatching the volunteers is
not supported by the Iranian government, instruitieedmbassy in Tehran not to grant visa to hoj
Montazeri and the volunteers and the Beirut airpfittials not to allow landing any Iranian

airliner there (see: an-Nahar, 1979/12/19& as-Sa#ir9/12/10& Chehabi, 2005, 207).
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araby to the Philippines®® went directly to al-Fatah bases in the Yarmukgamd a
village near Damascus called Hamorriya. They welgkthat they were to receive
intensive guerilla warfare training and preparati@fore being dispatched to Lebanon
(interviews; Husayn MahdawWajafabad, 2008/08/09 & Asghar SaleQom,
2008/04/21). “There we felt that it smelled fishggys one of the assistant of Montazeri
who was surprised that they were taken to Hamomgtead of Lebanon (interview;

Mohamad &deq al-Husayni, Tehran, 2009/07/01).

The revolutionary zeal and propagandistic eageroeg® Iranians in Syria was
new to Syrian people and concerned the Syrianialfic*'We were going to different cities
in Syria such as Aleppo and Lattakia”, recollecte of the SATJA volunteers, “as we
learned from Mohammad Montazeri, we took every opputy in the bus, in taxi or at
shops to talk with ordinary people, to explainierh the goals of the revolution and our
causes. We were not fluent in Arabic, but we usadoasic Arabic knowledge and Quranic
verses to communicate with them” (interview; HusMahdav, Najafabad, 2008/08/09).
The fervent members of SATJA who wanted to “taledpportunity of being in Syria to
convey the message of the revolution to Syrian [géd¢fbid) made several stands in
Zeynabiya where the Sayyida Zeynab shrine is laociatethe purpose of propaganda.
There they handed out revolutionary leaflets anab#fr magazines they had brought from
Iran. They also distributed magazines and leafletsng university students at the
Damascus University and held debates with the stsdend professors to talk about the

revolution in Iran. After a while, the volunteeesence in Damascus became noticeable

% See an-Nahar correspondent’s report, MichigeN from Mehrabad airport in Tehran on the day
of departure, (an-Nahar, 1979/12/11).
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in many quarters of the city. “We were drawing gtiadf Imam [Khomaini] and slogans
on the walls everywhere in Damascus”, says onke¥blunteers, “One of the slogans was
"al-itihad al-muslimn yomken dinar al-zalimin”, the unity of Muslims can destroy the

oppressors” (interview; Asghar Saieom, 2008/04/21).

During the Muharram month, when the Shia commenradte martyrdom of their
third Imam, the volunteers’ activities took a newnt They organized and held a
demonstration to Haat-e Rogaya shrine, located in the heart of Daosgsehere their
procession merged with the Iranian pilgrims anchtthe large throng of Iranians made its
way towards Damascus University. The organizeenai¢d to go onto the campus of the
university to chant slogans and hold a debate. iBeppinstaking efforts by the police to
cordon off the procession, they managed to getthauniversity (interviews; Husayn

Mahdav, Najafabad, 2008/08/09 & Asghar SaleQom, 2008/04/21).

Such activities caused sporadic confrontations ®ithan security forces and led to
the detention and finally the expulsion of someunter”. “One time we were drawing
the graffiti of Imam [Khomaini] on Jisr al-ina and police arrested us”, remembers a
member of SATJA who was in the volunteers’ corptowever they never treated us in a

seriously bad way and even expressed sympathywhigtt we were doing. They were

%0 Asghar Salehwho was a member of SATJA and later the Freedomedent Office was one of
the ardently active volunteers in Syria. He waestad three times, before finally being expelled
from Syria. He recounts one time when he got aeteby Syrian security forces: “during the
interrogation in the intelligence headquartersabuold that Syria would support and give you
whatever you need if only you draw the graffitiHdifez al-Assad next to the one from Imam
[Khomaini]. The interrogator even said that theywdoprovide us with one stencil of Assad. | said
it is impossible; because we do not know who Hafexssad is! In fact we wanted to materialize
exporting the revolution” (interview; Asghar Sale@om, 2008/04/21).
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apprehensive about the Muslim Brotherhood memb@rrview; Husayn Mahday

Najafabad, 2008/08/09).

The Syrian B’ath regime was at the time in a sevicanfrontation with its own
Islamic movement. Since 1977, Islamic militants hazlinted a sustained and violent
challenge against President Assad (see: Hinneb@66i, 93-103). Assad, then in the
throes of life and death struggle with Muslim Brerttnood, watched the religious regime in
Iran and its anti Israeli rhetoric with cautiougpboNaturally, the Islamic connotation of
the slogans and propaganda which were promulgatéaebvolunteers in Syria raised fear
among Syrian officials who were wondering if thettied men with their Islamic slogans
had any connection with the Muslim Brotherhooddgmtew; Asghar SalehQom,

2008/04/21).

The volunteers were sympathetic to the Islamic Moset in Syria and did not see
the Syrian government’s heavy handed measurestabbepThey felt, as one of them
explains, this responsibility to break “the deasilgnce” among the students and people
who were daunted by the severe measures of Assgliae and killing of Muslim
Brotherhood members in Aleppo (interview; AsghaleSiaQom, 2008/04/21). The Syrian
authority was not the only party to be apprehenanea perplexed by the passionate
Iranians. Al-Fatah was no less worried about tiperaussions of such challenging
activities in Damascus for its relation with Syriafficials. Syrians’ increasing complains
to al-Fatah finally made Khalal-Wazr, Abii Jihad, who was the Palestinian liaison
between Iran and Syria, hold a meeting with theinaer corps to demand that they stop
holding demonstrations and confine their activiteshe camps (interview; Husayn

Mahdav, Najafabad, 2008/08/09). His effort was, in fdatitless, as the implacable
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volunteers saw such concerns and diplomatic obsenveeactionary and an obstacle to

expanding the words of revolution.

2. Syria's Stance amid Divisions in Tehran

From the very beginning, President Hafez Assad aveéxd the 1979 revolution and
the hearty Iranian offers of support to the Arab-&sraeli camp. Assad was quick to sense
the coming change which the fall of the Shah wasa&e in the regional balance of
power. He was able to discern the potential lyindear the skin of a newly born revolution
for his regime, which had had to reshuffle alltsfriegional cards in the wake of the Egypt-
Israeli rapprochement. For Assad, in the wordsi®¥tte president, “Iran adopted the
Palestinian cause and this was impossible to cokrlpnterview; Abdel Halm Khaddim,
Paris, 2010/05/20). Iran, Assad argued, was a alataunterweight to Egypt; Israel had
gained Egypt by the peace treaty, but lost Iraiéorevolution (see: Seale, 1988, 352&
Tallas, 1990, 9). But embracing the Islamic Republicemexweant a full, or in the words of
former vice president Khadoh, “blind”, support for the Iranian regional ainreBident
Assad had his own unique approach to the revolatioregime; a way to both
circumscribe and harness such vast revolutionagygsnn Iran. This approach was evident

in the Syrian handling of the first Iranian bidgost forces in Lebanon.

It was evident that dispatching revolutionary vakers benefited Syria as it was an

unprecedented show of Iranian solidarity with skeadfastness frotttagainst Israel.

®1 The Steadfastness and Confrontation Fremts formed in response to Sadat’s 1977 visit to
Jerusalem and included Syria, the PLO, Libya, Algemd South Yemen.
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However Syrians did not like either the scope & thitiative, i.e. to post the corps in
Lebanon, nor the revolutionary faction which wahibd the plan. But Assad was astute
enough not to reject the initiative outright. Spsaconceded to stationing the volunteers in
Syria; however, President Assad remained altogétifiexible regarding the notion of any
Iranian military presence in Lebanon. Indeed, thg/same stance was taken by Assad in
1982 towards the Iranian proposition to dispatcsdBeans to Lebanon when he discovered
that, unlike what he had initially believed, it wast a mere Iranian propaganda and that

hundreds of Pasdarans had already landed in Dasasport (Document x, Tehran).

The B’ath regime was obviously apprehensive abdmaitépercussions of sending
Iranians to southern Lebanon and drawing Damastasainew war with Israel. “They
knew very well our disposition”, says one of theldicommanders of volunteers’ corps,
they “knew that we would go there [in Lebanon] awdthings on our own which would
trouble Palestinians and Syrians and Lebaneserdadge them with Israel” (interview;
Salnan Safav, Tehran, 2010/07/17). The Syrian government exahihitially assured the
Lebanese government that the Iranian plane woultb@allowed to land in Damascus (as-

Safir, 1979/11/12).

However, President Assad did not want to turn ddveneffort openly and hence
appear as an obstacle to a revolutionary move whashaimed to support the Palestinian
cause. Any open rejection could have put the aatiith the revolutionaries in Iran at
stake. Instead, the Syrian government decidedrnd & newly appointed ambassador in
Tehran, Ibrahim ¥ines, to Ayatollah Montazeri in order to clarify tgrian stance and

persuade him and Mohammad Montazeri to modify titative.
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During the long meetirfg, Ibrahim Yines explained to Ayatollah Montazeri that
dispatching all the volunteers to southern Lebamas tantamount to posting an army and
could incur an Israeli retaliation on Syria and &ebn. He went on to propose that instead
of sending all the Iranians at once, Syria pretéteedispatch them in different stages and
in small numbers to Lebanon. This request did ne¢tmyatollah Montazeri’'s consent
who argued that Israel had been attacking Lebantmarwithout pretext and posting the
volunteers would pave the way for sending milliohg\rab and non-Arab forces to
liberate Jerusalem (see: an-Nahar, 1979/12/11) nTdeting was not successful and neither

side could convince the other.

In fact, the Syrians’ ambivalence originally stenahfi;om their reading of the
divided political scene in Tehran. Posting the noders, as the former president Banisadr
says, had neither the support of the Revolutio@ayncil nor the provisional government
(interview; Banisadr, Paris, 2010/05/22). No wonithat the Iranian embassy in Damascus
remained distant from the initiative and only heaegvs of the volunteers’ arrival via radio
(an-Nahar, 1979/12/19). More significantly, AyaabllKhomaini refrained from supporting
the mission publicly. In essence, unlike postingRG forces in 1982, the mission lacked
official coordination between the Iranian and Syrgmvernments which could have

otherwise made Damascus more cooperative.

The Revolutionary Council, which was mostly undex tontrol of radicals,

remained divided over dispatching the volunteedsfailed to provide funds for the

%2 The meeting was also attended by Mohammad Moritazdra top Syrian intelligence official in
the embassyyad Silim al- Mahntid, who was in charge of gathering information ofi-8grian
activities in Iran (see: as-Safir, 1986/10/05).

70



mission (an-Nahar, 1979/12/11& 1980/01/21). HoweRafsanjani and Khamenei, both
IRP leaders and members in the council, favoredhiktiative. According to Salén

Safav, who was in charge of the volunteers’ corps in&ythe equipment needed for the
forces was provided by Mr. Sayyid Ali Khamenei’t@rview; Salmin Safav, Tehran,
2010/07/17). A mere month before the first presidelection in Iran, radical clergy saw
dispatching the volunteers as an opportunity tcsboadicals’ status vis-a-vis moderates.
Last but not least, in the wake of the occupatibthe American embassy in Tehran, which
intensified the radicalism in Iran, the Revolutipn@€ouncil was not able to openly defy a
revolutionary move such as posting the volunteedsthereby incur the public obloquy for

forestalling it.

At another key level, Ayatollah Khomaini did noebs dispatching the volunteers
publicly. His word was respected by both moderatesradicals and had he backed the
move publicly, the official apparatus in both Ir@md Syria would have shown more
cooperation with Mohammad Montazeri’s initiativeisidtance is better understood in the

wider context of his approach to several criticakfgn policy and economic issiés

Despite the fact that Ayatollah Khomaini’'s polificaclination was towards the
radical camp and that he generally supported #ggnda, he always maintained a vague
policy regarding a number of issues including etipgrthe revolution and supporting

freedom movements. (Behrooz, 2005, 13 &Akhavi, 19856).

® For instance, Ayatollah Khomaini initially backelan, Band-iimn, proposed by radicals in
1980 for confiscating large lands and distributingm among poor peasants. However, facing the
angry objection of conservative clergy and somenalin Qom and Mashhad, he was made to ask
radicals to temporarily suspend the plan and aftedte/remained silent about the plan (see: Floor,
1980, 520; anonym, 1377/1999, 513; M) 1375/1996, 232-233).
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The Ayatollah not only showed reservations regaydiftohammad Montazeri's
solicitude, he also disfavored posting the Revohdry Guards in Lebanon two years later
in 1982 (Interviews; anonymous, Tehran, 2007/08/31&dHNajafibadi, Tehran,
2010/01/18). A Hisham, the founder of the Islamic Amal, haiilal-amal al-isimiyya,
in the wake of stationing the RG in the Bekaa, aixal the similarity of Ayatollah

Khomaini's stance in both cases:

If his [Mohammad Montazeri's] attempt [in sendihg wolunteers]
was to be successful, he would have had to re¢eiaen Khomaini’s support.
Imam Khomaini, from the very first day, said thia¢ iranian presence in
Lebanon was not intended for the battle field, that[Lebanese] nation could
take on this duty and that we would support therte(view; Husayn Al-
Misawi, al-Dahiya al-Janubiya, 2009/09/30).

Khomaini’'s reticence, however, was balanced byatttere support of some
influential clergy in his office. His grandson, §ayHusayn Khomaini as well as Shaykh
Sadeq Khallkli, who enjoyed considerable influence in the officerere pushing for the
plan. “Husayn [Khomaini] assured us that Imam [Klaamj was approved of dispatching
the volunteers”, says an associate of Mohammad &zent, “We used his influence to

advance our work” (interview; Mohammaddeq al-Husayf) Tehran, 2009/07/01). He

® The Iranian former Prime Minister, Mir-Husaynib&v points out, in a Television debate during
the presidential election of 2009, that after graeli invasion of Lebanon, there was a consensus
inside the government over sending forces to Lebamoler the commandership of Ibi@h

Hemmat who was one of the prominent commandetseoR(G. During the tripartite meeting to
discuss the issue, Ahmad Khomaini who was alsceptasld that Imam [Khomaini] says the
Jerusalem path is going through Karbala and thensméhat you have to concentrate on your duty;
sending forces in Lebanon is not your business Gedaat, 1388/03/14- 2009/06/04).

® Sayyid Husayn Khomaini in the first two years aftes revolution was considered one of the
most influential figures around Ayatollah KhomaiHee fell out of favor after a while and left
politics to live in seclusion in Qom. Ayatollah Kimaini’s son, Ahmad, replaced Husayn Khomaini
in influence as he became the most influentialréga the office of Ayatollah Khomaini in the
1980s.
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also arranged a meeting for Mohammad Montazeri thighrevolution’s leader in Qom

where he obtained Ayatollah Khomaini’s approvaltfoe mission (an-Nahar, 1979/12/18).

Finally Akbar Hisheni Rafsanjani met with the Syrian ambassador anddaske
Syrian cooperation. Following that, Syria issuembbective entrance visa for the
volunteers (an-Nahar, 1979/12/13& as-Safir, 19788 Yet since Damascus had earlier
made a pledge to the Lebanese government regaatiovgng the volunteers on Syrian
territory, they sought to put off the volunteerg’inaal till the last minute (an-Nahar,

1980/01/14).

Divisions and ambiguities concerning the exterftitial support to the mission
were not the only factor behind the Syrians' relace. Syrians were also deeply skeptical
about the goals of this initiative which was masiti@ded by radicals who had ties with two

major enemies of President Assad, the Syrian MuBliatherhood and Yasir Arafat.

The clerics, under the auspice of Ayatollah Montigzeffice, viewed neither
Assad’s Bathist regime and its heavy handed intgrolecies positively nor intended to
necessarily act within the traditional Syrian framoek. Their tense relation with Syria's
main ally in Lebanon, Amal, and sympathy with &yran forces such as LNM only
added to the mutual distrust between the clergljeaéd with Ayatollah Montazeri and

Damascu¥.

® Once arrived to Beirut, Mohammad Montazeri infirist speech expressed his gratitude for the
support of the Lebanese national Movement and fakas revolution for the volunteers and
praised the late Kamal Janballat for his effortariite the Lebanese and Palestinians (as-Safir,
1979/07/13).
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3. A Lion in Lebanon: the Anti-Syrian tendencies dMohammad Montazeri

“Dismayed and angered,” is how one of the anti-Slvists describes the
predominant mood towards Assad among his Iraniarspga the wake of 1976 Syrian
intervention in Lebanon. For radicals, like MohanadnMontazeri and Abis Zanani,
President Hafez Assad was never a “revolutiorfarylis policy of “equilibrium of
power?®in Lebanon, in their eyes, was a mere facadeydaf clandestine coordination
with the US and Isra® (interview; Ablis Zanani, Rawalpindi, 2008/11/05). They
scorned Assad's approach to the Lebanese progrdssint and the Syrian Muslim
Brotherhood and shared the view of their Lebanedesinian counterparts that the Syrian
military intervention in Lebanon was intended tordioate its neighbor and domesticate the
Palestinians (see: Ma'o0z, 1995, 164-166). Whenuguat 1976, Tal-el-Zatar camp fell to
the Phalange and Camille Shaats militia and they massacre hundreds of Palestini
there, their bitterness against Assad deepenedreuen Iranian radicals and Palestinians
alike saw Damascus and Amal in connivance in thgetly. “In this event, the stance of

many became clear,” says a disciple of Montazeo vasided in an al-Fatah base for

guerrilla training:

®” Regarding the Iranian adverse attitude toward\$sad regime, Béollah Salavti, a former MP
in the Majlis, said when for the £ anniversary of the Libyan revolution, an Iraniategjation

went to Tripoli, he gave a speech during the cergmble praised Kaddafi and criticized all Arab
leaders, excluding Hafez al-Assad and Kingilét of Saudi Arabia. After he finished his speech,
Mohammad Montazeri who was at the ceremony weStataviti and reproached him for not
mentioning Syria and Saudi (Saitiy 1390/2011, 172).

% Equilibrium of power, tawazun alga, as expressed publicly by President Assad veamtjic

of his policy in Lebanon to preserve the balancpafer between Lebanese factions. The most
dramatic example of Syria's application of the gipfes was the 1976 intervention which came
only after months of secret contacts with the GlarisMaronite leadership (See: Waterman, 1987,
6-7).

% On the Syrian-American convergence in 1976, ®atatu, 1999, 298-299).
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Syria and those who were in agreement with Assackdtabbed the
Palestinian revolution. One of them was the Movemoéisinherited.
[Leaders of this movement] needed Hafez Assad faheéy wanted to
confront him, they could have lost all the suppanich was coming from
Hafez Assad. That was why they approved Assad’giposnd paid the price
for it, which was in other words, the separatios@ine combatants from the
movement (Jamali, 1389,2010, 130).

In the aftermath of the Tal-el-Zatar massacre,@wiclosed down PLO training
camps in Syria and hence displaced Iranians whe based there for guerrilla training.
“We were in an al-Fatah base in Duma, Syria, wivels under the supervision of &b
Jihad. Besides me, AlSharf and Ali Hanf resided in this camp”, recounts Ahmad
Movahed who was part of a network of anti-Shah dissidanSyria. “This base was
active until Syria attacked Tal-el-Zatar. Afterwatrdvas closed down and we had to move
to Zahrani base near Sidon, in Lebanon” (intervidimnad Movahet] Tehran,

2010/07/04).

The Syrian security apparatus’ behavior with prafat elements and Assad’s
alignment with “the Lebanese rightist camp” lefaating effect on the Shah dissidents,
who themselves were subjected to sporadic harassmdrdetention by Syrian security
forces®. They began, like their Palestinian comradesingaiPresident Assad among

themselves, in the words of AisbZanani, “a Lion in Lebanon, mouse in Golan,Adsad

fi lubnan, al-fer fi joulati (interview; Ablas Zanmani, Rawalpindi, 2008/11/05).

This sentiment towards the Assad regime was alwaie back of their minds and

reflected the radicals’ approach to Damascus iraftegmath of the 1979 revolution. In his

°One such cases of detention was Mohammad Salhsayiuwho, according to his brother, was
jailed a number of times in Syria over his tiesvalestinians (interview; Mohammaadgq al-
Husayn- Tehran, 2009/07/01).
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speeches, Mohammad Montazeri, who had ties with btV and the Syrian Muslim
Brotherhood, did not conceal his disapprobatiorttierBathist regime’s policies and
openly sympathized with the Syrian Muslim Brothertidinterview; anonymous, Tehran,
2007/08/31). “Mohammad Montazeri was not on ternth ®yrians before the revolution
and he was even jailed a couple of times there'htsshamrecounts, “the reason was that
he had very strong ties and intimate relations WithPLO and he diverged with Syria over
the issue of backing the Palestinians” (intervig,Akbar Muhtasharm Tehran,

2010/07/17).

With the advent of the 1979 revolution, Assad aahefvatched the PLO courting
of Khomaini’s Iran. “We were greatly delighted” ysaAbdel Haim Khaddm, “that Iran
adopted the Palestinian cause. [...] Especially bez#he Shah had strong ties with Israel”
(interview; Abdel Halm Khaddim, Paris, 2010/05/20). But this was not the whtbeysfor
Damascus. Syrians “were eager”, according to andrediplomat, “to make the new
regime in Iran adopt its Palestinian vision andueashat the Islamic Republic did not go
too far with Arafat” (interview; Mohammadaini, Tehran, 2010/01/23). "There was no
deep relation between Arafat and Iran”, emphagslee$ormer vice president Khadid,
"we knew that the Iranian leadership would veryrsdiscover Mr. Arafat's path”
(interview; Abdel Halm Khaddim, Paris, 2010/05/20). However, things at the timeee
not that clear. Pro-Palestinian factions were gnfilial within the ranks of revolutionary
forces and also their power had been growing ameeghe establishment of the new

regime.

For radicals, the raison d'etre of posting the ntgars in south Lebanon was to

support the Palestinian organizations that haceiiorces with the LNM against Amal.
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But “cooperation with Ab Ammar in the southern Lebanon who was fighting with the
Syrian ally, Amal”, says an Iranian diplomat, “weased line for Assad” (interview;

Mohammad I&ni, Tehran, 2010/01/23).

When Mohammad Montazeri came to Beirut to dischssentrance of the
volunteers’ corps with PLO, he attended a Palestimilitary parade for the anniversary of
the Palestinian revolution in Kash al-Mazra, a Sunni neighborhood in West Beinut, t
publicly announce the imminent arrival of the l@amforces. Addressing the Palestinians,
he praised the Lebanese National Movement andatielr, Kamal Janballat and reminded
the “Arab brothers” of what Yasir Arafat had praoted a few months earlier in Tehran:
the Iranian and Palestinian revolutions are onelution (see: as-Safir, 1979/12/10& an-

Nahar, 1980/01/14).

From the perspective of President Assad, the &#osl of an emerging Iranian-
PLO alliance into creating an independent axisgbdnon could have undermined his
Lebanese grand strategy which was contingent amiredting al-Fatah autonomy and
Arafat’s state-within-a-state; the “Falii Republic” in his backyard (see: McLaurin, 1989,
20-21). “Syrians never wanted Iran to support Arafd_ebanon”, says the Iranian former
ambassador in Beirut, “therefore we did not havelmmargin for a strong official relation

with Arafat” (interview; Mohammad @ni, Tehran, 2010/01/23).

Assad’s Palestinian policy was ignored by Mohamidadtazeri and his radical
associates. This was a chief factor in the faibireevolutionary Iran’s first bid to dispatch

forces to Lebanon. Nevertheless, over time, Tebrafficial line steadily converged with
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Assad’s “Palestinian vision” which became a faatodeteriorating the once much hoped

for Iran-Arafat partnership.

4, PLO's Stance

As the conflict in Lebanon progressed, the Shiseasingly became the communal
victims of the Palestinian-Israeli war in the sowthFatah which held exclusive sway in
parts of the country, faced mounting pressure f8&ma leaders to limit its operations (see:
Brynen, 1989, 56). At such a juncture, Iran’s retoin came as an opening for al-Fatah
leaders who sought through alliance with Iran,\& pewer alignment in the region that

could keep the military option open for the Arafectionist camp (loannides, 1989, 79).

The Iranian quest to dispatch forces to Lebanonanasance to prop up Arafat’s
position vis-a-vis Amal; however, this never methiatt al-Fatah leaders were ready to
embrace the volunteers in the south. Just a few ldefore the arrival of Iranian forces to
Syria, PLO spokesman in Lebanon,tAldeyzer, hinted that the entrance of a large number
of volunteers to the south could pose a problethed®LO and that “before combatants,

we are in need of financial and political suppg@Etelaat, 1358/09/25- 1979/12/16).

In early January, while tens of volunteers havenlstationed in Damascus and
many more waiting in Tehran to join them, Mohamriviahtazeri illegally entered

Lebanon over land and tried to hold a press conéerat Hotel Bristol in Beirut. The
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Lebanese government which had already been ontalprévent the volunteers’ entrance,

ordered the security forces to cordon off the htteitop the press conferefite

Interestingly Yasir Arafat who was not aware abdontazeri’'s unexpected arrival
to Beirut did not receive him and shunned requegtsis entourage to concede holding the
press conference in one of the al-Fatah officemally Mohammad [Montazeri] said that |
need neither the hotel nor Arafat’s office. | vgth to the Mosque and announce our plan
there”, recounts lis al-Naggsh who liaised between volunteers and Arafat. “i#enéually
went to al-Jamaa al-Arabiya’s mosque and held ssprenference there to announce the
plan” (interviews; Iis al-Naggsh, Tehran, 2008/04/08& Beirut, 2010/05/05). Theze
guoted Ayatollah Khomaini that "today Iran and torow Palestine” and announced the
volunteers are financially supported by the Iranm@asses and would come to Lebanon
conveying the revolution’s message to the LebaMasstazafin, deprived people (as-Safir,

1980/01/03).

A few days after the entrance of volunteers in &ytheir field commander met
with Aba Jihad in Beirut to discuss the details of coortlorabetween Palestinian and
Iranian forces. “The outcome of our meeting waaldghing a joint war-operation room,
which was led by | and AbJihad”, says Salam Safav (interview; Salmn Safav, Tehran,
2010/07/17). Afterward, al-Fatah leaders refraiftech taking any further steps to

facilitate transferring the volunteers to Lebanon.

"The news of possible entrance of volunteers caupeshr among the right wing groups

in Lebanon. Earlier, parliament members like Kla@hamoun and Pierre Gemayel asked
the government to take all the necessary measu@gvent their entrance to the Lebanese
territory (see: an-Nahar, 1979/12/06).
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Facing Iranian persistence, #\Bihad who was al-Fatah's liaison with the voluntee
corps, eventually informed them of al-Fatah lealigfs definite abnegation, asserting that
posting the corps was impossible; because "AssadhenLebanese government do not
support it and southern Lebanon’s front is silerd ee are not able to handle another war"
(interview; Iris al-Nag@gsh, Beirut, 2010/05/05). Mohammad Montazeri warled
revolutionary plan to reshuffle all the cards imsttie Lebanese scene (interviewislal-
Naqdsh, Tehran, 2008/04/08) while some al-Fatah leadidraot wish to see a second

party be involved in their actions and operatianthe soutff (An-Nahar, 1980/01/14).

Al-Fatah remained obdurate to any posting of vaarg collectively in the Fatah
Land. Ultimately it proposed a very modified versiaf what the Iranian side wanted; that
volunteers could enter two-by-two and incorporate,ia separate guerrilla cell in southern
Lebanon. This fell short of the minimum of 15 membeoup that the Iranian commanders
requested in order to join the Palestinian gueuilids. “We did not want to enter into [the
Palestinian] groups one by one. This could havevaied our forces and affected our
personnel’s ideology, whereas most Palestiniane secular. Therefore we decided to
leave it to the choice of the volunteers; whoevishes can go to Lebanon on his own and

whoever wants can go back to Iran” (interview; Husdahdav, Najafabad, 2008/08/09).

20n Arafat’s position, an-Nahar analyst wrote thedid not want that the initiative distort the
Palestinian-Shia relation in Lebanon (see: an-N&t®80/01/21).
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J. Conclusion

Divergence over the revolution’s approach to Lelmaawod relations with the PLO
and Libya in 1979-81 was to a great extent a réflaof pre-revolutionary controversies
and disagreements among revolutionary Iranianshegoresided in Lebanon. Internal
turmoil and dualism of power along with the wealehekthe ruling organs explains the
extent of factional influence in the new regimedseign policy and contradictory

approaches to Lebanon in this short period.

While debate in Tehran over alliance with Amal éimel PLO reached its apex, the
most significant development in Iranian-Syrian-Liebse relations came as radicals
endeavored to dispatch forces to southern Lebartaa.mission was carried out following
the capture of the US embassy, when the revollismhentered its radical phase. Strong
power centers in Iran, including Ayatollah Montazeoffice, Khat-i seh faction, some
figures inside the office of Ayatollah Khomaini atiee Revolutionary Council supported

the mission.

Despite succeeding in overcoming the moderate&ctbps in Iran, none of the
major players in the Lebanese scene, neither Darsaémal nor the PLO, which
controlled the southern front was inclined to bekmission. In fact, after a short while, it
became clear that Yasir Arafat was also standinthersame side as President Assad,
Amal leaders and moderates in Tehran positiondéavtart the first revolutionary efforts

by the radicals to dispatch forces in Lebanon.

Unlike posting Pasdarans in the Bekaa in 1982, wfaced similar resistance by
Damascus as well as Amal and the Shia Higher Cbl@&aders in Lebanon, the mission
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did not culminate in creating a pro-Islamic Repabbice inside the Lebanese Shia
community. As will be explained in detail later,1882, Damascus withheld the RG forces
from being posted to Beirut and the southern frBating the initial Syrian resistance to
confine Pasdarans to the Zabadani base, ambagddatitasharmput pressure on Syrian
officials to open a channel for RG forces to etiterBekaa and establish direct ties with
the Shii individuals who were disappointed with Aimaonservative approach and general
Shia passiveness in the face of the Israeli inve@iderview; Shaykh Subfal-Tufayf,
Baalbek, 2010/06/22). As one of Hizbullah's leadeghe Bekaa describes, “What
Mohammad Montazeri did was not successful; how#veft a notable impression on
some of our brothers here that the Palestiniansecisua priority for the revolution in Iran.

It left also an emotional impression on people hikat the Iranians came here and broke an
air of submissiveness [in the face of Israel] whieks prevalent in our areas” (interview;

Mohammad KAhtiin, al-Dahiya al-Janubiya, 2009/09/10).

It is true that neither the moderates in the Inamgjavernment, nor the PLO or the
Amal movement supported the plan; however, Presiflesad’s concerns and his distrust
of the initiative was the major factor in strandihg mission. As the Iranian former
ambassador in Lebanon puts forward, “any cooperatith Yasir Arafat in southern
Lebanon who was fighting with the Syrian ally, Amahs a red line for Assad (interview;
Mohammad I&ni, Tehran, 2010/01/23). This was understandabligim bf the

development in Iranian-Syrian relations after tha¢li invasion in 1982.

Mohammad Montazeri’s initiative ignored the impoxte of the Syrian regional
role and its dominance in its backyard, Lebanorcaimtrast, the Islamic Republic, in the

post 1982 period, began to realize the limits gbhaetionary maneuver and the merit of
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cooperation with Hafez al-Assad in Lebanon andyraanian diplomat describes, the
revolutionary regime learnt that “any initiativeliebanon needs to be defined under the
Syrian consent to become effective” (interview; Moimad l&ni, Tehran, 2010,01,23).
This was a fact that Iranian policy makers in tlewant, such as Muhtashgrolosely

observed later to materialize their ambitions itdm=on.
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CAHPTER 1l

THE 1980-82 PERIOD

The occupation of the US embassy in Tehran seh&ethte of the Bazargan
government. But it was Banisadr who inherited thershocks of the so-called, as
Ayatollah Khomaini described, Second Revolutione Tapture of the embassy
transformed the very character of revolutionary'sdoreign relations to a more aggressive

stance while internally strengthened the positibthe committed anti-American radicals.

From February 1980 till June 1981, the power steiggew between the office of
President Banisadr and the Islamic Republic P#RF). Apart from these two blocs, there
was a third faction, Khat-i seh, which consistedaafical figures who were sympathetic
with the radical wing of the IRP and at the sameeficriticized the IRP’s monopoly of
power. This period culminated in the dismissal ahBadr from the presidency in June
1981. From the summer of 1981 on, the IRP becamedle ruler of the state and radicals
eventually dominated the diplomatic apparatus af.liYet this was also the beginning of
factionalism inside the Islamic Republic and p@ation of forces that, aside from their

differences, all believed in the ¥ilat-i fagh.

As was the case under the Bazargan governmerigriattivalries during
Banisadr’s presidency and later on in the 1981-188%d had a direct bearing on the
foreign policy of the revolutionary regime. Relatships with the US and Soviet Union,
establishing ties with freedom movements and ekppthe revolution were controversial

iIssues during all of these stages. President Bamisinilar to Bazargan, pursued a
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nonalignment policy toward the Great Powers andgal@mphasis on state-to-state
relations and economic developments. In contradicals and in particular Khat-i seh,
emboldened by the fall of Bazargan government, smbkantage of their influence in the
RG to advance the strategy of exporting the relaiugnd supporting the freedom

movements.

Lebanon was central to this strategy. They embaokegiding and networking with
Lebanese radical and clerical groups. This resitt@ilganizing radical forces in Lebanon,
through holding two conferences of freedom movesentran in 1980 and 1982, and also
establishing joint Sunni-Shii missionary groups @anak-Islamic Republic clerical
movements. In this process, the gap between Temamthe moderate Shii forces, i.e.
Amal and the Shia Higher Council, became wider thieg lost ground to the more radical

pro-Khomaini forces in Lebanon.

In the embryonic years of the Islamic Republic'édlvement in the Levant, clerical
activities, which were mostly sponsored and suggabbly the office of Ayatollah
Montazeri, laid the foundation of the new regimeddicy in the Levant. Investigating the
Iranian approach to Lebanon and Syria in this férmreastage of the Islamic Republic’s
policymaking, 1979-82, would shed light on the matof Iranian ties with Syria and
Lebanese factions in later years when Hizbullahrgatkas a principle factor in Tehran-
Damascus relations. This early stage, which wiggsggnificant developments such as the
first post-revolution endeavor to dispatch volunteeces in Lebanon (1979), increasing
Iranian-Syrian cooperation in the wake of Iragiasion of Iran in September 1980 and the
Iranian radicals’ quest to establish ties with catlgroups in Lebanon, culminated in the

posting of Revolutionary Guards corps in the Bekak982.
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Indeed, dispatching Pasdarans to Lebanon was tte2gaence of major regional
developments: the Iranian victories in the war fragainst Irag and the Israeli invasion of
Lebanon, as well as internal changes in Irantheconsolidation of the Islamic Republic
and ascendancy of radicals in the state in the wakéminating the moderate “Liberal

Islamists™>

. Defeating the internal armed opposition groups @ecisive victories in Irag-
Iran war front not only returned the self-confideruf the regime, but also allowed Tehran
to undertake a more active foreign policy. Themegivas eventually able to disentangle its
foreign policy from internal divisions and the dsal of power which extensively
paralyzed the foreign policy from 1979 to 1981.sTtasulted in more centralized and
coherent policymaking towards Syria and Lebanahénwake of the appointment ofiAl

Akbar Muhtasham a close disciple of Ayatollah Ruhallah Khomaas,the ambassador in

Damascus in September 1981.

The 1979-1982 period is an overlooked stage irstheies of the Iranian-Syrian
relationship and the Islamic Republic’s involvemenkebanon. The point of departure in
most related studies is the entrance of the RG$ote Lebanon in 1982. Given the fast and
dramatic developments in Iran from 1979-1982, tiernal divisions over relations with
Assad'’s regime, Lebanese and Palestinian groupsjiaing this period is important in

understanding the post-1982 phase of Iranian-Sy@tmership.

This chapter deals with factionalism under Baniseadticals’ quest to export
revolution through the Freedom Movements UnitenefRG and clerical missions; Iranian

clerical politics in Lebanon and the establishnediro-Khomaini Sunni-Shii groups to

3 Liberal Islamists was at the time a referencénéeltMI, Bazargan and Banisadr.
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propagate the Islamic Revolution in Lebanon. Thea®yapproach to revolutionary Iran
and dispatching the RG forces to Bekaa in 1982tla@dmpact it left on the Islamic
Republic’s strategy towards the Shia of Lebanohlvaldiscussed in the next chapter of

this work.

A. Banisadr’'s Presidency and Factionalism in Iran

On January 25, 1980, Abol Hassan Banisadr waseelext the first president of the
Islamic Republic. He took office amid heated debateer the capture of the US embassy
in Tehran and the ensuing conflicts between thsigeat and radical clergy of the Islamic
Republic party. The capture of the US embassy galayto the hands of radicals. It
enervated the moderates and unleashed a new waaeicdlization at the popular level by
emboldening worker movements in factories and peassainst landlords (see: Bayat,
1987, 101-102). Banisadr, who had himself beentia of the Bazargan government, once
in power, found himself in the same position in ethBazargan was vis-a-vis radicals. He
criticized the capture of the US embassy in Telarathtried to transfer control of the
hostages from their captors to the government $o abtain their eventual release. He

accused the student captors of acting as a stdtawstate’* arguing that workers and

" The US embassy was captured when Banisadr wamige of the foreign ministry. He met

with the students at the embassy premises andevdtgr them for trespassing and violating the
sovereignty of another country. He ariti€q Qotbzdeh supported the visit of a United Nations
commission of inquiry to Iran for releasing the tages, but the students opposed it. Finally, when
the commission was allowed to visit, even befaeaitival in Tehran, Ayatollah Khomaini decreed
that the hostage dispute would be settled by thdylahich was yet to be elected. At Banisadr's
urging, the Revolutionary Council recommended (lvp& of eight to three) the transfer of the
hostages to government control, only to be rejebiedyatollah Khomaini (see: Ramzani, 1989,
208& Ahmadi, 1380/2001, 90-91).
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governmental employees were taking after them &dl@hge the state’s authority (see:

Ramzani, 1989, 208& Bakhash, 1984, 114-115).

Under Banisadr’s presidency, political factionaligrew basically between the
office of the president and the IRP. The wideniag getween the IRP and Banisadr, who
was moving closer to the LMI and the militant MKDgravely polarized the political
scene between two sides that were vying for heggroveer the state apparatus and
revolutionary organs. This conflict soon took arghtairn in March, 1980 when Banisadr’s
adversaries won the majority in the first parlianaey election. As a result Banisadr and
the IRP-dominant parliament, the Maffientered a long-lasting quarrel over designating a
consensual person for the premiership and the aingpo$ cabinet members. The mutual
distrust between the parliament and Presidentparant in the words of Akbaradhem
Rafsanjani, who was at the time the speaker opénament: “Banisadr did not want to
recognize the Majlis” whereas “revolutionary forsasv Banisadr who was supported by
anti-revolutionaries as the embodiment of gloldadalism and refrained from recognizing
him” (Rafsanjani, 1384/ 2005, 225). Indeed, thequltbus disagreements between the two

sides did cripple the country till the removal adrBsadr in June 1981.

Internal divisions among the radical clergy allovgahisadr to enjoy the support of
some radicals in the offices of Ayatollah Khomaand Montazeri. They threw their

backing behind him during his presidential campagainst the IRP candidate, Jalaleddin

“The People's Mujahidin of Iran, sazman-i mujahidihalg-i iran.

® The Iranian parliament is currently called Majlishura-yi eslami, the Islamic Consultative
Assembly of Iran. The Majlis is the frequently usdabreviated form.

88



Farsi. These radicals were apprehensive of the rapidcans# expansion of the IRP and the
insatiable desire of the party’s leaders to donaitlaé RG and other revolutionary organs.
“When the [Islamic] Republic Party was establish@ehple truly received it as a popular
party. But after a while”, explains Ayatollah Mon#ai, “the party leaders showed an
inclination for monopoly and egocentric policies the extent that they wanted the party to
be a mere tool for their polices. Consequently maggan to distance themselves from the

party” (interview; Ayatollah Montazeri, Qom, 2007/Q4).

During the presidential campaign between the IRRislidate and Banisadr, Adsh
Zamani, who was the RG commander, and also prominengckuch as Sayyid Mehdi
Hashem, Mohammad Montazeri and Sayyididd Hashem took Banisadr’s side
(Interview; Sayyid Hdi Hashen, Qom, 2005/05/14). Likewise, Ayatollah Khomaini’s
son, Sayyid Ahmad as well as his grandson, Sayyshiin , supported Banisadr. However
their loyalty was ephemeral and faded away as ainglyzing conflict between Banisadr
and the IRP spread to all the state apparatusesadutionary organs that had to struggle,

as of September 1980, with the Iragi invading anmthe south and west of Iran.

In the wake of Iran-Iraq war (1980-1988), the intpzfche power struggle was
significant on the RG. Banisadr sought to stratiggeRG, which was under the influence
of radicals, by denying it heavy weapons and suppdrile highlighting the wartime role
of the regular military. Such favoritism complicdtine RG's efforts to contribute
effectively to the war effort (see: Katzman, 19932). As tensions between the IRP and
president over managing the war front was increadanisadr gradually became closer to
the LMI and MKO. He began to adopt a more modegatsomic discourse by

emphasizing on economic development and highligttie role of the state and limiting
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the arbitrary acts of the revolutionary organs.siwas different from his previous radical

economic discourse (see: Bakhash, 1984, 97-98).

This trend alienated some anti-IRP radicals fromi8adr and led to the formation
of a new faction around the figure of Ayatollah Mareri who positioned himself outside
the IRP-President battle field. Consequently, dtkaal clergy who were mostly affiliated
with the offices of Ayatollah Khomaini and Montarzas well as Ayatollah Jalkddn
Tahef's office in Isfahan, organized themselves underdésignation of the Third Line,
Khat-i seh “which meant neither the IRP nor Baniséhterview; Sayyid Hdi Hasheni,

Qom, 2005/05/14).

Khat-i seh, which was in fact a loose coalition@folutionary ulama, attached a
great deal of value to the export of revolution anakctically, against the wish of moderates
and later pragmatist factions inside the Islamipudic, pursued supporting and
establishing relations with freedom movements adlical groups in Lebanon and
elsewhere. Internally, this faction challengedIRE by refusing to join the self-
proclaimed the “party of clergy®. At the same time, Khat-i seh sympathized withiaald

plans of the IRP, under Ayatollah Mohammad Behesind criticized Banisadr’s failure to

support the RG and purge the remaining “corrupteatimanders in the army (see:

"In the process of the Iranian revolution, thegyetid not have any political organization. The
Islamic Republic Party was considered the firsttjpal organization of clerics. Given the general
popularity of the ulama among the masses, the 'pdetgders depicted the IRP as the party of the
clergy. However, figures such as Sayyid Husayn if&ioi, a supporter of Banisadr, contended
that 90 percent of the Iranian clergy rejectedl®fe and were in support of the then President
Banisadr (Akhavi, 1983, 215).
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Bakhash, 1984, 118). However, for Banisadr thisdaovas a congregation of renegades;

“a line of hypocrisy and conspiracy” against arctgd presiderit.

1. Iran’s Foreign Policy under Banisadr

Since the 1979 revolution, foreign policy had bedunrf of power struggle and
factionalism in Iran. The provisional governmenbsahim Yazdi and his successadsq
Qotbzdeh encountered sharp criticism over their "negagiyuilibrium” policy® and
approach to the freedom movements. Strife ovenanite in foreign policy between
moderates and radicals outlived the Bazargan govenhand remained a bone of

contention between president Banisadr and radicals.

Abol Hassan Banisadr, first as acting foreign nterigand then as the first president
of revolutionary Iran, pursued a foreign policyttiaas close to the nationalist
nonalignment policy of Yazdi and Qo#leh (see: Ramzani, 1989, 207). He rationalized
his "equidistance" policy, in essence identicdbt@him Yazdi’'s “negative equilibrium”,
in Islamic terms (Ibid). Banisadr argued that fremdnovements should be self-sufficient
and not supported from outside and that the exgdaevolution should be essentially a
non-violent popular movement (interview; Banisdelyis, 2010/05/22). Hence, he rejected

radicals’ quest to establish relations with Lebaresd Palestinian groups through the RG

® This was Sayyid Ahmad Khomaini who put forward ithea as an independent line from both
the IRP and Banisadr. Later, President Banisadndutbhim for changing his position, saying that
“the third line is a line of hypocrisy, Kiinefag” (interview; Banisadr, Paris, 2010/05/22).

" Negative equilibrium, mdizene-yi marit was originally the program of Mohammad Mosaddeq,
the toppled Prime Minister of Iran from 1951 to 398 postulated that developing the Iranian
national sovereignty would necessitate a policpaf-alliance with both the United States and
Soviet Union (see: poulson, 2005, 168-169).
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and other power centers that challenged the gowertisbmonopoly over the foreign

policy.

On top of this paralyzing power struggle, duringhBadr’s unfulfilled tenure, the
revolutionary regime was immersed in extensiverivgband external crises which heavily
affected Iran’s international relations. Banisawbkt office following the capture of the US
embassy in Tehran which was a critical foreigngotrrisis with grave internal
implications. The students’ control of Iran's USigpnot only excluded the government
from handling this decisive issue, it also allowadicals in the IRP to enervate moderates
and take the initiative vis-a-vis the leftist grauBarely six months after Banisadr's
inauguration, in September 1980, Iraq invaded lpayés of the Iranian territory and
quickly captured the strategic port city of Khordalsr. At the time, the Iranian imperial
army was in complete disarray and internal struggkeveen the President Banisadr and the
Islamic Republic Party over purging anti revolutioy elements from the army and
influence in the RG stranded any effective movehteck the Iragi military machine (see:

Ahmadi, 1380/2001, 303-306).

Internal conflict between the revolutionary organs Banisadr and the Iraqi
invasion entangled the Islamic Republic in a waat thitle margin was left for playing any
significant foreign policy role during the 1980-19eriod®. This gap was filled with

assertive radicals who challenged the official agfpss, through the revolutionary organs,

8 The foreign policy issues did only begin to reeen official attention when the revolutionary
regime felt the imminence of Saddam Hossein’s amifiattack. In response to the Iraqi threats,
foreign minister 3deq Qotbadeh, prodded by the ministry’s advisors, went eegional tour in
April 1980. He visited Syria, Lebanon and a numifdPersian Gulf Shaykhdoms to reiterate the
good will of the new regime towards these countf$e®: Zandfard, 1383/2004, 242).
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over controlling the foreign policy and advancihgit strategy of exporting revolution to

countries such as Lebanon and Persian Gulf Shaykfido

2. A Stranded Foreign Ministry

The fierce factional rivalry and internal fricticoetween Banisadr and the IRP did
not abate with the Iraqi threat. Disagreementsedran various issues from appointing the
prime minster and members of the cabinet to dipteraad ambassadors in other countries.
Key ministries like the defense, education, finapgstice and foreign affairs were left
without ministers for months. The foreign minisp®id dearly in this power struggle.
Indeed, it was left without a head till the lasy @d Banisadr’s office. Mohammad Ali
Raja’, who assumed the premiership in August 1¥8minated a number of individuals
such as Mir Husayn av, Mohammad Khatami, Behd Nabav, Jakleddin Farst and
Sayyid Mehdi Hsheni for the office of foreign ministry. They all hadadical lean and
Banisadr did not approve any of them, instead fimgjon his close aide Ahmad
Sakmatan fill the position (Rafsanjani, 1384/ 2005, 3283%. a result, the foreign ministry

remained under the supervision of the Prime MiniRigat himself.

This brought the ministry to a complete impasseahse the president and his
prime minister were not even able to agree on gefmplthe ministry’s posts and

diplomatic missions. Meanwhile Prime Minister Rajaressed by the Majlis, sought to

8 Mohammad Ali Raja’i was one of the leaders of RE. At that time, President Banisadr
complained that the IRP dominant Majlis “imposedaRa@n the elected president”. During the 16
months presidency, relationship between Banisadithaprime minister became so inimical that
he called Raja’i a bullheaded, khushk-I ma¢fRafsanjani, 1384/2005, 260).
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enliven the diplomatic apparatus by appointing petm diplomatic missions and issuing

new decrees; however many of them did not go iffecedue to Banisadr’s rejection.

Rajat, as the caretaker foreign minister, dismissatk§ Qotbzdeh who was
steering the ministry from November 1979 to Audl&80. By removing Qotladeh, a
sympathizer of LMI and supporter of Amal, Rajstepped up the purging process in the
ministry and replaced the old cadres with his nMahmid Hashem Rafsanjani, brother
of the then speaker of parliament AkbasHen Rafsanjani, was assigned to the Office of
Confidentiality and Code, aceh-yi mahraraneh va ramz and later the Eighth Office,
edareh-yi hashtumwhich was an important section in charge of Lelpai&yria, Jordan,
Egypt and Palestine files. Rajalso appointed two radicals to the Iranian emleagsi

Beirut and Damascus.

Disagreements between Banisadr and Rajzr the foreign ministry came to a
head in May 1981 when the president’s office datidemove a number of secret and
classified documents from the foreign ministry. S'tias in the wake of Mahrd Hashem
Rafsanjani’s appointment to the Office of Confidelily and Code. Rafsanjani contacted
the prime minster and he subsequently orderedeitgrisy forces to prevent the relocation
of documents and to arrest Banisatframvisor, who had wanted to move the papers
(interview; Mahntid Hasheni Rafsanjani, Karaj, 2010/06/30). This agitatedpresident
who saw himself as entitled to having full accesthe classified documents, but his
adversaries claimed that he was “stealing the tny'ssdocuments” (see: Rafsanjani,

1378/1999, 114).

¥ Morteza Fazlinejad
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The prolonged internal disagreements and inactofityanian diplomatic centers
around the world, in particular in the Middle Easteountries, plunged international
relations of Iran into crisis (see: Rafsanjani,4/38005, 27). In fact by this time, in less
than one year, the foreign ministry had witnessen @ifferent ministers with conflicting
agendas. Since Kan Sanjbi’s resignation in April 1979, Ibrahim Yazdi for 8omths,
Abol Hassan Banisadr for less than 1 montide§ Qotbzdeh for 8 months and then
Mohammad Ali Raja’ as the caretaker foreign minister were in chafgeeministry
which had undergone a ruthless revolutionary puPgeging policy targeted most of the
educated and experienced political cadres of thedn ministry and, according to an
Iranian former diplomat, was so extensive that dtiwer state organizations became as
blemished and shattered as the foreign ministrgh(#ard, 1383/2004, 253). Such
instability in the structure and policies of thedign ministry put the main diplomatic
apparatus of the state on the margins of foreidicypdevelopments throughout the critical

early years of the revolutiéh

3. Banisadr’s Levant Policy

Under the President Banisadr, the Iranian govermoiemot pursue any strategic

policy regarding Syria, Lebanon and the Palestigimupé*. The president did not share

8 For a primary observation on the crisis in thesfign ministry see the memoirs of an Iranian
former diplomat, Ferigh Zandfard, (1383/2004, 231-267), on his serviddéministry from the
early 1950s till 1980 when he was purged from tlastry.

84 According to At Akbar Muhtashafthe foreign ministry did not have a Palestiniaarata at

the time, and later when it became more organtbedforeign ministry contacted and asked him to
prepare a roadmap for the ministry on the Palestifile (interview; At Akbar Muhtashaii

Tehran, 2010/07/17).
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the radicals’ vision of exporting the revolutiondditreating a party in Lebanon to face
Israel". Neither did he saw any merit in estabhgha strategic alliance with Damascus
(interview; Banisadr, Paris, 2010/05/22). Howewdrile the beginning of the Iran-Iraq

war prodded the revolutionary regime to initiaté\ecdiplomacy in the Arab world, it also
brought Damascus to a new level of importance &rdn. As President Banisadr
describes, "before the [Iran-Iraq] war, | regarthedez Assad as a mere dictator like
Saddam. We did not have any special relations 8ytie. However, unlike Saddam he was

not on bad terms with Iran" (interview; BanisadayiB, 2010/05/22).

For both strategic and ideological reasons, togmelraq from depicting the war as
an Arab-Persian struggle, Syria, from the Iraniarspective, was a key player in the Arab
world. The Syrian geographic position at the hehthe Arab East and its historic role as a
bastion for pan-Arabism gave the Bath regime arataifel ideological significance for
Tehran (see: Ehteshami, 1997, 58& Hirschfeld 198@- 110). This importance was
accentuated in the light of the Iraqi propagandapzsgn to depict the war as an Arab-
Persian struggle. The Syrian regime saw the Iramirsion against Iran as a "serious
mistake" (interview; Khadin, Paris, 2010/05/20) and President Assad firmliebed that

the war was in essence against Arab intetests

Beyond this ideological significance, President iBadr saw Damascus as a source

for military, logistic and intelligence assistant&he Iranian bombers needed the Syrian

8 |n fact from pan-Arab premises, Hafez Assad deddrs anti-Iragi stance and close relations
with Iran. He drew contrasts between the Shah's Wwhich dwelt on its Persianism and was in
league with Israel, and revolutionary Iran, whiobk the side of the Arabs in their struggle to
recover their occupied lands. “Did it make sengessad argued, to "dissipate this great gain" and
turn "Islamic Iran wits its human, military, andomomic capabilities into another Israel on the
eastern borders of the Arab homeland?" (see:B&848, 283).
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air space to carry out effective missions deegsiaqi territory”, says Banisadr
(interview; Banisadr, Paris, 2010/05/22). One smi$sion was the aerial raid in Spring
1981, on the al-Wa military complex, located in the westernmost pérraqg, near the
Jordanian border. The aerial attack was a speetaachievement. In a single attack
Iranian fighters destroyed most of Iraq’s stratdgimbers in the base which was well out
of the reach of Iranian phantoms (see: Goodarfi6285-46). The Syrian role was also
significant in replenishing Iran’s US made armsigs with Soviet-made arms. This
started in the very first stage of the war, as Dsouga agreed to ship arms to Iran following

a secret visit by a personal representative ofi(RrrsBanisadr in April 1981 (ibid, 30).

The absence of a strategic plan in President Barssgovernment to involve in the
Levant and a foreign ministry stranded in interca@iflicts, paved the way for radicals,
organized within the RG and other revolutionaryamg to influence the international
relations of the new regime. At this time, undex slupervision of Mohammad Montazeri,
the Freedom Movements Unit (FMU), in the RevoluéipnGuards, launched its work with
the mission of aiding freedom movements in difféi@untries including Lebanon.
However, concerned with non-state actors intengeimrforeign affairs, President Banisadr
was against assigning such missions to the RG wefdrped that the foreign ministry took
over the freedom movements file (interview; Banis&tris, 2010/05/22). Nevertheless,
the debate whether the FMU should be an organizaimependent of the government, so

as not to contradict the official polices or be potler the supervision of the leader did not
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meet with any consensus and after a while the Fithime formally established as a new

unit in the Sepdh.

The radicals’ role in Lebanon during this periodsvieasically organized through
the FMU of the RG and the office of Grand AyatolMbntazeri. In the pre Hizbullah
years and before appointingiAlkbar Muhtashafto the ambassadorship in Damascus,
where he became pivotal in the policy-making of fé@hn the Levant, this role was
Seminal in laying the foundations of the Islami@Rilic’s strategic partnership with

radical forces in Lebanon and the creation of Hiamuafter 1982.

B. The Freedom Movements Unit

The FMU was established originally as a unit witthia RG (1979-1983) to link
with and support the freedom movements in diffecenintries and provide them with
military and ideological training. Following thespension of the unit in the RG, it
resumed its activities under the aegis of AyatoNMadntazeri as an independent office. In
this second phase (1983-1987), under the titldeinstitution of Islam’s Global
Movement, muasese-yi nehzat-i jahani-i eslampthfiee distanced itself from military
activities and concentrated on political and idgalal aspects “aiming to provide strategy

for the freedom movements” (interview; Asghar Sal€om, 2008/04/21).

The FMU, under the supervision of Mohammad Monteared then Sayyid Mehdi

Hasheni, embarked on inviting the leaders and memberseefdom movements to Iran.

% Sepih is the short form of sepah-i pasdaran-i enghietattami, the [Revolutionary] Guards of
the Islamic Revolution.
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Individuals from African countries, Afghanistanady, Bahrain, Saudi Arabia, Syria,
Palestine and Lebanon convened in Iran to shareriexge and receive military training

and political-ideological indoctrination.

After the death of Mohammad Montazeri in June 18&dyyid Mehdi Hshen
took over the FMU. Like his brother, Sayyididi Hashem who was Ayatollah
Montazeri’s son-in-law, Mehdi had been engagedhéanti-shah struggles. His political
activities traced back to early 1950s, during whiehconstructed a close relationship with

Mohammad Montazeri.

C. Iran and the Clerical Politics in Lebanon

The clerical activities in the early 1980s, lai@ foundation of the Islamic Republic
policy in Lebanon. Based on their anti-Shah streggince 1963, radical ayatollahs
promulgated a similar clerical-led model of poEienobilization and struggle in other
Muslim countries. Lebanon, with a sizeable Shii ommity which was already going
through a communal “awakening” and struggled agaivesforeign aggression and internal
recognition, was a fertile ground to embrace thigled. Iranian radical ayatollahs
considered ulama’s influence a key to mobilizindgpaeese people towards their goal.
“Considering the influence of ulama among both $ama Shii people” says the Iranian
former ambassador to Damascus who had a pivominalrganizing this clerical network,
“we decided in the Islamic Republic embassy talacugh this angle” (interview; Al
Akbar Muhtasham Tehran, 2010/07/18). They embarked on organiamgjsupporting the
clergy who were sympathetic to the Iranian revolutiSteadily a network of Iranian,

Lebanese and Palestinian revolutionary ulama caregistence. In the pre-Hizbullah
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years and in the absence of a strong Iranian digticrapparatus, this network had a

significant role in advancing the Islamic Repuldipolicies in Lebanon.

In one sense, Iranian clerical involvement in Lelrawas not unprecedented at this
time. In the 1960s and 70s, the Iranian born Mudr ®as a key political player in
Lebanon where, unlike Iran and Iraq, Shii ulama hiatbrically been on the margin of
political protest relinquishing the right to powgrShias’ zams®’(Norton, 1985, 111). By
merging the spiritual and political leadershiploé Shia, Imam Musa Sadr broke with this
tradition. He actively engaged in the Lebaneseriablyine politics, by which he incurred

accusations from his leftist and nationalist ensmigbeing an agent of the SHah

From a historical point of view, relations betweka Lebanese Shii ulama and Iran
trace back to the 6century when the first Safavid monarch, shah tsrirevited ulama of
Jabal amil to disseminate the Shi'a creed in [F&s between the amili ulama and Persia
remained a unique feature in relations betweendrahLebanon in modern times. Iraq was
always the third angle of the Iranian and Leban#sea relationship which was mediated
for centuries by the Iraqgi shrine cities of Najati&Karbala. The city of Najaf with its
hawza&®, seminary schools, was the principal center ai@is studies for the Shii

scholars and students from Lebanon and Iran.

87 Until the 1960s, the zms had few serious clerical or secular competifbine. Shii ulama lacked
an independent financial base, and in many insgatiey were heavily dependent upon srzfor
financial support. Much in contrast to Iran, whtre ulama controlled a well-developed system of
income-producing religious trusts (aafly in Lebanon the Shii ulama lacked autonomouarfaial
resources (Norton, 1985, 111-112).

8 On Musa Sadr’s approach to Shah and his relatipngith the Pahlavi Iran, see: (Samii, 1997,
66-91).

% Hawza or hawza-yi iimiyya is a seminary for Shiadlogical studies.
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Establishing Qom as a major centre of learnindné930s did not diminish the
importance of the seminal connection between Ledm&ii clergy and the Iraqi holy
cities. Neither the Qom hawza nor Iranian basedijararcould gain a tangible influence
among the Shia in Lebanon. Most of the Lebanesgycleho studied at seminaries in
Najaf followed Ayatollah Mohsen Hak and after his death Ayatollah &llgasim Khi't
or, to a limited extent, Ayatollah Bager Sadr whmhbresided in Najaf (see: ia Qasim,

2002, 24).

Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomaini who was elevated to tierja” status in the 1960s,
did not have much of a following among the Lebar@seaqi Shias (see: Chehabi, 2005,
38-39). Even, Musa Sadr promulgated Ayatollah MaohHdakm among the Lebanese
Shias and after Hak’s demise in 1970, in contravention to the expemta of
revolutionary clergy and disciples of Ayatollah Khaini, he proposed Ayatollah
Abilgasim Khi’'1, who was known for his abstinence from politicalalvement, as his

marja successor (See: Muhtashah378/1999, 95& 165).

Ayatollah Khomaini differed from his peers in thas assumption of the religious
leadership had come about not by the traditiorlaioais criteria whereby Shii ulama
distinguished themselves until believers accepgiethtas a Marja, but had been
precipitated by political events, namely his opposito the Shah'’s consolidation of his
personal dictatorship in 1963 and 1964 (see: CheB@b5, 38-39). While most of his

followers were in Iran, the fact that Ayatollah Khaini spent more than 14 years in exile

% A religious leader who is a source of emulation.

I marja al-tagd in Arabic or marja-i tagll in Persian, is the source of emulation in Shiisim
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in Najaf (1964-78) and his political stance agathstShah and overt criticism of Israel did
not translate to a religious ascendancy among tab And Lebanese Shias. In the 1960-
70s, it was not his religious credentials but labtjgal stance against the Shah and Israel
that brought him popularity among some Arabs, Nesserists in Lebanon (interview:

Hassan ‘A#’1, Beirut, 2009/10/03).

Interestingly, even those who established Hizbuitetthe 1980s or members of
Islamist groups such as the al-Dawa party, didfolmw him as a Marjd” He was only
known by some young Lebanese clergy in Najaf, siscBhaykh Sulital-Tufayk, Sayyid
Hani al-Fahs or Shaykh Ad Heydar who were acquainted with Ayatollah Khomain
thoughts and activities by attending his speechdssaying prayer behind him from time
to time (Interviews: Sayyid &ihi al-Fahs, al-Dahiyaal-Janubiya, 2010/05/01& Shaykh

Subh al-Tufayl, Bealbak, 2009/10/24& Shaykh AdHeydar, Bodnayel, 2009/10/24).

D. Iran’s Ascendancy to a Divine-Political Seat

Around the 1979 revolution in Iran, a chain of cfp@sm and developments relegated
the supreme spiritual authority of Najaf and eledahe Iranian city of Qom and Ayatollah
Khomaini’'s politico-religious leadership among ti@n-Iranian Shias. In 1975, at the time
of border disputes between Iran and Iraq and agaime beginning of the Iran-Irag war in

1980, the Iraqi regime, under the pretext of pugdhre country of disloyal citizens,

%2 For instance, the former Hizbullah MP, Mohammaxijivi who was in his youthful years a
member of radical al-Katiba al-Tulabia says, “Beftne Islamic revolution | was following
Ayatollah Khi'1 [as a source of emulation].

However, once | got to know Imam [Khomaini’'s] thghits, | decided to choose him as marja. It
was one year before the revolution” (Interview, Motmad Begwi, al-Dahiya al-Janubiya,
2009/07/23).
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expelled large numbers of Shias and Iraqis of Bersrigin. The Shii political
organizations like the al-Dawa party became prbecriand its members, including the

Lebanese cadres of the party, fled from ¥4gee: Shanahan, 2004, 948-949).

Following the 1979 revolution, Saddam Hosseinexdagy full-scale suppression
against the Shii religious leaders whom he believerk inspired by Khomaini to topple
the Bathist regime. He forced many of them to Iddag@f and Karbala. While in the wake
of erecting an Islamic regime in Iran, Qom was fisling into a reputable centre for Shii
learning, many displaced Iraqi Shias and depored)yg, took refuge in Iran and settled in

Qom.

Steadily Qom’s hawza began assuming the religiadsealucational functions that
Najaf possessed for centuries. It attracted Lelm8bs&gs who were interested in religious
studies and jurisprudenceéghi. For many of these new comers and mostly yoahglars,
Iran under Khomaini was a divine and political ssdte. They were followers of Najaf
based Ayatollah Kii'1. But, for many of them who were enthralled withdfmaini’s
charisma, the “politico-religious status of the £otah” posed a dilemma regarding their
religious affiliation; that “what is the religiouhity for choosing a source of emulation”

(Naim Qasim, 2002, 24).

h94

In their eyes, Khomaini’s political theory of Wjlat-i fagh™, was a functional

model of praxis which none of the Najaf basedajaarould have provided for Shii

% The crackdown on the party in Irag was one reéstind its expansion in other countries. In
1980, branches of the party were established imafglDamascus and London. On hizb ad-Da'wa
al-islamiyya, See: (Shanahan, 2004, 943-954).
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political activism. Henceforth, the political loyglto Ayatollah Khomaini translated also
into a spiritual commitment. From their perspectiveSayyid Mohammad Husayn
Fadlallah’s words, they eventually resolved theglstanding dichotomy of “having a
religious affiliation with Islam but a political ffation with another ideology” (Fadlallah,

1987, 8).

By the early 1980s, the flow of Lebanese and oftrab Shias to the city of Qom
for seminary studies and the adopting of AyatoKdélomaini as a Marja by many of them,
demonstrated Khomaini’s spiritual and politicalestancy in Lebanon. “Many Lebanese
decided to go to Qom because Najaf under Saddamaovimsger a safe place”, says

Shaykh Hassan Ibinimi who was in charge of foreign students seminarpaishin Qom:

Qom seminary schools were going through a flouniglgeriod and prominent
ulama [decided to] resided there. Therefore, aggtrend was set into motion that many
talented Lebanese from different backgrounds, wlaewnterested in religious studies,
chose Qom. Many of them were referring to me, beeaddnad relations with Lebanese

long before the revolution” (Interview: Shaykh Hasdbahimi, Tehran, 2010/01/17).

Whereas before 1979, there had been fewer thareteanese students at the
Iranian hawzas of Qom and Mashhad, their numbepg@dio 450 following the 1979
revolution (see: Abisaab, 2005, 242-243). Amongéhecbanese, many future Hizbullah
leaders such as Shaykh SubhTufayk, Sayyid Hassan Nasrallah, Shaykh Mohammad

Yazbek or Shaykh NabQaouq resided in Qom to pursue religious studies.

% The guardianship of the jurisprudent.
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E. A New Political Weight

The impact of the Iranian revolution was strongllf by Shia across the Arab
world; in Bahrain, Saudi Arabia, Iraq and Lebandowever, nowhere did the 1979
revolution leave as deep and long lasting effextt did in Lebanon. The Lebanese Shia
community at the threshold of the 1980s sufferethfsectarian discrimination, internal
disunity and external aggression. The leadershgscfollowing Musa Sadr’s
disappearance, put the community in a difficultaiion vis-a-vis social and political issues
surrounding it. “The most threatened and vulnerablamunity in the civil war”, as the
Lebanese historian Ahmad Bayddepicts, had to fight on its own the problemaithern
Lebanon versus the Palestiniandiglin and the Israeli increasing aggression, especially

following Operation Litani of 1978 (see: Gendzi#9389, 22).

Upon Musa Sadr's disappearance in August 197&aimenunity split in different
directions: the Independent Islamists close to BaMiohammad Husayn Fadlallah and al-
Dawa party elements who did not recognize Musa’Saegigemony; the traditional
political elites, headed byatel al-Asad; the religious trend which was headgd b
Mohammad Mehdi Shamsedd and the secular trend which embodied in the Amal
movement’s Husayn al-Husayand Nabih Berri (see: Azani, 2009, 57-58& Nortd885,
117-118). In the absence of a unifying religiou$itmal leadership, many young Shii elites
regarded the community’s leaders incompetent agid plolitical organizations “behind
their ambitions and goals” (Ilfa Qasim, 2002, 25). This prevailing mood is well reflette
in the words of Sayyid Alds al-Misawi, the former Secretary General of Hizbullah,

talking to a reporter following the arrival of Pasdn corps to Bekaa: “there is no longer
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any hope to find a competent and righteous leagesshong the Lebanese and

Palestinians” (Umid-i ingilab, 1361/06/09- 1982/88/18-19).

Against this backdrop, the Lebanese Shia faceth@aimental question concerning
their identity and loyalty: that of if they shoud@ defined as part of a universal Islamic
mantle or recognize the Lebanese state and sesglvt® their problems within the
sectarian system. In the days leading up to theuaeyp 1979 revolution, the Shii elites
closely watched the spectacular developments m tgefore the Islamic Revolution”,
says Al Hisham, “Imam Musa Sadr was telling us about the Iram&wolution and we
were waiting for a change in Iran” (interview; Hyraal-Masawi, al-Dahiya al-Janubiya,
2009/09/30). They all emotionally and enthusia#iijadentified themselves with the
revolution in Iran and believed that they had beaturally part of it through support to
either the pro-Palestinian or pro-Amal Iranians villad been in Lebanon. But they differed
over how to associate their own predicament tdrdm@an revolution. This “how”, of

course, went through contradictory interpretations.

The radical elements wanted to embrace Ayatollabrkdini’s political Islam as a
model of political-religious praxis and advocate@iehrowing the sectarian system in
Lebanon in a revolutionary model like Iran. Thegrdissed the localist view of Amal and
the Shia Higher Council, arguing that “the Lebanesae is not independent from Iran or
Iraq and other countries in the Islamic woPft'In contrast, Shaykh Shamseudvho was
an establishment clergy, believed that the thebtlg@guardianship of jurisprudence,

Vil ayat-i fagh is neither comprehensive nor obligatory (al-Madi®99, 16). He disputed

% See Sayyid Mohammad Husayn Fadlallah’s SpeeEreatiom Movements Conference in
Tehran, (Vahed-i nehzatha-yi azadi baksh, 1361/19&59).
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the radicals by asserting that any solution tosth@al and economic disadvantages of the
community should be sought within the Lebanesesgyshence, the Islamic Republic
could not be a proper model for Lebanon (see: bld)). As Shaykh Sublal-Tufayk who

was a member of al-Dawa and critic of Musa SadQuats:

After the creation of the Islamic Republic, thererevlong debates between us and
Shaykh Shamsetldabout many issues. We did not see eye to eyeno&py points such
as the relationship with the Islamic Republic. $aghamsedad had points of view
different from ours. Our disagreements were pdalitigVhen Iran started its presence in
Lebanon, the Shia Higher Council was in a positasrfrom the Iranian stance and for this
reason we believed that the Shia Higher Councilisnclerical branches were not able to
play the role we believed they had to. As a resudtdecided to establish clerical and
political bodies that concurred with our stances dinection (interview; Shaykh Subal-

Tufayl, Baalbek, 2009/11/11).

Following the 1982 Israeli invasion, as it was cogno a climax, radical clergy
who put their “last and only hope” on the “bonaefigdader” Ayatollah Khomaini expanded
their activities and network in cities and villagesa instill the spirit of resistance (Umid-i
ingilab, 1361/06/09- 1982/08/31, 19). Radical ajfaks in Iran threw their full backing
behind this “new political force” in Lebanon whees, a member of Ayatollah Khomaini’s

office says, “Up until that time, ulama and thergledid not carry any political weight”:

Individuals such as Shaykhagheb Harb, Shaykh Abdulmunm
Mehara in the south or Shaykh [Mohammad] Yazbek tookaast against
Israel and we opened a popular front against Isheeligh them. Little by
little, theses clergy made their presence felt msva political weight in
Lebanon (interview; anonymous, Tehran, 2007/08/31).
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F. The Role of Ayatollah Montazeri

Among the prominent leaders of the Iranian revolutthe Grand Ayatollah
Husayn Ali Montazeri held the highest jurisprudaingtatus and at the same time a high
revolutionary profile. Unlike other radical clergynd disciples of Ayatollah Khomaini who
generally lacked high religious credentials, Moetawas a distinguished Marja and jurist
in hawza. He was a proponent of the Islamist Ir@gonal, beynol mellal-i esini, and a
supporter of freedom movements and revolutionaegical currents in different Islamic

countries.

In the context of post-revolution factionalism, Agiéah Montazeri was regarded as
the spiritual leader of the Third Line, Khat-i s&hich comprised the radical elements
inside the Islamic Republic. No sooner had powergsfle over economic and foreign
policy issues divided the political elites in Irdhan cracks began to surface inside the
clerical establishment. Gradually two discernalalmps of radical and conservative ulama,
the latter known as anjuman-i Hujjatiyah sympattizeame into sight (see: Abrahamian,
1986, 85& Keddie& Hooglund, 1968, 13). The distiisined leader of the radical wing was
Ayatollah Montazerf. His advocacy for radical foreign policy and economeasures,
such as the Band-ird of land reforms, aroused the angry objection ftbenBazari
elements and conservative ulama in Qom and Mas{se&d Bashiriyeh, 1984, 180-181 &

Moslem, 2002, 59 & Akhavi, 1986, 66-68).

% Another prominent figure in this wing was the IRtretary general, Ayatollah Sayyid
Mohammad BeheshtHe defined the line of revolution “anti-imperigtli anti-capitalist and anti-
feudalist” (see: Jumhuri-yi Isami, 1359/03/11- 1@8201). Under his leadership, the IRP was
generally persuading a radical economic and forpaity approach. After his death in the huge
blast, June 1981, that razed to the ground thedueaittrs of the party, the right wing of the IRP
dominated the party. On the IRP polices under Bahese: (Moslem, 2002, 60-61).
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In the realm of foreign policy, Montazeri soughtestablish ties with revolutionary
regimes and movements and pushed Ayatollah Khomairo had a far more cautious and
reserved stance on this issue, to forge strondpaeseen the Islamic Republic and freedom
movements (interview; Ayatollah Montazeri, Qom, 2@3/09). To highlight the
international aspect of the revolution and relaiwith ulama from other countries, he
introduced a number of initiatives such as therivgonal Day of the Downtroddenjz-i
jahani-yi Mustazafin, the International Jerusalem Dayz+i jahani-yi Qods and the Week
of Unity between the Shia and the Sunna, hafteakidat as well as the Assembly of ulama

and Friday Prayer Leaders of Islamic Countries.

For instance, the Week of Unity was an occasiaeach to Sunni ulama and
confer with them to bridge differences and creatiéythrough the common principles.
During this week, Ayatollah Montazeri dispatched f@presentatives to Lebanon and other
countries to invite Sunni scholars to attend clraonferences and seminars in Iran
(interview; Hassan Itahimi, Tehran, 2008/04/06). As for the Friday prayensers, a
collective religious event on which Montazeri pld@mphasis since the beginning of his
anti-Shah strugglé§ he delivered part of his speech in Arabic to dtiavattention of
Arabs to the revolution in Iran and the Islamic Relx’s perspective on issues such as

Lebanon and Palestine.

" The Ayatollah, according to his political diariésfially began holding the Friday prayer in his
natal town, Najafabad, in Isfahan. He suggestédytiollah Khomaini that he encourages other
ulama to hold Friday prayer services in differdaties of Iran as well as Najaf where Khomaini was
in exile, in order to convey their message to pe¢pee: Montazeri, 1379/2000, 283-284& 440-
442). Under the Islamic Republic, Friday prayergenaad an important political function as the
Imams deliver speeches on public and politicaldssalong with religious sermons.
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G. The Islamic Republic and Sunni Groups in Lebanon

Presenting itself as the heart of Muslim revoludignstruggles, the Islamic
Republic has always sought to influence Sunni ma@rémin the Arab world. This has
been critical to the Islamic regime, since Irad&nitification with the Shia has been an
obstacle to claiming a Muslim universalist mantlales giving a pretext to its Arab

enemies to depict Iran as heretic Persians (seateHu 988, 742).

The Iranian leaders and primarily Ayatollah Khom&imself emphasized on the
unity between different Islamic sects and issudéddabanning the fomenting
disagreements between Sunna and Shi‘a which harbrotherhood of Muslini&
Furthermore, through support for the Palestiniarseaand taking symbolic initiatives, such
as the declaration of the Week of Unity, the IslaRepublic sought to create a united

Islamic front against the common enemies of the amm

To this end, the Islamic Republic did not spare effigrt to incorporate Sunni
movements in its regional plans. Lebanon whichdwstany Sunni and Palestinian
groups, was seminal to this strategy. A considerabhievement in this regard was
establishing the Shi’i-Sunni clerical AssociatidriMuslim ulama in Lebanon (AMUL),

Tajammu al-ulama al-muslimin fi lubnan.

In parallel, to reinforce ties with Sunni clergydamovements and establish joint
missionary groups, the Assembly of ulama and Friélayer Leaders of Islamic countries

was established. Also, sponsored by Montazeriis®find the Iranian government, a

% On Ayatollah Khomaini's thoughts on religious yrétnd his approach to the Sunni
jurisprudents, see: (Sivan, 1989, 1-30).
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series of conferences and seminars under thefitldamic thoughts, ansheha-yi eslam
were held which were attended by Sunni ulama fn@n &nd other Islamic countries (see:

Jumhuri-yi Eslami, 1361/03/13 — 1982/06/03 &KeyhaB64/11/09- 1986/01/29).

The Islamic Republic’s strategy concerning the $otergy and factions in
Lebanon was based on two general themes that Aafatielontazeri described in an open
letter to the Lebanese and Palestinian ulama., Frsaggerating and intensifying
differences between Shii and Sunni and Lebanesé@alaegtinian groups” is religiously
forbidden; and second, the “paramount duty” ofltebanese and Palestinian ulama “is
unifying the Shii and Sunni groups and factionsiagiehe international usurper Zionism”

(al-Ahd, 1986/10/02& as-Safir, 1985/10/15).

Among the Sunni figures in Lebanon, ShaykidSghalan who led the Unification
Movement, harkat al-tawhid, in Tripoli was of pattiar importance for Iran. He was a
revered clergy in Tripoli and northern Lebanon &edded several Sunni factions in the
north under the Unification Movement seal. Shaykid Shalan believed that the Islamic
Republic was the only system that was founded erattthentic Islamic ideas and sources
and hence was responsible for the propagationeogptimciples of Islam in the world (see:
Etelaat, 1366/07/23- 1987/10/15). Declaring thatrduand Shi‘a needed to unite in order
to guarantee the Islamic character of Lebanonpit@&ced the Iranian involvement in
Lebanon from the very first days of the 1979 retioluand joined ranks with Shii groups

affiliated with Iran.

The charismatic influence of Shaykhi®&halin and his hegemony over Sunni

movements lent a very credible Sunni dimensioméolslamic Republic’s policies. The
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value that Iran gave to him and his Unification Moent is apparent in Muhtashi&n

words:

His independent, intrepid and courageous charataele him
popular in political and religious centers insidel @utside Lebanon,
among the Palestinian and in al-Azhar. Even theliSaxabian government
regarded him with high esteem. [They] tried manyes to buy him with
their petro dollars; however the Shaykh resistatirsgver stooped to their
tempting offers (interview: AlAkbar Muhtasham Tehran, 2010/07/17).

1. The Association of Muslim ulama in Lebanon

The Islamic Republic’s strategy to create a unifiltical Sunni-Shii front in
Lebanon culminated in establishment of the Assimgiatf Muslim ulama in Lebandh
(AMUL). In terms of the goals and membership, teeogiation aimed to bridge the typical

Shi’'i-Sunni and Lebanese-Palestinian rifts in Ledran

The AMUL was greatly instrumental in advancing tranian policies in Lebanon
and played a significant role in propagating Khamigibrand of Islam and invoking
popular resistance prior to Hizbullah's officiallkdé in 1984 and the party’s consolidation

in Lebanon.

In fact, ever since the revolution in Iran, Lebanekerics, inspired by Khomaini’s
revolution, had been discussing the idea of settmg joint platform of Shii and Sunni
ulama based on common ideological content to aihaglsrael. However, the decisive
moment came with the Israeli invasion which conedinvith the presence of Lebanese

religious leaders in Tehran. The agonizing ordéahasion precipitated the birth of the

% Tajamu al-ulama al-muslemin al-sunna va al-shidaifinan
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radical clerical front. “The dearth of resistangaiast Israel”, says Shaykh Ali al-Erem,
a young clergy at the time who was present at déinéecence, “made it clear to the clergy
who came from different corners of Lebanon thay tten and should have a significant

role in mobilizing people” (interview; Ali al-Kizem, al-Dahiya al-Janubiya, 2009/07/23).

Ayatollah Montazeri, who advocated the idea of ying the Sunni and Shii ulama,
threw his backing behind the initiative. He exhdrtke Lebanese and Palestinian clergy to
go beyond differences and argued “that the UnitateS and Israel target the unity
between the Lebanese Muslims as they know verythallperpetuating this unity between
combatant Shii and Sunni Lebanese and Palestinigsilifdls would jeopardize their

colonial plans” (see: an-Nahar, 1985/06/02& al-Ab8i87/01/31).

Indeed, the radical clergy in Lebanon implementgdtéllah Khomaini’'s credo
that mosques "should not only be places of prayerds in the Prophet Mohammed's time,
should be centers of political, cultural and miltactivities” (Khomaini, 1371/1992, 388).
Deprived of any established organization, clergg bhaykh Rgheb Harb in the southern
village of Jibshit or Shaykh Bher Hanuid in Beirut, turned the mosques and husgas
the Shia’s social and religious centers, into fslmf fiery speeches against the occupying

army.

If, during the revolution in Iran, religious sernsoplayed a key role in conveying
the words of the ayatollahs to mobilize people asjatihe imperial regime, the Lebanese
clerics employed the same method to incite peogéénat the occupation. Given the lack

of resources and organizational tools at the ttims,traditional and at the same time
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powerful means of communication was crucial in rfipioig people and spreading the

word of resistance.

As the newly arrived RG forces took the Imam Alisgoe and a seminary school
in Baalbek for recruiting, training and public riteship®®, the amorphous and localized
clerical efforts concentrated on attracting yourgnro be trained and organized for
resistance. To lift the general morale and revineegelf confidence of daunted people, the
AMUL members announced, in their sermons, the alo¥ “the army of Imam Khomaini”
and exhorted the youth to rush to the training canfPasdarans to prepare themselves for
battle against the occupation. Their ultimate geas to create “a combatant society
against the occupation” (see: Fadlallah, 1994,3¥-According to Sayyid Hassan

Nasrallah:

There were no institutions like now, no large oifigation or
specialized departments. There was only a grouptefbncentrating on
[...] banding together of young men, training andamriging them into
small groups and then dispatching them to the dedugreas from where
they were instructed to carry out attacks (Jali@97149-50).

Ragheb Harb who proclaimed that “unifying all Muslihis the “path of resistance
and continuity of the Islamic Revolution” in Leban@merged, from 1982 till his
assassination in 1984, as one of the pillars a$tasce in the south (Keyhan, 1362/10/20-
1984/01/10). An implacable enemy of Israel, hissgradvocacy for the Islamic Republic

and relentless excoriation of the occupation fornegle him an instrumental link between

1%The orientation meetings between the youth who demilitary training and the RG
commander were held at a seminary school in Baalledte Sayyid Abis Al-Misavi
was teaching (interview; MaasKachak Mohsen Tehran, 2010/07/19).
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the South and the RG base in the BéRaalibshit, consequently, transformed into a center
of recruitment for military training, a stronghabfi resistance and later Hizbullah in the

south (see: Jaber, 1997, 21).

The mosques, husayas and seminary schools assumed a new function and
emerged as places for indoctrinating and instigatiesperate people against the

occupation and recruiting the youth for militargitiing (see: al-Kizem, 1997, 51).

In the absence of any Lebanese organized resistametwork of clergy, mosques,
husayiyas and seminary schools managed to fill the gaphwhas left by an embattled
PLO, unassertive Amal and phlegmatic Shia Higharr€d. The Israelis were quick to
perceive the potence of this emerging phenomeratrattop Iranian official described as
“a new political weight”. Some clergy like Shaykladkeb Harb in Jibshit, Shaykh Husayn
Suiir and Shaykh Muharradrefi in Sidon were arrested and some others deportéd an
even assassinated by Israeli trd8p&See: Jumhuri-yi Isami, 1362/01/07& 08-
1983/03/27&28). In February 1984, ShaykiigReb Harb, the implacable instigator against
the occupation army, was assassinated in Jibdhg.plunged the South into an increasing

anti IDF insurgency.

191 Harb was well known as the brain behind the attachde against Israeli soldiers.
Under his supervision, Jibshit was transformed orte of the fiercest Resistance
strongholds facing the Israelis. (see: Jaber, 129y,

92 buring his detention, Shaykhagheb Harb was interrogated extensively by the lisofficers
who were eager to discover the extent of affinitg aelationship between him and Ayatollah
Khomaini.

After his release, he said about the interrogatitmsst of the questions were about our ties with
the Islamic revolution [...]. The interrogator asked if [Ayatollah Khomaini] orders you to fight,
would you follow his order. And | retorted, undoeblly yes” (see: Ryheb Harb's interview,
Keyhan, 1362/01/23- 1983/04/12).
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2. The AMUL and the Iranian Policy

When in June 1982, the operation Peace in Galikelaunched, the Israel
commanders never predicted that the Shia whomlibkgved to be the readiest to
welcome their operation to uproot the PLO from tti@imeland, would arise soon as their
primary enemy. In fact, initially when the Zioinistmy invaded the Lebanese territory, the
Israeli soldiers were received by rice and flowarsome southern villages (see: Hirst,
2010, 197-198). However, the tables soon turnetidihot take long before the general
insurgency against the Israeli army prevailed sn$hia areas. Sporadic attacks and

amorphous operations began to take casualtiesit@eali soldiers.

One such an operation was the huge suicide attatieolsraeli military
headquarters in Tyre in November 1982. The youngndd Qas from the southern city of
Tyre, detonated a car packed with explosives intfod the eight-floor IDF headquarters
and killed dozens of Israeli soldiers, includinguamber of top IDF commanders. For
Israel, this was an entirely new kind of resistar@eginating from mosques and
husayfyas, it was much more lethal than what Israel laged from the Palestinian
operations. While the mounting number of casuatiresng the soldiers increased
pressures on Israeli leaders to pull the army lnatckisrael, a joint US-Israeli effort was
launched to extract political gains from the mitachievements on the ground. This was

what Iran and Syria sought to deny Israel.

On the 17 of May 1983, an agreement was signed betweeneéyrelected
president Amin Gemayel and the Israeli governmem¢itminate the state of war between

Lebanon and Israel. The US backed agreement ainadng Lebanon into the sphere of
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Arab countries that had made peace treaties widtellsThis met with vehement
condemnation from both Tehran and Damascus. Thmisland nationalist forces in
Lebanon objected the pact as a “total surrendea-wis the occupation”. In Lebanon,
objections came foremost from the AMUL which lavedta popular campaign,
coordinated with the Iranian embassy in Damasaginat the agreement and president

Gemayel's government.

The protests staged by AMUL against the May 17 Agrent and the ensuing street
demonstrations were a watershed in the activiti¢lseassociation. The association’s
ulama embarked on giving stirring speeches toéntbanese to rise against the Lebanese
government and the agreement. The vociferous cgmpeagainst the agreement, staged by
the ulama from mosques and Friday prayers’ pulpitbninated in a sit-in strike at the al-
Imam al-Red mosque in the southern suburb of Beirut. Sayyidhdfomad Husayn

Fadlallah, a spiritual leader in the future Hizbbll was the imam of the mosque.

No sooner had the fiery speeches by Fadlallato#gmet members of AMUL
against president Gemayel and negotiations witeldmished, than the sizeable
protesters, who had gathered inside and arounchtisgue took to the streets of the
southern suburbs. In the ensuing clashes whichrtbetween the demonstrators and the
Lebanese army, one person was killed and sevédraiwounded (See: al-Erem, 1997,
23). Similar demonstrations were also held in tk&d to show how unpopular talks with
Israel and the agreement were among the peopleelooming days, the wave of protests
became so strong that eventually the taciturn Sh&flamsedd had to join the clerical

opposition calls.
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The Islamic Republic was clearly a main beneficiairthe ulama-led movement in
Lebanon. The alliance of Iranian-Lebanese and Bail@s radical ulama emerged
gradually as a strong clerical arm for the IslaRépublic. Unlike the Shia Higher Council,
the AMUL was loyal to the Valyi faqih. It credited Iran with a multi-sectarian legitioya
and a ground, in that early stage, to circumveatShia Higher Council, Amal and the
Lebanese government to consolidate its influendeeiranon. Neither the Amal movement,
which was in constant friction with Palestinian gps, nor the Shia Higher Council which
confined its principle mission to “improving andytaating the affairs of the Shia sect”, fit

into the Iranian grand strategy.

In response, the Islamic Republic proceed to blaelassertive radical religious
leaders. Ironically, as much as the 1982 invasimhits aftermath marked the rise of
radicals in Lebanon, it accentuated the waningierite of the Shia Higher council and
Amal. Particularly, the belated and moderate “diggistance” response Shaykh
Mohammad Mehdi Shamseaddannounced against the Israeli invasion, madeciien
more isolated. Shaykh Suldl-Tufayl, who was one of the founders of AMUL, put this as
a basic motive behind establishing the associattbe: Shia Higher Council was against
opening any front against Israel and after the lifg8asion they only called for civil

resistance” (interview; Shaykh Suldi-Tufayk, Baalbek, 2009/11/11).

Much to Iranian-Syrian delight the “new weight”ethlama-led current, proved its
potency by mobilizing the streets to disrupt theekiwan efforts to consolidate the client
regime of Gemayel and implement the May 17 agreénBgnMarch 1984, the Lebanese
Government finally abrogated the agreement and®élarines left Lebanon a few weeks

later.
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Similarly, on the diplomatic front, AMUL played &sificant role for Tehran’s
policy in Lebanon. In late 1982, following the atce of RG forces to the Bekaa, the
Gemayel government expelled the Iranian chargéatta$ and severed its relationship
with Tehran, which had failed to coordinate postimg RG corps with the Lebanese
government. AMUL reacted swiftly by staging strikeesd demonstrations to put pressure
on the government to revoke its decision and redigsavith Tehran. Consequently after a
short period, charge d'affaires MaianNarani, returned triumphantly to Beirut where he
was received by the AMUL members and hundreds opleewho gathered in front of the
Beirut airport (see: an-Nahar, 1982/11/28, 1982/221982/12/24, Etelaat, 1362/09/06-

1983/11/27& 1362/10/04-1983/12/25).

H. Dispatching the RG Forces to Lebanon

In June 1982 the first contingent of the Pasdaceipsclanded in Damascus. The
RG forces were to go to the battle fronts in Lebmaand engage the Israeli invading forces.
The Islamic Republic’s military and political leadérad put much hope in the mission.
However, they soon discovered that political andrafjonal obstacles were larger than
what they had anticipated. As a result, the Inastaategy essentially changed from
dispatching a large number of forces to directlyfoant Israel into a limited presence of

the elite RG forces for training Lebanese combatant

Prior to dispatching the Pasdaran to Syria, artapian delegation rushed to
Damascus to meet with President Assad and preséirta plan of support. Deeply
shocked by the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, thai&na military and political leaders had

prepared a plan to send several brigades to Lelktarfayht alongside the Lebanese and
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Syrians against Israel. The delegation was compokt#te Foreign Minister Vellyat,
Ambassador MuhtashanbDefense Minister Mohammad 8at as well as a number of the
army commanders. The delegation met with Presidlssad and also held several

meetings with Syrian army commanders to explairdetails of their plan.

The delegation presented Syrians with a detailditknyi plan which had been
prepared in the Higher Council of Defenseqii@tyi Ali-yi difa, in Tehran. Following
several meetings with Syrian army commanders,rdr@dn delegation met Hafez al-Assad
and informed him of the political and military angements that had been made. They
continued their intensive negotiations in Damadousinother three days and eventually

left for Tehran on June 101982.

Two days later, on June 12th, the Iranian embas®amascus was informed that
the first corps of Iranian forces was to arriveéhia evening. But on the very same day that
the Iranian forces landed at the Damascus airfsvael and Syria agreed to a ceasefire in
Lebanon. This decision, which Assad made withoasatiing with Tehran, practically
rendered the whole plan unpractical. Had the Sgrimen serious in launching joint
operations with Iran, they would not have agreetihéoceasefire that Israel accepted in an
advanced stage of its Peace for the Galilee operafegardless, however, Iranians were
determined to go to the war front in Lebanon. Thay the ceasefire as only benefiting
Israel which kept breaching it by bombing Beirutldrebanese and Palestinian forces.
Therefore, Iranians did not see any merit in rei@gg their plan of sending troops to

Lebanon.
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1. The Path to Jerusalem Goes through Karbala

When the Irag-Iran war was at its peak, Iraniam@éshad to fly over Turkey in
order to transfer forces to Syria. As the thirdheldlew over Turkey, the Iranian officials
received warnings from Ankara that they could rs# the Turkish airspace for such
purpose. At the same time, the Iranian military otanders who had conferred with
Syrians about the joint military operations infortee officials in Iran and Ayatollah
Khomaini of the lack of interest in Damascus toperate. These issues raised concern

with the logistical support for thousands of fored® were to be stationed in the Levant.

These issues had already been obvious to the irawigical and military officials.
Also the plan to dispatch forcs was carried ouhwitt consulting Ayatollah Khomaini.
This was indeed the major reason behind stoppi@gldn and the subsequent return of
Iranian forces to Iran. No sooner had the thirdtiogent of Iranian forces departed for

Damascus, than Khomaini ordered halting the plan.

It is interesting that Ayatollah Khomaini, contranypredominant belief, was the
only person who approached this sensitive iss@er@alistic and pragmatic way.
Considering his reluctance a few years earlieufipsrt Mohammad Montazeri's quest to
dispatch volunteers to Lebanon, however, this ghoat have been unexpected.
Khomaini’s concern regarding dispatching the forglse stemmed from the ongoing Iraqg-
Iran war. Khomaini saw posting troops to Lebanalaagerous diversion from war efforts
to pin down Saddam. Later in a public speech, Alatdhomaini confessed that “we

were misled in the issue of [sending forces to]dredr®.

19 m3 dar qazye-yi lubnan bz kiardim.
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When Israel lunched the Peace for Galilee operatnwhinvaded Beirut, Iranian
officials saw that as a reaction to a series dbvies Iran had made against Iraq. The
Israeli invasion occurred barely 12 days afteriaas recaptured Khoramshar which turned
the tide of the war in favor of the Islamic Repabluch victories against Irag changed the
logic of the war for Tehran, from defending the oy to invading Iraq and bringing down

Saddam Hossein’s regime.

Ayatollah Khomaini felt that Israel by invading th@on, sought to pin down
Syria, Iran’s war ally and a nemesis of Saddanoyder to give Baghdad more freedom on
its western flank. Consequently, evacuating fofom® the Iran-lraq war front and
dispatching them to Lebanon was nothing more tedimg in the very trap that Israel
devised to save Saddam Hossein. Henceforth theiratrategy for the war became “the

path to Jerusalem goes through Karbala”.

2. Changing the Strategy

Ayatollah Khomaini’s objection stopped the plan gifhmeant that the Iranian RG
forces had to return to the front line in the sou#st of Iran. As a result, Tehran decided to
modify the original strategy by setting practicatiaealistic goals for the plan. It was
decided that part of the elite forces of the RGynia move to the Bekaa and the rest of the
troops fly back to Iran. This meant that the misE@oal changed from military
confrontation on the battle front to empowering tlebanese and preparing them for

resistance against Israel.
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In light of Syrian unwillingness to support Iranianops, implementing the plan in
Lebanon was more realistic. The acceptance of sefieaby Syria on the day the Iranian
forces arrived and their hesitant logistical suppad disillusioned Iranian officials about

the Syrians’ intentions.

A few months later, several radical Lebanese clemgyong them some future
leaders of Hizbullah like Sayyid Abb Al-Misawi and Husayn al-Nsawi, came to Tehran
and visited Ayatollah Khomaini. The Ayatollah tdltem: “you have to start from zero”
(interview; Mohammad Kitiin, al-Dahiya al-Janubiya, 2009/09/10). As the faarmaf the

Islamic Amal, Alli Hisham, explains Khomaini’s stance:

Imam Khomeini from the very first day said that thenian presence in Lebanon
was not intended for the battlefield and the [Ledsa) nation could do this duty and we
would support you. [...] After posting a considerablamber of Revolutionary Guard
forces to Lebanon, Imam corrected their [Iranidic@s] move and said your duty was
training and providing support for Lebanese who M@houlder the responsibility for

fighting (interview; Husayn Al-Nisawi, al-Dahiya al-Janubiya, 2009/09/30).

The remaining RG forces moved to the Bekaa whiaettook a training plan
based on the model of BasThis plan originated from mosques and religioesters
where youth were recruited for resistance. It veasprding to the Pasdaran commander in
Lebanon, “a step by step plan from mosque to battahaking,gordan, and then staff,
setid, and finally operation” (interview; Mais Kichak Mohsen Tehran, 2010/07/19). In
fact, the RG’s military training was interwoven kvihe Lebanese clergy’s activities in

inciting people against the Israeli army. Parabefuerilla training, the RG also held
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ideological classes for the trainees who were mgstling people from different regions of
Lebanon. These young people met in seminary sclamolsnosques in Baalbek with the
Pasdarans and their commander who gave speeclues tief prayer or religious sermons.
“What they did”, says a clergy member of Hizbullahas preparing and training the
combatants based on the culture of trust in Alladh this left a lasting effect here on us”

(interview; Mohammad Kitan, al-Dahiya al-Janubiya, 2009/09/10).

|. Conclusion

Anarchy and chaos reigned during the early yeaposf revolutionary Iran. In the
absence of a strong centralized state apparatlisat@lergy managed to influence the
foreign policy through a clerical network sponsobgdradicals in Iran. During the
Bazargan and Banisadr governments, radical factisad their mass-mobilizing political
capacities and their dominance over the newly &shadal revolutionary organs, such as the
RG and Bag, to challenge moderates and advance their sirategxporting revolution. In
the course of power struggle, war with Iragq andhbstility towards the US and Israel (the
international context which Skocpol considers featihg for the revolutionary elites),
helped radicals to mobilize popular support beltiodsolidating the rule of Vali fadih.

In this context, the radical clergy’s bid to disgaforces to Lebanon to fight against Israel

were instrumental in undermining the moderate amdi-revolutionary” factions.

The clerical efforts to organize sympathetic foreghii and Sunni ulama and their
missionary work were two major tools for exportthg revolution. The Iranian radical
clergy invited foreign ulama to adopt a clerical-lmodel of struggle that had been

instrumental in the 1979 revolution. Clerical aities and religious sermons were a
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powerful organizational tool in the process of téeolution against the shah. This
traditional form of communication, which had beeghty effective in linking the leaders
of the revolution and the masses in Iran, was abpy Lebanese religious leaders to

mobilize people in the face of the Israeli invasion

During the formative years of the Islamic Repuldirivolvement in Lebanon, a
network of Iranian, Lebanese and Palestinian cl&iglythe foundation of a the Iranian
stratagem in Lebanon. This network was not conttcuand created through precise
strategic calculations and, unlike many tend tq sdglligence activities. Rather, it was
based on clerical connections, personal ties aratigional network that originated from
mosques and religious centers. An exceptional ugwwiary fervency, something that
Montazeri calls “sort of an audacity as if we weayeoncur the world”, was the engine
behind it (interview; Ayatollah Montazeri, Qom, BJ07/23). In Lebanon, AMUL
represented this line. By turning the mosques aith¥ prayer pulpits into political
centers to mobilized people and recruit the yoghrsst the occupation, the AMUL'’s
ulama translated Ayatollah Khomaini’s tenet thaifion and politics are indivisible” and
that mosques are “centers of political, cultural amilitary activities” (Khomaini,

1371/1992, 388).

The Revolutionary Guards’ military training, whiohiginated from mosques and
religious centers, was interwoven with the Lebargdsegy’s activities in inciting people
against the Israeli army. Parallel to guerillartnag, the RG held ideological classes for the
trainees in mosques and other religious centaraitothe combatants “based on the
culture of trust in Allah” (interview; Mohammad Etiin, al-Dahiya al-Janubiya,

2009/09/10).
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Given the Iranian tense relations with Amal and$hé& Higher Council, AMUL
provided Tehran with a cross-religious legitimacye¢ach the Sunna and Palestinian and
“raise the flag of authentic Islam” in Lebanon. Haxer, with Hizbullah’s consolidation

and internal changes in Iran, AMUL lost its origlipolitical weight.
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSION

Since the advent of the Islamic Republic, radibald sought to post forces and
create a base in Lebanon. Their endeavors, bdt18 and 1982, failed. This led to
changing their strategy from a direct military pese in Lebanon to stationing a limited

number of elite forces in order to train and emponadical Lebanese groups.

In both occasions the Syrian reservation over amidn military presence in
Lebanon was a major factor in derailing the radigallan to send combatants to Lebanon.
In late 1979, there was essentially no official rciiation between the Syrian and Iranian
governments to dispatch the volunteers. Mohammantdteri had mostly relied on al-
Fatah and some radical elements in Lebanon to catrthe mission. Concerned with
emerging an lranian-Palestinian axis and the reggsrans of an Iranian military presence

in Lebanon, Hafez al-Assad tried to circumscribe tmvart the mission.

The invasion of Lebanon in June 1982 did not chakggad’s stance regarding
posting Iranian forces to Lebanon. Once the Iradigegation met with Assad and
informed him of the plan for sending thousandsranilan forces to Syria and Lebanon, he
made every attempt to dissuade them. On the veng siay when the first contingent of
the Iranian forces arrived to Damascus, he acceptedsefire with Israel. This practically
rendered the mission meaningless. Syrians had aeegepted a joint military operation

with Iran and when the Iranian corps was statianesyria, they failed to provide them
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with even basic facilities. They were indirect p@®s to make Tehran pull out its troops

from Syria.

Iranian radicals were too perseverant to take $aors into consideration. They
put pressure on Assad to back their plan. Howedgagollah Khomaini who was
suspicious of the issue eventually stepped in tojped the plan. The Ayatollah avoided
backing Mohammad Montazeri’'s efforts to send vadens to Lebanon. When in 1982,
radicals like Muhtashantook the opportunity of the Israeli invasion andd to station
Iranian corps in Lebanon, Khomaini again preverlbedn and described the effort as

“misled”.

The failure to station military forces in Lebanante as a disappointment to
radicals of the Islamic Republic. Since the adwdrihe revolutionary regime, they fought
with moderates over exporting the revolution andaading their foreign policy view. But,
by this time after eliminating Bazargan and Banisttey were the sole ruler of the state.
In 1979, pro-Palestinian radicals had to struggtb wmoderate provisional government and
exploit their influence in the newly establishedalationary organs to advance their
foreign policy goals. Similarly, after the fall Bazargan government, Banisadr who
pursued a “nationalist nonalignment” foreign poltmnfronted the radicals’ international

approach.

In contrast, by 1982, radicals were in a much inpdbinternal and external
position which paved the way for a more ambitiond eonfrontational foreign policy by
Tehran. Following infighting in the summer of 19&i¢ new regime overcame the armed

opposition, in particular the militant leftist gqos; and consolidated itself internally. The

128



spectacular victories on the war front, especidlé/recapturing of the cities of Abadan in
September 1981 and Khorramshahr in May 1982, devesigime self-confidence and
stability to undertake an active foreign policyeTlnaqi threat, which was backed by the
US and conservative Arab regimes, also gave thealaclergy an opportunity to mass-

mobilize people and direct the popular zeal agairistnal rivals.

Against this backdrop, when Israel entered a madsice to Lebanon in June
1982, radicals did not see any better opportunityeize and dispatch forces to Lebanon.
This was the moment, as Muhtashaatd Ayatollah Khomaini, “we had been waiting for
years”. Nevertheless, Assad’s suspicions and Khaiealeep reservations thwarted the
plan which was aimed, according to the originahpkt stationing at least ten thousand
soldiers in Lebanon and fighting with Israel on aabse territory. This resulted in
changing the strategy of radicals in Lebanon. Byi@ting a limited number of the RG
forces in Bekaa, the plan changed to empowering élranese radicals and preparing the

youth for resistance against Israel.

The military and ideological training in the Bekaanverged with the clerical
activities of the AMUL ulama in the South, BeirutchBekaa. Clerical activities in
Lebanon were a peaceful method of exporting theluton. Missionary works and
religious sermons were an effective tool in cregatrpopular mobilization against the
Israeli army and at the same time a less-sengiiethod in the eyes of Syrians. As a result,
this strategy also allowed the Islamic Republicgach a modus vivendi with Damascus
over its policy in Lebanon. The Israeli withdrawslder the painful attacks of the Islamic

resistance in Lebanon, the departure of the Multnal Forces and the abrogation of the
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May 17 agreement were the fruits of this strategyfwhich both Syria and Iran benefited

greatly.

The evolution of the Islamic Republic’s policy redmg Syria and Lebanon cannot
be understood without investigating the factiomalia post revolutionary Iran. This is
even more critical for understanding the formatrears of Syrian-Iranian relationship in
the 1980s. The first decade of the 1979 revolutidnessed the confluence of many
different political forces and deep changes inltheian political sphere. Factionalism in
this period, both during the reign of moderatesnfri979 to 1981 and the reign of radicals

between 1981-1989, had a direct bearing on thégioglicy of the revolutionary regime.

In this research, factionalism and the developmehp®st revolutionary politics in
Iran are analyzed based on the pattern of unife@ménd similarities which Crane Brinton
identified in four classic revolutions. By applyiBginton’s model, the post revolutionary
stages in Iran are: the 1979-81 rule of moder#tes]981-89 reign of terror and then the

beginning of Thermidor in the wake of Khameneh&adership in June 1989.

Radicals in Iran had the organizational advantdge,Crane Brinton defines in the
Anatomy of Revolution (1956, 155-160), to conqueitt rivals in June 1981. The internal
and external factors that determined the accesdicadical clergy, are analyzed in this

research based on Theda Skocpol's structuralistyhaf revolutionary state outcomes.

Radical clerics exploited their organizational attege (in the IRP, the RG, Bps
and the Revolutionary Committees) as well as walitand ideological resources to win the
power struggle against their rivals to create asnu@ntralized and mass-mobilizing
regime. While they had an efficient network of ggall over the country, they used
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mosques and religious centers to propagate thesecand mobilize the masses. The

concept of Viayat-i fagth was central to the organizational advantage otkbey.

Externally, the Iraqi invasion and the confrontatibmood with the US greatly
facilitated their efforts to mobilize the masseadRals linked international developments
to the internal power struggle to undermine thugrice of the moderate Bazargan and
Banisadr governments and discredit leftist grodjpss was the case when Mohammad
Montazeri dispatched the volunteers to Syria andndtudents occupied the U.S. embassy
in Tehran, a move which sealed the fate of theipiaval government. In the same vein,
backing the Palestinian resistance and radicalpgrauLebanon at the expense of Amal, as
well as advocating the export of revolution wergtinmental in discrediting the moderate

factions and mobilizing popular zeal to consolidaee rule of Vikyat-i fagh.

Investigating the power struggle between moderatesradicals in the 1979-82
period allows a deeper and accurate understandithg doackground of friction with
Amal, the creation of Hizbullah in Lebanon and évelution of Tehran-Damascus
partnership. Periodic tensions in two countrieatiehs were related to factional rivalries in

post revolutionary Iran.

This research covers the seminal years of 1979%-88si revolutionary Iran. It also
deals with certain trends beyond this period tadlgdt on some aspects of the research
subject, such as the role of the Freedom Movemaittdfthe RG. The 1981-89 stage of
post revolutionary Iran is the reign of terror ahd dominance of radicals in Iran. This
period concurs with the eight year long Iraq-Iraer wvhile the Damascus-Tehran

relationship evolves into a strategic partnership.
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In the beginning of this stage, with the expulsiétraqi forces from most of the
areas they held in Iran by mid-1982 and the corcirisraeli invasion of Lebanon, Syria
required Iranian assistance to keep Iraq in chadknaobilize Lebanon's Shia to expel
Israeli and Western forces from its backyard. By 4885, as the Israeli threat receded
with the withdrawal of Tel Aviv's troops to the tdkeclared security zone, and as Arab
disenchantment grew as Iran continued the Gulf \Wain, became dependent on Syrian
cooperation and goodwill to maintain a footholdhe Levant and avoid total regional
isolation. This situation continued until the cegsaof hostilities with Iraq in 1988. In
general, the bilateral relationship went througmyniensions in Lebanon before Damascus
and Tehran reached a modus vivendi in Lebanon wiesiranian revolution turned to

moderation by 1989.

This research which covers an early stage of tif® t@volution needs to be
complemented by other works that are based on pyis@urces to study the 1982-1989
period. Investigating the effects of the radicalma of the revolution in Iran on
developments in Syrian-lranian-Hizbullah relatiamsl then the effect of Thermidorian
convalescence from the radical era on Iran’s tigis 8yria and its policy in Lebanon
should be the subject of future works on the formeayears of Damascus-Tehran

relationship and the creation of Hizbullah in Leban
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