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UNDERSTANDING AS THE ULTIMATE MEDIUM TO RESOLVE MISTRUST:
RE-IMAGINING A NEW NARRATIVE BETWEEN -
THE UNITED STATES AND IRAN
by -
. Ali Goldoust
The Issue:
Over the past three decades, the United States and the Islamic Republic of Iran have
fostered an increasingly antagonistic relationship. The question is since Tran has increased its
national and geo-political influence, could there be a new approach where the U.S. recognizes
the legitimacy of the Islamic Republic, engages and discusses their differences, makes some
concessions, but holds Iran accountable for its national, regionai, and international actions? If
this model were to work, it could provide a way to appropriate a new relationship between the

US and Iran.

Research'Protocol:

The conceptual foundation of the protocol for data ébllection and analysis for this
research is interpretive formed by a critical hermeneutic orientation to participatory inquiry
drawn from Herda (1999). Through a process of interaction and conversation, both »researcherm
and participants try to reach new understandings of the research topic, which may enlighten new

possibilities for better actions.

Theoretical Framework:

| Elements of interpréti;/e theory are used that appear most relevant as research categories
for the ana,lysis; Theorist_s such as Ricoeur (1983, 1992), Kearney ( 1998), and Gadamer (2004)‘
are employed for the interpretation of the data. Ricoeur’s concept of “mimesis,” “founding
events,” “forgiveness,” Kearney’s concept of “imagination,” and Gadamer’s concept of “fusion
of horizon” are applied to review and reinterpret the past, réach a new understanding, imagine -

new possibilities in order to shift the old paradigm and implement new actions.



Implications:

In this research, the US as a leading country in the world, is imputed r’nofe responsibilify
for the resolution of this crisis. A r‘naj‘or change is needed in the Ar;lerican leadership mindset
from regime change policy to engagement policy in order to change the negative dynamics of
this relationship. Concrete measures include a) ﬁﬁding immediate shared interests in Iraq and
Afghanistan, b) finding shared economical interests between the two nations, ¢) engaging Iran in
the international community such as implementation of acadexﬁic, cultural, and athletic exéhangc
prdgrams and supi)orting Iran’s membershjp in the World Trade Organization, and finally d)

requesting from Iran more responsible actions in the regional and international arenas.
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CHAPTER I
STATEMENT OF RE_SEARCH
- Introduction
Of one essence is the human race,
Thusly has creation put the base;

One limb impacted is sufficient,
For all others to feel the mace*

* Iranian poet, Saadi (1184-1283), in Golestan,
Inscribed on the entrance of United Nations Hall of Nations

The United States and Iran have fostered an increasingly antagonistic relationship
over the past three decades. For Iranians, the U.S. foreign policy of interference in Iran,
such as the CIA coup in 1953, represents foreign arrogance. For American leadership,
the Iranian revolution and hostage crisis in 1979 are considered the tumiﬁg point in the
two nations’ relationship. The Anierican interference in Iranian politics. and the Iranian
harsh rhetoric énd actions created a sense of resisfance to U.S. policy on the Iranian side
and a fear énd antagonism on the American side, resulting in an antagonistic narrative 7
between the two. | In recent time, escalation of anger hés reached the point of serious
'considerration of e’ven'military'iht_ervention and regime change by the U.S. and the
reaction to fhis threat is increased rhetorié and non-'éompli,ance on the Ifanian side: This
‘practice of rhetoric and not talking to each other has increased miSunderstanding between
the'two countries over the last half of a century. True conversation calls fdr equzility for
‘ each side, but with the hostility befween the US-Iran, if we wait for both sides to go
forward together, we may néver have a dialogue at all. In this critical'time, it is my
assumption that the United States, as a world leader, may‘h»éve a higher responsibility to
go first and bfeak down the wall of mistrust. Through engagement, more oppoftunity

may come by moving outside the arena of demonization and into dialogue. The purpose



transform the crisis from an antagonisti’c toa discursive level : usmg critical hermeneutic |
theory as the basis for my data analysis Since my aud1ences are the Amerlcan policy

| makers and leaders the hope is that the outcome may provide a more appropr1ate and
comprehensive way to,engage and perhaps, bu11d a relationshlp ‘w1th' Iran.

Research Topic

At his address to the Millennlum Assembly of the United Nations on September

‘ : 6", 2000, former Iranian Pre51dent Mohammad ,Khatami expressed his view thvat_it‘is the
ethical duty of all world citizens to make the 21° century a century of peace and peaceful .
- coexistence. ‘The United Nations accepted this responsibility by naming-2001 as the year
of "Dialogue among Civilizations:” Khatami’s call to investigate ailternative policy
designs that might prevent similar clashes to those Quarrels which made the 20‘.h century a
century of international wars and national conflicts inspired me to think' of the practice of
non-dialogue and policy of rhetoric between the United States and Iran. In the past three
decades the absence of a meaningful d1alogue between the U S and Iran has resulted in
growing tension and diametrically opposed reactions to past and current events which |
continue to deepen the crisis between the two nations. Instead of dialo‘gue, the'two E
countries issue blanketreaction Statements and sling respective accusa_tions toward each il
other, on every subject from support for te_rrorism on one hand to attempts of regime
change.on the other, creating an enyironment of mutual mistrust. T_hisfhistory of mistrust '
has created a short‘-sighted paradigm which laysthe foundation for the current dangerous

situation between the two nations.



To éﬁahge 'this paradigm, a_S a leading force in foday’s world, there méy be a nced

‘for a Strongef diplbrhatic effoﬁ by the American p‘(")'licy makers and leaders in the 21%

~century tovrconsi'der a new appfoach toward infte;nvational crisis, including the issue of
. Ifan. Such a néw apprdach would change from the “claéh of Civilfzation” fnentality
adecated' by Huntington (1993) towé'rd reconﬁguring'_new policies ’a.‘dvocating‘ ’
| ‘e‘ngéger;»le-nt and dis.courvse to resolve differences‘. After all, to solve a co.'nﬂict, it 1s

. necessary -that one side gives up a little in order to break tﬁe chain of antagonisrﬁ. This

| study explores the historical roots of the conflict to set the stage for a new unders.tiahdivng.‘
More svpebc‘iﬁcally, BaSed on the application of critical hermeneutic theory and using a
_ participatory reséarch process; | focus on éreating a text which» mé.y uncovef anew
understanding for leaders and policy makers, allow therrvlvt'o see previously unknown
aspects Qf this relationship,j and move from the stage of mistrust to one of cénstfuctive N
engagement and dialogué. As Habermas (1984) notes this stance calls for an orienfation
~ toward reachil‘lgvan understanding.

Background of Research

After decades of hostlllty toward each other, experts such -as Haass and
o Sulhvan (2000), Takeyh (2002) McFaul, Milani, and Dlamond (2006) Wllson (2007),
and Zarlf (2007) urge a paradlgm shift in the US [ran relatlonshlp These experts, in one
way or Tanother, suggest that the two countries need to begin a d1alogue‘a;nd engage in
negotiation to resolve thei; problems péacefully. In this résearch; my assumptioh, as
, indicatedbabove, is fhat the United States may carry the major respohsibility from the
per§pective of poWer. In a hierarchal sense, this position of power del;:gafes more

respo’nsibility to the holder to be more patient, forgiving, moderate and concerned with



the bigger picture. This is not an easy process as the responsibility is given mostly to the
‘Americans but it is a necessary step to change the current adversarial paradigm. In the
past, the US. demonstrated its w1111ngness to change the paradlgm as former Secretary
of State Madeleine Albrlght (2000 356), stated:

I : . ]

Neither Iran, norwe, cantforget the past; it has scared us both. But the question -

‘both countries now faceis whether to allow the past to freeze the future; or to find

a way to plant the seeds of a new relationship that will enable us to harvest shared

advantages in years to come, not more tragedies. Certainly, in our view, there are -

no obstacles that wise and confident leadership cannot remove. ... We wantto = -
work together with Iran to bring down what President Khatami refers to as the
‘wall of mlstrust : S
Despite the understanding expressed by this statement, the ofﬁcial attitude toWard Iran
worsened when the Democrats left office. To change the narrative of mistrust, a renewed
new effort is needed to mitigate the damage sustained during the last eight years, when
the two countriés engaged in a very hostile relationship.

This wall of mistrust began'in 1953 ‘when, fueled by the assumption of a
communist threat and a fear of a new nationalism that might threaten U.S. and British oil
interests, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) joined with the British in a coup that
replaced the elected government of Prime Minister Mossadegh w1th Zahede under the
dynasty of Mohammed Reza Shah Under the Shah, the U.S. enjoyed good relations with
Iran for many years, however the seeds of mistrust had been planted as the populace who
suffered under the Shah looked at the U.S. as the cause. This mistrust quickly germinated
as the people objected to the Shah’s mistreatment and took to the streets in protest.
During the 1978-9 revolution,‘ in the eyes of Iranians, the United States, as the supporter .

of the monarch, was as guilty as the Shah for their suffering. After the revolution, when

“the United States gave shelter ’to Shah for health-related issues, the Iranians'saw this



_ aetion as representative of U.S. desire for a figure head for future invasion plans. The
éuspicion of all%hings American grew and fueled the storming of the U.S. Embassy, as
nﬁany held the Qpinion that it Was aCIA strenghold and they feared a return of menarchy
and‘des_potism. |

Wheh the revolution was usurped. by the ISiamic movement led by Ayatollah
Khomeini, an Islami"c government was established, the demonization of the U.S. waS
used ae a unifying device, which is employed even to the present day. This in turn has
thickened the wall of mistrust among U.S. policy makers as their understanding ef Irén is
clouded by rhetoric of the new Iranian gevernment and the opinion grows that Iran is
filled with fanatics. The fear of all things Islamic grew and c'ulminated in President

- George W, Bush’s proclamétion of Iran ae an ‘Axis of Evil’ foIloWeei by "the much touted

atomic crisis. - | |

” Under this adversarial narrative, accusations between Iran ‘and the United States

BeCame the norm in their relationship. This accusatoryenvironment, created by a shared

mistrust between the two governments, has become the source of their demonizing the

other.‘ Invrecent years, the old accusatOry_narrative, accelerated to a new level of
dangerous rhetoric that can easily and quickly turn into a confrohtation. The dangerous
adversarial rhetoric in Washingtonr towards Iran and the coﬁtroversial behaviors of Iran in
the Middle East, including the ,Hafsh rhetoric towards the US and Israel, makes the
danger of a military confrontation an imminent possibility.

To begin to dismantle the mistrust which is the basis for the current paradigm, a
change in understanding between the two is required. The last 30 years with the US.

policy of regime change, accusations, sanctions, and demonizing has proved



“unproductive. It is time for American leaders to look at past history nvithv Iran, try to |
corinnrehend thatcountry, -and ‘develo'p_ anew approach to transfdrm this adversarial -

,. attitude to one of constructive engagem_ent. Doing 0 nrcvides an opportunity to further -
: ‘U.S‘.» security and diplornatic interests,vre\»/ersing a trend described by Brzezinski (2005;.?
| 20) who argii_ed an ‘4anxious Amer’ica, ohsessed With its own security, could find itself

i isolated in the world, the focus of giobal hatred. In the end, which ‘scenario preyfails

; hinges ona sirnple choice: Will America seek to ‘dominate the world, or lead it?” 2

' I bellieve there is much‘ potential‘ and o'pportnnitykfor the United étates to engage
With Iran"and iinprove their relationsh’ip. A poll bvy’ Abbas.Abdi(in Fathi 2005) illustrates |
that 74% of Iranians favor a diaiogue with the United States. The irony of this resultis |
that‘the poll indiCates that majority of Iranians aresympathetic toward the U.S. culture
~and ‘support a relationship; even Vvvhilethe Iranian gqvemrnent adarnantly opposes
~American inﬂuence'. A growing majority cf U.S. citizens‘v abhor the Gulf conflict and
desire a less aggressive approach frorn their leaders. But the grass roots base of hoth
countries is threatened by the other country’s antago_nistic rhetqric and their own biased
‘ rnedia, which create feelings ‘of iso’lation’and‘nationalism in each conntry.
~ Even though there is a need for both ccuntr-ies to reduce hostility, as a world

leader; the United States’ lead could make possible the exploration for new. paths to |
peacent coexistence. Since Iran 1s a key country in the Middle East and viewed by rnany
- ernerging countries as-a champion opposed to Arrlerican ‘interference in the region, then a
change of policy in US-Iran relations might create a new model for peace building based
cn dialogue. This ‘response to Khatarni’s call to ethic respdnsibil‘ity 1s strengthened by |

the urgency of not wasting the precarious but existing, pro-peace citizen base in both



countries which teeter on the blade of nationality an}id 'growi‘ng negativie rhetoric, as the
danger of military intervention incré_ases and the‘stakelé rise largerin a world ‘gvrown,_to'o
small for conflicts to be contained. If we don’t generate proper policy t(i address this new
) world order soon, it may becoriie too late in the neaf future. |

The vcurrent U.S. policyvof military intervéntion iii Iréq illustrates the unénding '
disaster inheient 1n using force to resolve a disputé.' After almost six years_of (iccupation,
- the Iraqis’ future is dark and Ameri'can"s future in the region is unkn‘own.,» The tragedy of
this military intervention is a testament to the importance of solving disputes through
engagerrient and dialogue. The :six years of ‘militar'y conflict in Iraq incurred, and
continues to réap, catastrophic costs in huinan life and nétional debt on both sides. Iraqv’s
infrastructure is dvest;royed, millions are homéles_s or refugees and the U.S‘. invasion
“ instigated a call to arms of anti-American forces with the result that I:raq has bécome a
war zone based on factions and issues that no longer are internal or inherently Iraq’s. vA
conflict with Iran would be even larger and more costly on all fronts than the one 1n Iraq
has beeni Geographically, Iran is an important and influential country tliroughdut the
'Middle East and is seen szis a protoiype by many emerging countries in regards to U.S.
relations. Military intervention might create negative reactions in ,the region and arouhd
the world and the world can not afford another conflict. All of this has resultéd in
’iiic'reased instability in an already unstabie region.

VThe disastrous consequences of the Iraq war should be a lesson to avoid a new -
conflict betweeli the U.S. and Iran. As Sacks (2005: 113) notes, in “the short tehn;
conflicts are won by wéapOIis. In the long run, they are won by ideas We milst turn

the clash of civilizations into a conversation between civilizations.” Khatami reflected



; similar advocacy in his speech in 2000; observing théf the ‘arfof cvapable leaders should
foéﬁs on reducmg fhe ll'ev\"/el of tensioh through diaiégue rather‘:thé.n‘ involving in |
v disaéfrous Coh_ﬂicté. | | |
- Itis >ant:ic‘ipatédt_h;>1t thls 'fééearch may be'signiﬁcvan't beéause it ad/d‘r‘e‘sses the‘;
.criticaI issue of; hov_Q to cloni'lgl‘vlfe US féreigh poi‘ivci‘es”‘in regard to Iran in t_he 21:Sf |
: ceniufy. Thrdughéut_ th-is.v téxt, | piace more rcsporisibility on ‘t‘he Uriifed States" sidé in
Qrd_cr‘to deal With thei‘cur‘r‘e'rllt crisis. I. do this because I feél»kfh’at the American position of
leadership in the world, combined: wi"th‘ its prOcléimed -valﬁe systexh, laysv a larger dégree
» éf ’responsi’bility at their door. My belief is that America has been énd needs to be a role
mOdel for the réSt ofvthe world. Therefore, it is imp_ortan‘t‘ for Ameriéan policy makeré to
walk as they talk, if they want'Ameriéan \}alues to continue to be reéoghized, perhéps
'evevn appreciated around the world. As forfncr Pres'iderif Carter (in Gaddis 1986: 29-30)
emphasized, our “bélief in fréédom of religion — our Belief in freedom of expression — our |
v belief in human dig’nity See vThesc‘ p}rinciplevs have made us great, and unless our fqrejgn
, poliévy ‘revﬂects theni, we make a mockery of ali those valués.” My goal is to see if 'theref
is a more appropriate way for the Un;lted St’avtes td take initiative to lead, based on its own
Aprincipl’e‘s. As Nyé (2005: 167)‘ érgues, if “a_coﬁntry, repfesents values that othe?s want to
v_.f(‘)ll‘ow, it will cQst less to lead.” The U.S. rhay need to return to its inspiring tradition to
-lead "the’ vworld ecq_no’mically, politically, and culturally baéed on its trédition of core |
val'ues‘. However, foll,oWing these p:ririciples'is one pért of the foreign policy conduct and -

understanding the other side of the issue, Iran, forms the second part of it.



- In my conversation with Dr. Provence, the direétor of Middle Eastern Studies in
the Histofy “Départment at UC San Diego, he mentioned thé laék éf an appropriat¢ and
effective theoretical framework fér dealing with today’s internationai cfisis'.in us. |

R féreign policy. According to him, the United States’ foreign policy is still baseld on th‘e" -
Cold War mentality where dne side raises the cost of competitién sobhigh that the other is |
E unéblc to continue. In this mehtalify, victory is accorﬁplished ;chrough the defeat of the
other s}ide.l In the 21% century, it may be wisér to turn frém an emphasis on strategic
might to one grounded in understanding the concerns of others. This lack of a foreign
polkicy based on underStanding of othér's, indicated by Provence, 1s mervltionedalso by -
Gary Sick (1986) who believes the lack of understanding among.the U:.S; foreign policy
‘makers may be vthe result of ignorance ébout Iran. This ignorance, comes from a basic
US minunderstanding of Iran’s motivations, their unique world view, the conﬂiéting a
political pressure within the nation itself and Athe integral apbliéatioﬁ of zahr and bateﬁ ih
personal, business and diplqiﬁafic relatioﬁs. Zahr, in Iranian culture, refers to a
‘ 'pfotective face one presents to th(')se‘ they mi‘strus’t'and baten is the inner :truth éhared only -
when thler'evis trust. This igndrance vmayb be resolved through wha“n Dr. Provence called a
need for new thédry ih the iriterﬁational arena and :through whét Khatémi advocated as
: “dialogué arhong civilizatién” in his UN spee¢h 1n order to enéage, havé di‘alogl.ie,'and‘
reach a better/ under,standing». In ethis‘ texf, throhgin fny rre'se‘arch and anélysié, I also try to
bring ébbut é better undefstandirig Qf Iran. T his may help the expansion on horizons and,
shift of paradigm in the U.S.'foreig_n policy. |
~ Should U.S. leaders and policy makers decide to eﬁgage with Iran basédvon _

‘principles an‘d.understar‘ldiAng, a new model for peace building may be developed.



~

. Perhaps a cOnstructive look at the US-Iran relationship may promote an alternative that
_sustains working relat1onsh1ps and creates anew hor1zon for 1nternat10nal conﬂict
resolutlon By engaging w1th Iran, a new understanding may be reached througha
o process of i 1nteraction rather than accusation and‘harsh rhetor1c which strengthens the o
,ideology of extremism in Iran and in the region. Moreover, the co.nversations of this ,»

- study may bring out alternative stories which may hold new ideas and explain hi‘stories ’
and wisdom that therefore may not have been open to Americans, more particularly to:
American policy leaders, prior to this. Signiﬁcance may reside also'in the potential'
dialogue at the international level at which the study’s conversations were held over the

past few months. For this purpose, t,his. document might be a medium for the leaders in
both govemments but espe01ally in the United States, to better communicate w1th the1r

. .counterparts, understand the1r concerns, and meaningfully moderate the1r policies.

| Summal_y |
The US-Iran conﬂic‘t is an example of a complicated post-modem crisis. Despite .
the United States’ consistent use of sanctions and harsh rhetoric'to intimidate the Islamic

Republic Iran has grown to be an 1nﬂuent1al state in the Middle East and become a
leader of ant1 Amerlcan 1nﬂuence Both countri€s engage in the demonlzation of the

‘ v,other‘, resulting in escalating tension. Since the U.S. policy of intimidation has not

resulted in any desirable outcome,this study tends to _explore through conVersations with |

experts the need for an alternative approach ot a possible shift in paradigrn. A deeper
understanding of Iran and Iranian actions and reactions may serve American policy

makers and leaders to more effectively approach Iran and to ease the tension through -

10



engagement and dialogue. To begin this understanding, I will explore the béckgr'ound of

Iran and the U.S. involvement into their story in the upcoming chapter.

11



© CHAPTERII | |
. BACKGROUND OF RESEARCH SITE
Introduction |
: ~This Chaptéri 6ffe_r$ backgrouﬂd infoﬁnation on Iran, iriéluding gec}gr'aphy and
nétural resquréeé, demogfaphics; culture, hist.ory'andkp‘olitics, vpolitic‘avl power. sfructuresQ
and sanctions. It 5provides inforfnation‘to help the feéder 'bettér'undersfand Iranasa
",natibn, both as a pe;)pvle-:and a bolitical sysferh,'to presef;t a cleafer I;icturé of Iranfé
: historiéal baékgrbﬁnd in the lésf 200 years and td shed light on Ifan’s iﬁﬂ/dlvement wifh -

the U..S. in the lasf SIX décades.

Géographv and Natural Réspurces '

- According to.Sulliv/an (2002: 11) “Ifan is a crossroads connected pol.itically,V -
economically, dipiomatically, culturélly, militarily, and socially to many different |
, regiqns. Itis t_h;c‘most‘ important state; in many ways, in the [Persian] G_ulf and in Centra]l
Asia.” Tt 1s loéated in' Sohthwest Asia aﬁd the eastern part of the’Middle East. The size
of Iraﬁ is 1,648,195 squafes_ kilometeré which makes it the 18* largest.‘countryA in the’
world. ‘The Caspiah S¢a is to fhe-nonh, Afghaﬂistan and Pakis"can.va‘r‘e to the east, Turkey
| and Iraq are to the west, ahd the.Pfcrsiah Gulf is in the south. Pérhéps the fnostl
historically influential of its borders is the shared northern border with the former Soviet
‘Union (ﬁdw states su’ch"a_s Arrnenia,‘ Azerbaijan, and'Turkmenistan)‘ and the pastv
inﬂuen;:e,of communism. | - |

| The country is located in a rich oil and natural gas resource érea in the Middle

~ East, :whi-ch made it attractive to we"stem powers since the early 1900s. According to

P

Bellaigue (2005: 19), “Iran is the second-largest oil prorduc'er' in the Organization of
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. Petroleum Exportlng Countrles and has the world S second largest natural gas reserve.’

~ In the early twentieth century, British oil exploratlon made the Br1t1sh a strong eco-

) polltical force in the' southern part of the cOuntry and an 1nﬂuent1al power on the Iranian

government‘ In the Northern proVinces the former Soviet Union was a primary player,’

for 011 and polltlcal influence to balance British power Asa result the two maJor powers g

battled for Iranian oil during much of the ﬁrst half of the century. -After World War 11,

- the United States stepped into the v01d created by Britain’s loss of power w1th1n the
Iranian political spectrum as Iran began' to nationaliZe their oil fields. However the -
Western need for oil and fear of communism became the controlling fore1gn poh‘cy
factors and led to the C L A led 1953 coup, whlch replaced Mossadegh with the Shah

~After the revolut1on and rise of Islam1c rule, combined with fear of terrorism and nuclear ;

. ) development by Iran, the U.S. has had a policy of embargos and sanctions. These |

restrictions have not changed the behavior of the Iranian government, however, the

sanctions make obtaining the neede:d contractors and »technology to develop new oil and

| .gas fields very difficult. |

Demographics

Iran is a diverse countryconsisting of people of many religions and ethnic '
backgrounds'united by the Persian culture. Limbert (1987: 19-20), U..S. embassy attaché |
and hostage during the. embassy takeover in Iran, explains that “Iranian society reSembles’»
a mosaic or a Persian carpet in which varied languages, religions, and tribes, like distinct
colors and textures, form an intricate yet coherent design.” Persians, the founders_of
Ancient Persia, constitute the majority,0f the population, with ethnic group‘s including

Azeris, Gilaki and Maz'landarani, who reside in the north and northwest of the country and
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scattered throughcut Iran are a small percentage of Kurds, Arabs, Turks, Jews, and
-Armenians along with repfesentations of ‘other‘ small ethnic groups.

: Rel‘i‘giousl'y, ‘Irya_n' is not d 'ver’y diverse }society. Limbert ( 1’987: 2'9)4 illustrates fhat )
between “85and 90 percent of the Iréniah population edheres toa minority branch of |
} Islam calljed Shi ‘a, or, mcfe precisely, he Shib ‘at Ali (“party of Ali”). About 1 O--15 percent
of the world’s Muslims belcng to this brénch of Islam; the rest',vcalled Sunnis,. afe
| followers of vthe Sunna, of ‘tredition.”’ Shi’a Islam is the official state r‘elvigicn.’ The '
Sunni Muslims are mainly -Kurds‘_a‘hd Balochis. ‘.Thereis also e fem'aihing_fwo percent of :
noﬁ-Muslifn religi'ous .mincrities Who‘ are Zoroastrians, Jews, Christians, and Baheis. The
first .‘threerel'igions areofﬁcially reCognized end protected, ana have reserved seats in the
P_arliainent. However, there are restrictions upoﬁ the B“ahais religious mincvrity. Despite -
the fact that‘ they are Iren’s largest religious mincrity," they are not officially fecogﬁized
and are denied civil rights and liberties, access to higher education and 'employmenf. |

‘According to  Bellaigue (2005), Iran’s population has feac_hed almost 70 fnillioh; :

~more than two-thirds are under the age _of 13'0. On this issue, Amuzeger (2003: 4) notes
that the ;‘government-encoura'ged baby booh) of the early 1980s has now spaWned a new
~ generation, tﬁe Third Force, which sees neither the fungdameritalists’ concep t o‘f velayat-e-
fequih (the"supremaCy Qf Shi’ajuf,ists) norr Khatami’s “Islamic democrécy’; as the answer
to Irari"s current predicémenf.” This YOunger generation is vocal about reform and won i |
| .the 1997 election for President Khetemi, who ran onb a youth favored feformisf platform,
and agéin’in 2600 vcted in a large maj crity of ref_ormists’ representatives to parliarhent in
hopes of sccial, politicavl,ﬂ ancliv economical reform. Anofher factor in th-e youngerl

populatioh are the university women who compose more than half of incoming classes:
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ai1<‘_ilvysipearvhead the move for women’ s rig'hts.' Beeman (2005: 6) notes that womeri'“are
~ there and in e\)ery way, in every area of public life, and they’re not going to go away.
They are actually one of the strongest forces for reform 1n the countiy.” The majority of
second generation rei/olutionary3Irariian.yo'uth want chio-pelitical‘ change and |
economical proép’erity and, although their voices are subdued, tliey re?fesent strong
p'Otential for dialogue within Iran‘ianrsociety.v B | |

‘ Ano_tller group to ’con'sider is the.eXpatri_ates, now living‘ arqund the World, but .
with enduring identity and politieal ties. In the U.S. alone, there are seVeral elaims ofa 1
first and secolnd generatidn Iranian povpulation of someWhere iiear two million, although
the Census Bureau records a mueh lower number, probably because‘ vman}’/ Iranians living
_in the U.S. quit clai‘ming lranian ties after the hostage 'crisis. Bozorgmehr (2000: 167)
notes that the “combined presence of former college. students and elite exiles accounts for
: the highly-educated, entrepreneurial and professional character of the Iranian community
in the U.S.” Iranians in the United States “h.a've Q»ne of the‘ higlie_st levels.of educational
attainment among all immigrant greups in the US,lranking third in 1990, after Asian
Indians and Taiwanese.” The majority of this group desires a better relationshila between
- US. aild Iran and rrlany still have strong eennections with theii hortle Iarid. The pbtential
of this‘minority éroup in the United States may‘faeilitate educatiorial', cultural,
’entrepreneurial, and business involvement before any governmental involvement.

The final observation I draw from this discussion on demographics is that despite |

the anime‘sity between the U.S. and Iran on the ofﬁeial lei/el, on public level there exists
apotential to develop dialogues-and explore understanding. Amuzegar"(l999: 93)

~ explains that the civil unrest in Iran in late 1990s “revealed that hostilitytowards America -
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... had not overriding priority for Iranfé inéreasingly educated younger genefation. They
. se-ek a distinét identity, rnéaningfIUI_emplqyrnent ... more Vcontacts with the outsbidevvworld »
~..anda cl,e‘arv;ho‘pe for the futufe.” This d_érnographic'is a groWing 'p:olitic;al fo‘rc‘ek;vith a
| desife ‘for' more dpen ‘rielation’s with tne‘ rest of the ‘\.vorld; 7 e

‘ o . Cattare. ‘

Thé Islamic regirnea&ually made the dé-Islarnization of Iranian soaiety happen in
a'fastef paé_e. As Mohit (2001 :v25‘)>explains_, “Iran is far less re]i'gioué ‘than twenty years
ago. Itisan irony of nistOry thaf one of the most fanatiCai religiou's movements should»be‘_
- the cause of snch a great enlightened tfansforfnationf’ ‘After three decades of living with
the propaganda of the Islamia regfirnes and experi‘encing social‘ and nolitvicallrevstArictions
and-not’having prosnerity and freedom for a better futuré; majority-of Iranians;
specifically 70% yduth, “ﬁ'ndvneither‘ideological, economia, or p’olitica,l reaéons to
support the ruiing clergy” (2001: 23:).. However, this new generation in Iran is extrémely‘
cautious abont its approach to change the poIitical System. Instead of an c)%trame
incasure sncn a revolt or bloody clasnes,with‘ the govérnment’sw tough forces, they .'choosve
- apeaceful, more effective, slower, but morevﬁlndarnental process of changc.

The rise of the reform movement in Iran in the laté 1990s is a reflection of this
generatinn’s desire for a fair ‘cngagéﬁent With the rest of the world. As Sulli{/an (200_2:
6').'n.otesv,, “the great majority of the people} wou14d‘ like to see some improvefnent in
Iran’s relations With the ‘U.S., and to see Iran leaVe'its partial is"nlatio’n imposed on them
by thé U.S.” Beyond the ideological years of thé, 1980s, the fop down approach of the_:ir
govamment in the 1990s, this generation expressed its ‘idéals'in the laté 1“9908 t‘hr,ough: the

reform movement expressed and led by former President Khatami. The youths believe in
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, merit‘s of individuals, as in the United State's, rather than any other form of advancement

| and “want to ffee the enormous material and human resources of the c_.ountry from the
grips of a,nre—capitalist, reactionary regime supported by parasitic mefchant-capitalist
élass” (Mohit 2001: 26).--The policy makers and government analysts need to be aware of
the potentials that this generation'represents in Iran. |

History and Politics

Introduction ,

~ Iran was once the great Persian Empire which stretched across Asia‘ and Europe.

Limberf (1987: 46) notes that more “than twenty-ﬁVe centuries of continuous existence as

- anation have given Iran a rich and complex historical inheritance.”. The rule of Cyrus,
around 650 B.C., was known for enlightenment, ncholarship and _‘theifreedom of religion.
Persian history is steeped with early poets and thinkers who were forerunners of
modernity. This leads us to wonder how such a country, steeped in the wisdom of the
very ;ideas shared by modern Americnns, could become nne of the U.S.’s major enemies.

" This section covers thé decline of Iranian dynasties, the issue of Imperialism, Ifan’s
Constitutional Re,volntion, the entrance of the United States in the Iranian‘political scene,
and the subsequent CIA Coup, followed by the Iranian Revolution and hostage crisis.

Dynnsties, Constitutional Revolution, and Imperialism
Iran de'alt with kthe concept of modernity in a direct sense during Qajar dynasty at
the beginning of 19™ century, with the establishment of Iran’s first rnode‘rn college
system and other modern reforms. However, the Qajar dynasty coincided with the risé of
imperial Russian and Bri;cish power which led tn repeated intervention, war and loss of

Persian territories throughout the 19™ century. Keddie (1981: 39) notes that “Russian and
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'l.3ritish protection of the Qajars against re\}olts made I-ran,a country with very limited
independence. vIranian internal politics in‘the Qajar period are frequently shadouv politics,
o withreal pollitics often occurring not only behind the scenes, but even beyond the ] |

' v. seas.” Tlre' corrupt and weak stance of the Qajar dynasty led to popular protests and

eyentually Persia’s 'constitutional revolution in 1905 derived from the inﬂuence of

E,urcpe;n rnodernit}i on Iranian intellectuals and clerics who, according to Milani (2004;
l7)},‘“forced the king tosignv into law a new constitution that limited the power of the

monarch and moved Iran in the direction of creating a modern' dernocratic syStem.”

Iran’s"ﬁrSt attempt toward democracy by establishing a parliament failed to put an

' end to lran’s vfeudal system as the country still lacked the infrastructurethat could support
| a,democratic process, such as political parties and ,institutions. Milani (2004t 17)A notes:
| democracy is more than just_ideas; it requires-and intricate network of institutions;

it needs a civil society to act as a buffer between the power and the people. [It is]

in need of constant monitoring and mentoring; it requires a citizenry conscious of
the perils that threaten democracies and willing to show the patience and tolerance
necessary to sustain a democratlc polity '

The'country was r’1pe, for a m111ta_ry coup and was soon under the c_ontrol of the head of
the mllitary, Colonel Reza who later became Prime Minister and ultimately the King,

‘Reza Shah Pahlav1 Zirinsky (1992 650 5) notes that Reza established an authoritarlan
government that valued nationalism, militarism, secularism and anti-communism

= combined wﬂithstrict censorship and state propaganda. | As king, he ruled' the country N

from 1 925to 1941, and was forced to leave by the Anglo—Soviet inifasion of Iran.

| ‘ U S. Entrance

In the late 1800 and ﬁrst part of the 1900 the United States and Iran enjoyed a

relationship based on a mutual interests. Ansari (2006: 15-6) explalns:

18



The United States and Iran had enjoyed a formal commercial presence in'Iran
since 1856 with the signing of a treaty ... the United States had no desire to
~ become embroiled in the imperial politics of the Old World. The treaty was
~ straightforward, reciprocal, and remarkable balanced, establlshmg diplomatic.

- missions .... The Iranian parliament, impressed by American achievements and .
convinced of her ‘anti-imperial posture (the American after all had thrown out the
British), decided that the United States offered the least politically sensitive and -

~ most competent optlon for the procurement of admlnlstratlve and ﬁnanmal '

expertlse
To Help a very traditional/rural society, American missionaries such as Shuster were scht
" to Iran to create a treasury civil service, organize gendarmeri,e,‘and establish a taxation
| system. At the same time, the United States tried to open up new territdry in Iran which
had traditionally belonged to Russian and Britain. Nevertheless, because of the American
aids-and assiStance? Iranians welcomed the newcomer, the United States, to enter their
social and economical life. However, the historical circumstances put the U.S. ina |
rivalry context with Russian and Britain, which led the U.S. to be more aggressive in
.order to win its hegemony game.
U.S. Political Involvement in Iran
" Edward _Séid.(l979: 4) writes that from “the beginning of the nineteenth century
* until the end of World WarFII_ France and Britain dominated the ,Orie'nt and Orientalism;
since World War II America has dominated the vOrient, and approaches it as France and
, Britain once did.” This approabh includes continuing the Western mindset of superiority
toward the Oriental and following the dictates of natlonal interests; such as opposmg the
spread of communism by the Sov1et Union, expandlng 1ts sphere of 1nﬂuence and
_ obtaining new economical incentives such as oil contracts in the region.

As the new dominant western power, the United States supported regimes that -

could maintain stability in their countries and sustain security for the U.S. interests in the
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“regiovn. In Irén, the U.S. éhose to support 'the régime of Méhémmed Reza Shah, th‘ev_son
. >0‘f thé 61d dépos‘.ed Coloﬁel Reza.  As it is indicated in the Teéching Reéourcé Center’s
:  (1997: 4-5) docﬁment,iran, With its 1,250- mile shared bdrder with ithe,Soyiét Unioﬁ,‘ wasr‘
. : an important éeoboliﬁcal point of_ resistance égainst the e’xpa‘msion'of communism under
R Tfuinan’é policy‘of contaihment. Asa ré_sﬁl_t of this'policy; Iran'p‘layed th_e.‘rvol_e of
' gendarme for the:IvJ S.in the Persian Gulf and in the broader spectrum in the Middle East.
. After the Second World War, interest within the United 'St'étes about the Middle |
-‘ 'East. escalated.-;Said (1979: 295) notes 'thaf “wi_th thé exploitation df its oil,‘ sfréfegic, an&
' human :resourc"es pioneéred by’rBritain aﬁd France, the _United States prepared for its 'new"
- postwar ivn‘lvperial role.” Thrpugh partherships. and trade in;oi.l, arm sales, trade», and
~ assistance programs tﬁe United'Stétes _becaﬁlc dominant inv‘the Iranian political scene. -
“This facilitated both countries leadership policies. In Iran, Mohammed Reza Shah could
begin his modernization program and recejved'aid ffoxﬁ U.S. and for the U.S., Iran
, subplied bil for growing U.S. needs and Mohammed Reza Shah became a stabilizing
faqtor in the _fegion and a close informant on Soviet movement in the regi(v)n.‘
Iranian people, however, did not feel easy with ‘the4cu1tural"domingnce of'the
United States over their Iife. Limbert ('1987# 51) notes that-pérhaps f‘one' explanéfion for
the Iranians’i unease in their recent contact with the West was the péfception that
: Westernérs ... were iﬁipeﬁidus to Iranian cultural influence and that cultuvral'e}(change
vwould proceed in only oné direction.” A nation with a majority of peopie who Believed _
in simple values and tfaditiéns,. the fast modernization ékposed them to immoral
: maierialistic world. The pioué Iranians citizens, which fbrmed the méjorjty of the

country prior to the revolution, were overwhelmed by the speed of the development and
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the dominance of the Us. culture in Tran. As Beeman (2005 25) describes, this social
class seemed to “had lost its spiritualcore. It had bec’ome poisOnedv.v—ob‘se.ss'ed with-
materialism and the acquisition of money and c‘onsumer goods.” As a reSult of ‘tliese fast
deuelopment policies conducted by the U.S. in Iran, the Iranian religious leaders were o
“ able to make ‘.,‘connection.between the colonial policies of G_reat Britain and the
Sunsequent econo_rnic and'political activities of theUnited States” (Beeman 2005i 57).
| - CIA Coup’” -
; _Y In 1952-3,: as the tension between l“3ritain and Iran over Iranian oil share reached |
| itS peak, ;so did the 'preésure of British government on the United States government to
join British to overthrow tlie democrati_cally elected government of Prime Minister -
Mossadegh.v Dr. Mossadegh’s government ehallenged the British Oil Company by
rnatiOnalizing the Iranian oil industry and limiting the power of Mohanirned Reza Snah on
a national level. As Kinzer (2003: 150-1) explains; the U.S, tinally,authorized a C.l.A.
| spon50red coun after Eisenhower beeame President andtlle suspicion of ‘communisrn was
added to the incentive of guaranteeing the flow of oil tovits growing induétries.
According to Abranarnian (2001: 1'87)’ tne U.‘S. ouerthrow of Prime Minister
' Mossadegn, the rnan who “captured the imagination of the people_’_’v destroyed the U.S.
ir_nage for many Iranians. Iranian people, as Kinzer (2003: 2) notes, “tnought of
Americansias friends, supporters ot the fragile democracy they had spent half a century
trying to build. It was{Britain, not the United States that they demonized as the |
colonialist oppressor that exploited them.” After Auéust 1953, tnere ‘was 1no longer a
difference betWeen Britain and the United States, in fact’m'any' lranians saw the U.S. as

the government which prevented them from having a better future and embracing a
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| democratic society by puttmg an end to democratlc rule in 1953 and 1nsta111ng what
became the long d1ctatorsh1p of Mohammad Reza Shah” (Klnzer 2003 x)

| After the CIA coup, the Iramans sense of unease was replaced by a sense of

‘ mi‘struSt toward the United States. Beeman (2005: 67) explains that the'“United States
became the 'Great Satan ... the great external corrupter of -culture,and morality, supporter
of 1lleg1t1mate power and destroyer of the natural bonds that b1nd men to each other in

: relatronshrp of mutual beneﬁt 7 The CIA coup. and unlrm1ted support for monarchy

| between 1953 and 79 ‘proVided enough evidence to Iranians to see the‘United States as an
1mper1allst1c power that intends to satlsfy only its own interests rather than being fair. “

* As aresult of this i 1mage of the United States a sense of res1stance to the U S.
policies was developed among 'Iranians., Beeman (2005: 66) explains that in Iran1ans’
mind, the.“United States is the ultimate supporter of illegitimate authority in this case the
Shah. In the Iranian symbolic universe, this is the ultirnate external corrupting force,
and it must be resisted at all cost.” In this context, the American support for the Shah
‘_ , damaged hirn because the'U S. influence was viewed as illegitimate by most Ir'anians
. Still, it is in this context that when Mohammed Reza Shah fled Iran in early 1979 and was
| permltted into the United States, supposedly for medlcal treatment, the event, in the
minds of Iranians', was interpreted through the memoryk of 1953 coup. vIn this context, the
US e'mbassy in Iran-was seen as a'so.called “spy vhouse” and had to be.neutralized to
» prevent any possible repeat of a coup. 3

' Based on the review of the past, this sense of resistance still exists among Iranians
who do notlsee the United States’ govemment asa legitimate.force to dictate policie‘s to

- Irans Beeman (2;007: 4) argues that frankly, “from Iran’s perspective, the United States
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hvasr no st‘andin‘g‘tb ‘make sﬁch accusaﬁons. It is neither respec‘;ted as a social or cultural
1 superior, nor has it acted as an acknowledged patron of Iran or its peoble.”_ Iﬁ the past 29
'yeérs,' th¢ US hés actedvras a superjor party and treated Iran as the inferior party by
accusations,b sanctions, énd even military action /sru'ch asv‘supp‘orting Iraq in the kIran-Irac-j;
war. The notion of what S‘aid (1979) calls an ir;lperialistic supefior-inferibr approach in
international relatibﬁs has not resulted in any pbsitive regard for the 'United States.
Revolution

Aﬁer the coup in 1953, the Shah arrested most of Mossadegh’s cabinet ministers;
supporters, and his military officers. Kinzer (2003) 'explains that Mdhamqu Reza Shah
* banned Mossadegh’s politi‘cél parties and imprisoned or Killed most of his prominent |
supporters. The Shah’s regime became despotic, oppressing opposition groups,
attempting to fast-forward the modemization of the country without heed to tﬁe populace, -
» ani/i creating a feeling of resentthent avs- iranians saw the gap BetWeen theﬁr.ich and the poor
as the result of the regime’s “pfeferehce for its Wealthier citizens and for large economic
enterprises. They also resented the corruption and waste tﬁat was pervasive in the
government and especiaklly in the royal family. All thisvdis.satisfacti’o‘n ...wasa o
pfediéposition'for the revolution” (The Teaching Resource Center 1997: 4).

According to the Teaching Reéource Center do;:ument (1997: 5), v’vhen“Jimrr‘llyA
,Cvavrter proclaimed human rights as a major tenet of his fofeign policy,” the Iranian
opp.o‘s»it‘ionv groups criticized the vMohamméd Reza Shah’s regime opghly throughoutA
1977. The 'contihuation of the Shah’s policies and his disregard for Iranians turned the
unhappy pop’ulation into the rrllass‘vp‘rote§ts on the Stréets during 1978, eventuélly forcing

 the Shah’s departuré from Iran and the victory of revolution in February 1979.
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The Iranian revolutior_i was a break with’ the past. After almoSt j 15 0 years of
foreign inﬂuence» in Iran, Iranians'bnow'desired to re-e'Stablishﬂa newrelationship with the -
rest of the world. The 'lranian revolution, as Ansari (2006: .71--) —addresses,‘ like “the
French revolution sought to reorganize the internationalorder in its ovvn image,

' llberating the oppressed through an export of its revolutlonary ideals.” This sense of
liberation from superpowers after years of humihation by Russ1ans Britlsh and
ultimately by the Umted States led the Islamic Republic to show a “deﬁnitive break with
: the past, d_eﬁned by the terminatiOn of relat1’0ns .with the United States. This terrnination

s defined by the seizure of the US embass-y. in November 1979.”

' Hostage Crisis |
Although at the beginning the revolutionary government was a nationallsticb
secular government, their power collapsed when religious leaders, led by Ayatollah

KhOmeini,vthe charismatic Islamic cleric exile‘d by the Shah because of his political

» 'oppo‘sition,‘ perhaps orchestrated; but deﬁnitely tookv advantage of the seizure of the U.S. .

embassy in Iran. As is‘indicated in the Teaching Resource Center’s document (1997:7),

- the “takeover was seen as a move by the religious leadership to embarrass their [secular] |

government and prevent normalization with the United States, and it caused‘ the collapse .

of the Bazarganv government.” vPrimeMinister Bazargan and other democrat liberals 1n '

- his cabinet resigned in disgrace and Iran lost what little influence a secular government

might have made possible. The rel_igious forces used the charismatic Ayatollah

Khomeini to silence vother' secular voices within the country and to gain control from the

- government. Khomeini "‘Like most r:evolutionaries,thomeini perceived that the best

way to consolidate his regime at home was to pursue a confrontational policy abroad”
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(Tai(eyh 2006: 19). ‘After the seizure of the U.S. embaesy in Tehran, the Teaching |
‘Resource Center ciocument emphasizes that “Khomeini had consolidated his. poWer in
Iran an(i the United States had 'seVere‘d,dip‘lomat‘ic relations.” Releiioris betw_een the twe -
c"().untriesvwere now either }open'ly aintagonisi er ehillingly silent. MeanWliile, the Islamic
Republic began ’t‘ovclhange the old structure of power in Ir'an‘ aiid reshape it into a new

desired fo’rrni

Power Strvuctuxl'e' in Iren
In the early 1900s, the Irenian cerisiitutien wasjcreated and modeled after
European democracies.. Amuzegar (2003ia: 139) indicates that as “i'n;rrio’si demoeracies,
there are three indepen‘dent branches — Majlie; the judiciafy and the executive"— in chairge
of eriacting, supervising and implementing law and orcier.” ‘However, as Amuzegar
furtherexplains, that there are also three extra-democratic bodies that undermine Iranian
power structure as democratic. These bodies Were added to the ce‘nstivtution after the
1979 revolution in order to create buffers against any change proposal coming from any
other body within the Iranian political system. ‘This Sectioh prevides an overview of the
- power structure in Iran 1n order te better cemprehend the complexity of the decision |
| meking 1:ir00ess, arid the real power holder, in the Islamic Republic. | It includes the all-v
encempassing powers of the Supreme Leader and his councils, the restricted i‘unctions of
1 the executive an(i legislative branches, and the potential of change as re}-)Vresente’d by the
’reforinist and other socio-political forces. .
The Co}nstit‘utioni and the SlylpremeLeader
~The politicai sysiem of the Islamic Republic is based on the 1979 ‘Con‘stitution‘ | ’

called the ‘Fundamental Law’ and its revision in- 1989, which sets up a‘power pyramid as
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i’ollows: Supreme Leader as head, followed by the Council of Guardians, the Expediency"
Council,'and the Assembly of Experts, which overlook the perfo‘rrnance of legislative,
ex‘ecuti‘ve,-and judiciar.y branches of the goi/emment; ‘T‘ounderstand the system’s top-
'down decision-making process, it is necessary to understand the p‘owers- of the Supreme -
“ Leader, , Segn as the ’Islamic repres'entative of God '»who as Mohit (2001: ‘20-1) notes, has
the last word and the veto power on 1 any important natlonal or 1nternat10na1 decisions
- | made by the government He is ‘not just the sp1r1tua1 leader of the nation but also the
u1t1rnate pOlltlca.l’ dec1s1on maker of the country. Virtually all power is under the control
» of the Supreme Leader, vfrom deciaring war, controiling the foreign policy, the judiciary,
the media and the apprQVal of some cabinet members. |
_ | The Supreme Leader is accountable only to the Assembly of Experts, elected by
the people by vote for eight-year terms. The Assembly of Experts, as Amuzegar (2003a:
139) notes is “composed of 86 clergymen . in charge of app01nt1ng, superv151ng and if
need be, replac1ng the rahbar [Supreme Leader] As all of their meetings and notes are
~strictly confidential, the Assembly has never been publicly known to challenge any‘of the
Su_premeLeader’s de’cisions.' They are two cornponents of a systernvthat are tied to each
~ other and, asa res_uit, do not challenge each other. V
- Council of Guardians
The most ‘powerful body after the Supreme Leader is theCouncil of Guardians.

The council_is made up oi’ twelve jurists, including six appointed by the Supreme Leader
~and six elected by the Parliament from jurists nominated by the Head of the Judiciary. ‘
Amuzegar (2003a: 139-40) explains that the irony of this undemocratic council is that |

“the judiciary chief himself is appointed by the rahbar, and is responsible only to him.”
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Heﬂfurther expiains that the Conncyilriof.Guardians must “approve all bills passed by ‘the
: Mai l’i"S‘ [parliament] for c‘onfoirmitvy vwit’l‘i the éonstitu,tion and the ISlamic Sharia [laiv] -

; _befoie ,they beceme law ..Qr:[‘and]‘ vet every’candidate’svqualiﬁea_tions fo‘rv natienal elective - ,
| nfﬁce.f’. AThe ’powerfu’l“ Council interpreis the cons'titutionain‘d may veto ‘Parliame_nt ifa
law is deemed inech)mpatible with the co‘ns:titutien. As Kam_rava (2007) explains; should‘ :
g disputes 'arise betWeen Parliament and the Coun,eil of Guardians, a speeial 'group, ealled
AtheEnpev'dieney Council, _is:in eharge to resolve the dispute. . |

o As Amuzegar (2003a': 139‘).ex.plai‘ns, the '“eou_ncilv on expe”ci‘ienc‘y? COmpesed of
- B some three dezen or $0 eX—d‘fﬁci.()‘"vmembers' and othei ofﬁe‘ial'sappointed by the Supreme
Leader. This council is eonstitutionally in chafge of resolving' legal'ciisnntes between the
Majiis and the ‘Ceuncil of Guardiansx. ..,” and consulting w1th the Snpreme ‘Leaderi on |
" important national interests. The leader of the council is appointed by the Supreme
, Leader,‘ which brings the power back oncemore to the Supreme Leader. As it is shown,
there is a circle in the Iranian political:s‘y'stem ihat observes and controls the decision
making process in the uppef eehelcjn‘s, mainly by the Supreme Leader or his office. In
this cemplicated system, the pov:vei of,eXecutive branch is minimized to the management
- of the internal affairs iof the conntry. | |
| ' Pfesident

The ‘Cicr)nstitution deﬁnesvthe President of Iran as the highest‘ siate authority._’, ‘
| vElected by publ‘ie\v/ot'e fora term of ,four years, the Presi_cient can be re-elected foi a
second term. Mohit A(2001 : -2'1:) notes that the “can’cvlidates‘.fer-the preeidency, heWever, go

E throughthe filter of the CounCilﬁ ‘Of‘Guardians” WhOVCrifythe Candldate’s allegiance to
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" the ideals of the Islamic revolution. Through the means of the Council of Guardians, the
‘Islam‘icleepublic confirms the compatibility of the presidential candidate with the system.
‘The President is responsible for the implementation of the Constitution. and for the'r )
| v :ei(ercise of executive powers under the supervision of the Supreme Leader. 'bAs
5 Amuzegar (2006 72) notes although the Pres1dent is elected by the d1rect popular vote,
; he has to take “all his cr1t1cal cues from the Supreme Leader He [has] neither the .
authority nor the 1ndependence to dehver on his promlses w1thout the Rahbar’s [Supreme ‘
| Leader];consent and approval.:” In this regard, Iran is different _from many Other states,
where the executive branch has control ofthe armed forces. In Iran, this is under the
control of the Supreme Leader. The President appoints and supervises the Council»of
Ministers and eight Vice-Presidents, who must be approved by the legislature Even
though the President app01nts the ministers of i 1mportant ministries such as Intelligence
and Defense,‘ it is customary for the President to obtain explicit approval from the
Supreme Leader before presenting them to the ,legislature for a vote of conﬁdence. In.
this‘ context, as Amuzegar ‘observes, even former Iranian President Khatamicalled “Iran’s
president a tadorak-chi (logistics manager) of the regime” shortly bei'ore leaving_ ofﬁcé. ‘-
| Parliament o
The Islamic'Consultative Assembly has 290 members, who.must be approved by '
the Council of Guardians before running for election. - The assembly of Majlis draft
legislation, approve the national budget and ratify international treaties, but as Mohit
| (2001: 21) notes “since most of the decisions of the Majlis are subject to the Council of
Guardians’AVeto, thisbody isi-mainly reduced to a mere consultative assembly.” ’FOr

example, when the reformist parliament vvas to investigate the operation of many
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_conservative agencies, as Gasiorowski (2000: 34) reminds, the Expediency Council
announced that “parliament had nc authority to investigate state agencies controlled by |
the leader, putting 'the security fcrces, then jutiicial systemi; the state-controlled .rn:edvia‘, the
parastataI business v:foundatibons and cther pcwerful bodies beyond public scrutiny.”
Therefore since the Republic desired to reduce thechances of challenges by a crrtical |
parhament as Mohit (2001 21) explarns 1t was extremely 1mportant for the rulmg
clerlcs to fill the Majlzs w1th frlendly representatlves

| The practice of the ellmlnatlon of candldates in combmatlon with holdlng
seemlngly free elections gives the appearance of a democratlc pohtrcal system in Iran,
however only candidates with the Councrl S stamp of approval may run. ‘As Mohlt
(2001: 23) argues, the political e11te by “giving the electlons a veneer of democracy they

* sought to gain legltlmacy for the regime.” The people’s yote, then has only 11m1ted

leverage in popular electiqns, such as the Presidential and parliamentary elections where
the people;s vote plays a key role, but only to the extent of choosing between pre-
approved ca_nriidates. Even with these limi_ted political options, it was this popular

teverage that helped both the former reformist President Khatami to win rn the 1997

~ presidential election over his conservatives’ rivals and the moderate representatives to

win the parliamentary election in 2000. This created a winvdowv Qf oppcrtunity for ‘Iranian |

prog‘ressive forces to enter the scene ’in‘h(.)pe's cf reforming the system and the foreign
observer of today would do well to pay attention to these elections.

| | Conservative and Reformist in Iran

" The philosophy of religicus conservatives in Iran derives fiom Plato and Sccrates’

idea of the philosopher in ancient Greek, which was adapted by Ayatollah Khomeini in
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the ﬁgure of vélayate faqi’h‘(Supreme Islamic Jurisprudent) and implemented in Iran.
E Milani (2005: 26- 7) explains that for “both Plato’s Socrates and for Khomeini, the ruler is
: _1 ‘not a servant of the public but rather its shepherd or guardian and his leg1t1macy ﬂows
: vnot from a soc1al contract va11dated by the people through elections but rather from a -
| suprasocial or metahistori'cal phenomenon. As a result, conservative partiesthat_ar'e )
_loyal to the ‘Khomeini’is'-le"gaicy do not see the elections as a‘necessa‘ry- means for leading
fthe people. »“flslamic,government', ordainediby God and oblivious to public app‘roval, is-
. t}j‘éonly 'form':of legitimate power; all other forms of power — secular, democratic, or
' despotic - are enti.rely 'illegitimate.‘” In this context, for 'theconservatives, the Supreme B N
Leader isthe representative of God on earth and must be followed by people. In their |
view, the people s vote has only a consultative function. |
On the other hand there are Iranian moderates who follow the ideals of the
, Constitutional‘Revolution in 19t)5‘ to 1907. ‘The Iranian democrats have the experience of
lOO -years of challenge with their undemocratic rivals. There were manv instances that
K f Iranian democrats were defeated by their conservative rivals;the rise of Reza Shah as an
authoritarian ﬁgurein post-Constitutional Revolution, the 1953 coup against |
: democratically elected Prime Minister Mossadegh, and the decline of the l97§ revolution B
froma demOcratic revolution toa semi-totalitarian regime inl post-revolution. Despite all -
: “ these defeatS, the Iranian democratic movement is strong today. Milani (2005: 33)
) expresSes his optimism and notes that “thec0ntinued vibrancy of civil society,YWOmen’s
, unrelenting struggle for recognition of their rights the i 1ncrea51ng employment needs of |

~young people Iranian society s urgent desire to join the modem world and finally, the

open rift in the ranks of clerical power,” are the positive elements for the Iranian
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democratic movements. Failure by outsiders to recogmze the nower or" these movements _
results i in m1sunderstand1ng of Iranian soc1ety today h "
~ Up until now,‘however,_the,Islamic Republic has not shown any flexibility to the

o will and desire of different ethnic, gender, and political ‘groups in Iran and has continued

 to consolidate the power of Islamic elements within the country. ‘For example, to t_ackle |
the Khatami’s reform initiative, the conservatives uSed whatever means. ‘in their pou/er to
neutralize the reformist efforts for change. Nevertheless_, the cOnsolidation or" Islamists-
within the eountry imposed further restrictions on thecountry from the »outside. world.

: Sanctions “
Over the last 30 years, the U.S. has 1mposed a variety of sanction to punish the

‘ Islam1c Republic for what the U.S. considers bad behavior. As Amuzegar (1997 3 1)
notes, the “AMERICAN-DRIVEN sanctions against Iran were meant to transform the
“backlash state” into a law-abiding, cooperative, and constructive member of the world . -
commun1ty The United States hoped that economic “hardship and fiscal austerity |
would demoralize the population and turn it agalnst the regime.” As Bill (2001: 89)
argues policy makers “from five adm1n1strat10ns have sought to weaken Iran and
diminish_its credibillty in the mternational arena.” After the hostage er1s1s, the United
. States gradually imposed sanctions against the Islamic Republic to punish and prevent the
| revolution froin its expansion in the region. Sullivan‘ (2002: 4) argues that the purpose of -

the US sanctions against Iran “was to help cut off outside ﬁnaricial and other help to

Iran to redevelop its oil, gas, and other industries. The underlying purpose was also to

cut off funding and economic development that Iran could use‘to export its revolution,

“and to engage in terrorist activities.” The most prominent sanctions on Iran, as Askari et
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- al. (2002: 57) point out, are “the re’stricti'ons_on US-Iranian trade .. in 1995 the
prohibitiori of investments in Iran and extended to third cour_ltries Who violated these
investriient restrictions in 19_95 and the Iran Libya Sancti_ons' Act (I-LSA)V 1n 19-96.”
. Nevertheless, the effectiveness‘ of these sanctions is under qiiestiori.
Deépite-all the restricti‘ons that the U.S. posed against the >Islamic Republi_c and
 the challenges created for the Islamic Republic to develop economicallyv and‘renew its
E relatively old in’dustries; the Republic survived the difficulties. SulliVan (2002: 4)
| explains that the “increasingly warm relations between the EU, Rdssia, ,Chif,la’ and others
, with Iran seerri to be helping Iran go around marly of the extraterritorial sanctions' and
laws in\iposed by the U.S.”: The Islamic.Rep‘ublic survived Arriericaneconorrlic sanctions
becailse the country was able to establish and reinforce its relationship with other states
| that had different views of t]de Islamic Republic. Sanctions did notflirriit [ran’s
~ economical development, nor did they stop the Repub'l‘ic’sv influence in the region. The
- influence of the Islamic movements from Egypt to Pakistan inspired by the 1979
revolution dernonstrates how the Islamic Republic expanded its ideology irl the region.
While the sarrctions'may be costly for Iran, American companies paid a high price
for these sanctions as their ability to trade or develop oil exploration with Iran Was cut.
As Ansari (2006: 143) argues, “Clinton’s executive order put an end to any such
exploratory economic tries, much to the satisfaction of America’s competitors, who -
relished the prospect of an Iranian market free from American competition.” American
industrial ‘corripanies are' well-known for their relative cheap ser\'/ices. all around the
wOrlrd.’ The U;S. sarictions on Iran and the prohibition of the American companies from

’ participating in the Iranian market created an environment where J apanese, Chinese,
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- Ru$sian, and E‘urope‘an cémp'ar}iés' éduld obfain lucratiﬂle contracts with no Amerfcan
»competitOrS. . Thus, the sahctiqns had sevéfal ﬁnintén_ded effects: Iran pays'é higher price.
for doing business and US vcor\nﬁani‘és ha&e been sidelin‘ed, o}bs»e'rjv.ing _rather than
p;irf‘iéip,éting 1n thé-lucratviv’\v/'ne‘C(;Sntracts'thét others hé_ve ‘ob-,t‘ained. .

| Ina Higvh'(‘)'il‘p’rice.v éré ‘abn‘d--with”many clierl_ts' toipro‘vide :‘service to franian’ -
irkldustrrial‘ineeds,‘ thé Islafnic Republic found itself Without éonc‘em‘fcv)rfthe hostile
countries. 'As :Aﬁéari (2006: 23 l)lnotes, the new ulvtra-co\n's"er’vativ:e Irénian pfesident,
Mahmmud Avhmadinejva‘ld,- ahd ﬁis advocates in Iranvb‘elieve' that with ‘;oii prices so-high,
vthe‘fve is no ﬁeed for foreign felations‘that ultimately could'(‘)nly_ ’;.)(Sllu’t_e the purﬁy of the_,
reyolﬁtion and‘ the perfecﬁon of the nation.” Many friendlier countries such as Chi;la and
" Russia, with more sympathetic attitﬁdes,_can pfovide assistance to Ir‘an.b Thé Iranian
hard;lingrs in Tran who are considered the backbone of the Ivslarﬁié Republic’s political
system do ﬁot see engage;nent with the US as crucial for their surVival.

The failure of the sanctidps posed on Iran indicates the ineffectiveness of the
forceful policies and rillustriaytés the neéd‘ for a different approach. Bill (2001: 89) refers to
the Atlantic Cbuﬁcil report and argues _tﬁe f‘U.S. sanctions and embargoes have failed to
éltef Ifaniah political behavior.” AS' a result of this faiiure; Bill continucs, “‘important '

: .voices in the U.S. foreign-policy ést’abiishnient‘ have céncluded that :i_t is time toattempta
fundamentally riew approach. Iﬁ this plah, the emphasis is upon creative diplomacy,
“c‘ons_tructive engagement ah‘d caicula_téd steps to‘ rapprochement.” : Billv(.200>1: 98-9)‘
,Aemphasiz‘es’ that the engagement w1th a powerful and 'inﬂuéﬁtiai country such as Iranis
essential for the U.S. givén “I‘ran"s‘régional power 'position and its great hydrocarbon

wealth and large population...” According to him (2,_001': 91), the Uriitc_:d States needs to
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- engage With Iran “:whethe‘r the l‘ead'er» of Iran wears a turban, a military helmet or a
g baseball :cap. . VA refﬁsal to engage with Tran may cost the United State a high price as
the United States finds itself “increasingly alone” as Iran establishes “alliances between
'coun‘t‘riesblike Iran and China or Ifén a}n»dv‘Ru‘ssia L2 Vand."‘thése‘ alliances take on an anti-n,.
American ﬂcvorv” (Bill 2001 99). “The -alliiancev betwe_en Iran and U.S. co’mpetit()rs’rmay V'
' 'beco'rr‘le even rhore ccstly than the eccnomical and i;trategic damages incurrediup to 'no‘w‘.v
Thisvp.otent.ial danger mayv'be avoided by redefining the US-Irén.narrativc. If the
US “were to lift the efhcafgo_; fof example, Iran is iikely to respond positi-vély and '
constr_uciively."’ With ir‘n'provedr Tranian fclationships, the Unifed Stétes may be‘ ablc to
stabilize thc region fhrough Iranian help, procure raw enefgy from Iran,‘ and American
companies can'beﬁeﬁt ffom. Iranian vast market in need for foreign éssistance and
products. Iran may also be able to easc the tension between the United States and the
Muslim world in the region. | |
| Summary
" This prcceding ccnceptual entrée of this text is clesigned to allow the reader to
observe Iran’s geOgraphical and cconomical p‘otentials,‘sOciofcuifuralrstructure, and
layers of historical and pol‘itical development in Iran, including the cornple>‘< pchr
structure in thc Islarrﬁc Republic, and fhe non-functionality of s:é.hctions against the
Islémic Republic. vAsHe»rda (1999: 7‘127.) notes, this Chaptér was dcsigncd to configure a
~totality out of scattered evchts'. It illustrates the convoluted characteristics of Iran and the
cofnp’lexity of thc»US-Irén relationship. This narrative description cf the counfry-’s
~ background is designed to help policy makers better understand Iran’s sfanding and ‘the A

‘motives behind Iranian actions. A more meaningful grasp of Iran rhay help policy
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makers to distance themselves from misrepresentation and false assumption and also may
~widen their comprehension about the tension between the two nations by providing a

‘deeper understanding of Iran.
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' CHAPTER III
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
L 'I.ntrodﬁctibn
This ‘se,(gticbm' reviev?s"iiterature witvh" varying '¢mphas;is;’whiéh, wl'rie..n_dbserved |
) f'hol_isticall‘y, forms a hew texf >to craft a fuller uriderstéri&ihg of fhé narrati\%e bet;lveen the, :
‘ United States and Ir"vcin‘v\;vith the ‘hopeylthat ahvaltervi‘la‘ti"ve courée of action might arisé
v ,betwe’én the\tWo_I.la-tions.A This Chapter inc_ludés éix ther'naticvfravme’s th;it ,may help‘ the
reédervtov obse&¢~ diffgrent pefspectives in this relationsh‘ip. The review of literature
;clt‘t'empt'sito re.co"gniiethe" layeré bf ccsr‘nplexvity involved and fhe issues of ‘assurription’ and
narrative thét‘éré eSséntial fora éOmprehéhsive undefstanding of the con‘ﬂict between the
twd "statés.
o The fouhdation of this study is thé fesearch questiOn itself, which lays out,the‘
s fhematic parametérs for t;his inqui’ry.' These comerstones will house the topical |
framework that guide .the' éc:)‘nstructio‘n of this project. The first cornerstone laid is fhe
study qfculturai and political historians like Said (1994), Keddie (1981), and MacFaul et
' al (2006) along with Kinzer .(2003), Abrahamian (2601) and Shalom (1993), covering
‘question of identit‘y,v origiﬁ_s of céuse,‘pc}litical narratives and historical foundations. This
cultur'al and poli’tical research explores the constructs of 'the,harrative between the U.S. =
and Iran and examines how misunderstanding formed» a paradigm of mistrust. N 3 |
Thé second COmerstéﬁe is carved from bedrock anthropologists such as Geertz
(1988, 2005) ahd Beemafl :(2002), who deal with the complexify of bpost-jmodevrn culfural. v
c_onﬂ'ict"bas'ed on ideals of identity, ideology and i»ndependence compounded by thé |

symbolic constructs of the ‘other.” As Beeman (2002: 2) argues, this anthropological
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insight is needed to undgrstand‘ thé dynamics 6f Iranians" cultﬁre and the “nature and
-pefsistenc¢ of the conﬂict.” : | | |
| Thé thirdvcorrierstoné to ffame this res,éar;:h is the rstudy of the philosophic v‘vovrks
* of Ricouer (1983, 1992), Kearney (1998, 1999) and Gadamer (2004), involving
‘interpretive r¢search of the nature of mimésis, the bdwer of imagin’atiqh',’and fusion of
. horizon by applying 't‘he‘understevlhding of founding events, f;ofgi‘\/véness, ,afld narrative |
id,envtit:'yv. Thése philosophic theorics frame a.criti,cal hermerigutic approaéh't'o’analyze and
7. interprct the élultural, hi‘st‘oric»al and polifical ’navlrra'ti'vev Betwe‘en the two c0untri¢$ inorder
o ‘re‘ﬁ,gur'e an altefnati\}é course of action. o
- The fourth and fgnal .cornerst(v)ne to cement this structuré in }‘)lace, is the social text |
of >Iranian so‘ciefy, wh1ch isa complex hybrid of multiple narratives battling fbf '
supremacy ‘whig:h cdmpose a national identity oftenbat odds with itself and which presenté
a perplexing conundrum to Western understanding.jv These opposing elements within -
| Iranianv quiety, and indeed, within the average Ifaniah, play an important role in any
explorétion which seeks to promote dialogue between the two éivilizations. This review'
o f literature is motivated by a concern to deéonétmct the existing arlltagonistvnarrative-‘ and
configure a neW'foundation where the two nationé can deal with their djifferences‘ bn a
discursive level in order to alleviate the contihuing paradig—m of non-discourse and
accusatory rhetoric.
This diverse foundational literature was gathered by the desire for a meaningful .
bt'ext from which td draw a blueprint for the formati(m of a new and comprehensiV¢

understanding. In this literature review, there will be six main thematic frameworks that
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are necessary in understanding the sources of the current adversary ‘paradigm between the
~U.S. and Iran and the possibili‘ty_for,an alternative. These thematic frames are:

Orientalism as a Cultural Background

Founding Events that Formed National Memories
Narrative Identity Caught in the Permanence of Conflict
Understanding Post Modern Complexities

The Need for Dialogue -

The Use of Fiction in Re-Figuration of Time

Review of these themes illustrate how each of thern isi an aspect of a -
: comprehensive sense and an adapt1ve course that help establish a new approach between }
the U.S. and Iran based on the pre ﬁguratlon of the1r past through reinterpretatlon and
| better understandlng, and conﬁguration of a new present based on an ideal future. ‘ .

' ‘Orient'ali.srn ds a Cultural-‘Baclcg.‘groun‘d
Edward Said (1994) introduces the notion of Orientalism as a rebuttal to the
: writings about the Orient popular in the 1800’s. Said maintains that the Westem writers
portrayed an image of the Orient, which stretched from Palestlne to Ind1a skewed toward :
the exotic, strange and 1nferlor This shaped Westem thinking about the M1ddle East for
~ two centuries andmaybe‘even today. In his opinion, Westerners p‘ercei‘ve themselves as a |
‘ " superior civilizationand this has become‘ a mark of their approach when 'dealing with the |

countrles in Orient, 1nclud1ng Iran, Whlle in the past the French and British conducted

their- bus1ness w1th this mentahty, in the middle of the 20 century, the U.S. replaced them o

Farber (2005: 48) empha51zes.

England, after the war, was giving up on empire. It had lost the desire, the will,
and the resources necessary for international primacy. Its imperial presence was
fast fading from the Near and Middle East. The United States, haphazardly and
with a different agenda, was just as quickly stepping into the breach. Iran, which
had been for so long dominated by England, was one of the first nations in the

~ region to receive critical American attention. '
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}The United States_approached the Middle “East with the same rnentality of superiority as 3
. French and British and, unfortunately, becarrie the new foreign dorninant imperialistic B
‘force in the vregion,g'. | | |

| = In this.newterritory of-the Middle East the United States looked atIranas a o
- battle ground to ﬁght the Sov1et Union and stop the spread of communism. To reach this
- obJectlve the Un1ted States 1gnored any concems of the Iran1an people As Farber (2005 -
71) notes “the Un1ted States depended on their best fr1end in the Per51an Gulf [the Shah] |
to spend billions of h1s new petro -dollars in the United States combat Sov1et communlst
inﬂuence 'in'the region, and ,act as a, force of stabillzatlon‘ Westemization and |

' rnodemization in the .Is1amic IlVorld Nevertheless thls approach was seen by Iran1ans

as an unbalanced and unfarr act towards Iran for Iranians w1tnessed how the Un1ted
States in return for thls support allowed the Shah unrestrained abuse of the Iranian
‘people s bas1c freedom as he suppressed 1mpr1soned ex1led and executed those who
opposed his pollc1es

| As a result of thls approach towards Iran the Iranians op1nion began to change
towards the Un1ted States As Sa1d’s ( 1994) d1scusses in hlS book Orzentalzsm the U.S.
was seen only asa force wh1ch cared about its own concerns at the‘expense of locals.

* Farber (2Ill)5 :37) mention‘s that in the “'l 970s, for Iranians across the political speCtrurn,_
thepUnited States ﬁgured as a kind of dues ex machina in the drama of their national life;- |
it was an outside force,: that intervened as it wished, often without re‘gard for the desires' or
even well-being of the Iranian pe.ople.” F or 'exarnple by overthrowing the ‘Iranian
'democratlcally elected Prime Minister in 1953 and supportlng an 1lleg1t1mate Shah to stay

in power people not only v1ewed the. Shah as a puppet of the Un1ted States but also B |
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considered the U.S. as the cause of their domestic political misery. As Beernan‘ (2002: 4)
: explains, now, tiie i‘United'States was seen as inheritor of the mantle of colonialisrn |
carried out earlier in the 20™ century by Great Britain, France and the Soviet ‘Union,”
Which was pointed out by Said (1994). |

During this tense time, the Shah’s agreement in autumn of 1964 to grant
. immunity for_American military personnel in Iran worsened tlie. situation. 4 The re'ligious' »
: conservatives led by Khomeini saw the opportlinity to attack the Snah and r)ortray the
' US as an evil force in the region. Khomeini’s (in Moin 1999: 121-2) speech was filled
~ with harsh rhetoric against t}ie U.S. goi/emment claiming the “point is that rve are |
tighting against America. We mnst attackvthere'gime 50 that the whole nation will B
realizethat this Shah is an American agent and this is an American plot.” The U.‘S. )
_ conduct in ‘Iran began to increase the hostility of the religious in Iran. By giving this
inﬂarnmatory type of speech, Khomeini not only portrayed himself as'thernain |
opposition leader to oppose the Shah, but also pictured the United States asan
imnerialistic force in Iran. “Arnerica; Khomeini exhorted, propped up the Shah,
- demonstrating the cynical hypocrisy ofa nation that claimedto champion freedom but
suppdrted'only repression. .;.The charge had just enough truth to weaken the Shah and to
demonize the United States in Iran” (Farber 20()‘5; 86). After the revolution, when-the
 Shah was accepted into theUS Farber (2005: 188) notes, the “nevs) regime'anxiotls1y
awaited signs that the superpower would soon subvert their revolution.’f This was how
asylum for the Shah was interpreted by Iranians and explains the climate of fear iwvhich

created the hostage crisis and the beginning of a US-Islamic Republic cold war:
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: American conduct fueied Iranian retaliation in 1979' hy the hostage crisis. kThis _
~ event, then, provided a context for the U.S. policy ‘makers to behaye aggressively against '
the IslamicuRepubli.c. As Ansari (2006: 27) notes, .theb“coup revealed Arnerica’s
influence and malevolent arnhitions in Iran. The imrnense sense io‘f betra)ial that was felt
- and cultivated for ‘later‘.generations — cannot be understOOd (_‘)utside.the context ofa
relationship that had been thoughtto‘he positive and benign.” On _the American side, the
hostage crisis should be looked at in the same historical context. Arneric',ans»were .
-confused abeut the antifAmericanisrn e.oming from Iranin the post-revolution era. As
'Farber (2005: 189)vexplains, the Arnericans always beiieued that “their culture and their ,
nation (as well as their military) represent the future Qf all 'of humanity.’; .In Americans’
vieviﬂ the U.S. which helped Iran to develop and modernize did not deserve to be treated
as the “Great Satan” in the post-revolutionary era. Farber (2005: 188) concludes that the
“Iranian public’s memories Qf Arnerican actions and the American public’s general |
o ignorance of U.S. policy in Iran were so asymmetrical as to precludemutual
understanding.” The different cultural perspectiv‘e towards each other was ’develo'p:ed and
\ the two countries entered an era of antagdnism. '

- For this research, the concept ef pre-ﬁguration‘intro.duced b‘vaicoeur (1983) is
:vital to the understanding df the past in a new light and possihly to take a new course df :
action for ythe present. The root'cause of the problem ,understood through Said’s (1994)
theory sheds light on the historical framework between the two countries from a different
perspective. This first phase of mimesis, mimesis;, understanding the past in a new way,
includes reeounting.of the past to portray a different historical v'setting for the current

environment. Under this Ric;oeurian concept, there is a need to return back and interpret
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differently the relationship between the United States and Iran; recognize the back’ground‘
which created a biased basis of interaction; and unfold a different understanding thus o
. employing.the first step of mimesis;.

Founding Events that Formed National Memory

‘Ricoeur (1996: 7) introduces the idea of “founding events” and refers to them as
' historical events that remain in the ‘historical memory of the vpeople. Inhis opinion, this *
, historical memory: then‘-‘preventscnltures from allowing themselves to be reconnted |
- vdlfferently ”? Once th1s notlon is formed i in the historlcal memory of a people those
people tend to be blocked in the1r horizon of past memories. They tend to think only
. within the framew_ork of their stagnated hlstorlcal cycle. They become victims and -
prisoners of those memories as they cannot move beyond that dogmatrc way of thinking
The CIA coup-of 1953 and the Hostage Crisis of 1979 are two such found1ng events in
.Iranian American history which as Ricoeur (1996: 7-8) mentions have frozen the identity
of the other into repetitious celebrations o,f blame which are used d‘eliberately and i'orm
| barriers preventing the two nations from seeing beyond these negative historical events.
As Ricoeur (1988‘: 187) notes, these “events,rwhich are said to be ‘epoch-
making,_’ draw their speCitic meaning'from their Capacity to‘found or reinforce the |
- community’s consciousness of its identity, its narrative identity, as well as the identity of
its members.” The 1953 AC.IA«coupinﬂuenc‘ed dramatically the identity and
,v c'onsc'iousness of Iraniansv: and provided a foundation for their hostile 'reaCtions towards -
the US The subseqnent ev‘ents completed this cycle. As Ansari (2t)06: 70) notes:F '
- The events of 1953 vvere a foundational moment in the construction of US-Iranian

relations and transferred Iranian suspicions from the historic Anglo-Russian axis
~towards the Americans. The events of 1979 crystallized this tradition. The
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‘revolution of 1979 bound Iran and the United States in an intimate ideological
relationship, defined by a collective and shared traumatic experience.

The political' devevl(')pr’rievnts befW_een forrﬁer Pr‘esidents’ Clinton and Khatami’s
' adrriinistrations’ indi(:ate"tl‘le depth 6f the problem caused by these founding events. Even -
ihough formef Secretary of State Mad_eline_. Albright (2000: 356) apologizéd for the U.S.
role in the coﬁp, Khatami’s 'politibc:al. elites we_fe not able to use the apology as an | :
occasion to move beyond this stagnated mérﬁory. Thc incapability’of the‘ Iranian‘
admihistration t§ forgive the’ U.s. gbverﬁméni and use A‘lbright"s apologize irn',dic‘ates
how profdund the influence of 1953 coup was within Iranian political spectrum and hdw
the pride of the Iranianis is to create such an unWillingness‘to move bvey(‘).nd thé past; -
The seizure of the American embassy resulted in A_merican politicians vu,sing‘Ir'an
as a scapegoat for the pést 30 years. In the Uhited Stateé, 'Irah became an easy ma;k for
condemnation. Whenever an American fbréign policy 1n vthe Middle East Wenf wrong,
‘I'ravn was to be b_lam'ed. As Ansari (2006: 112) notes, political ;‘d-isagréémehts could be
set aside because blaming Iraﬁ was‘now a biparﬁsan affair to which all Americans cc;uld. :
'subscribe,Repﬁblican or Democrat, politician or bystander. Iran had transcehded réguiar
pdlitics aﬁd becom¢ a myth,part ‘of political :follvklore.” ‘This' is a direct result of thé o
American e‘mbassy seizure in Tehran and the holding Qf Am‘erican diplomats for 444
days, for this picture continues to p]ay as part of American histori@ai memory. However, .
the result of such'a stagnatéd paradigm éf viewing the 6ther prevents what Riéoeuf .
(1996: 7 ) describes as the engagement and noﬁnaliiation of a relationship aﬁd_ instead
holds each side prisoners of fheir views. Rejecting a plea for forgiveness is a serious |

decision on the part of anyone or any nation. Tt goes both ways.
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The 1mport of these two events is understood through the research of political
hlstorians like Abrahamian (2001) Shalom (1993) and Kinzer (2003) who explore how :
the 1953 Coup created such outrage and sense of i intru51on for Iranians.as to grow ) |
‘, : v;esentm'ent~ 50 large thatit led to the birth ol, anti-Arnericanism in lranian political _
‘narrative. Similarly, 'research: by JCono:ve_rz_,,_Mingstand »_Sig'elman (l1980) found the

Hostage Crisis iresulting from the Reuolution negativelfr/changed the American vieuv -
'about Iran and Iranians were subsequently seen as dangerous and ruthless This v1ta1
memory still colors the American perspectlve As Takeyh (2006 116) argues the :
“emotional legacy of the ‘Mossadeq coup and the hostage crisis, and the bureaucratic
paralysis in both‘countries, have ledto a relationship. that"seems irnmured' in itsi pattem of
, antagonisrn and suspicion.” vThese two events established the. ib‘eginning of anvar,ea of
hostility for the two sides and the long-term hostile policies towards each other that vuere
- developed in the last 30 years. As a,result of CIA 1953 coup, Americans became -
notorious for their foreign policy of interference in Iran. On the o,t_he’rihand, asa result of
the Hostage crisis in~l979, Iranians were labeled by Americans as irrational and fanatic.
| These are labelsthat the two countries still use to describe and to demonize each other. |
L The current status between the United States and Iran illustrates how rernaining’
stagnated within the riational memory of hostility’ can be dangerous VWithin this train of
thought Sacks (2005 1 13) notes that 1f “we can forg1ve others and act ) that others can |
: forgive us, then we can live w1th the past w1thout being held prisoner by the past ”? The
* United States and Iran represent a case where the vtwo ent1t1es have not been able to.
forgive each 'other and remain in the arena of revenge rather than moving to:ward

tolerance as a result of not overcoming the founding events in the past. The 1953 CIA
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coup in Iran caused the hostile action of the hostage crisis in Tehran which helped create
antagonism”among American politicians. After 30 years in post-revolution ’Iran, the two
countries remain explicitly hOStile toward each 'other.

v Narratlve Identltv Caught in Permanence of Confllct

In my research I thought the challenge might be whether Ricoeur s (1992) theory
of narrative, identity,-‘which is used on an 1nd1v1dua1 level, can be applied to the narrative -
1dent1ty inan 1nternat10nal relationship between two nations Even though R1coeur S
narrative 1dent1ty theory is de51gned for 1nd1v1dual 1dent1ty, as Kearney (1996 182)
observes, narrative ¢ 1dent1ty operates at the level of both 1nd1v1dual and communal
identity.” The two. nations can be 1dent1f1ed as two 1nd1v1dual ent1t1es that operate in
. relation to eachother.' My objective is to apply Ricoeur?s narrative identity theory to an
international problem: more speciﬁcallyv, to ekarnine.why Americans and Iranians have
resisted each ’other' for so long without any opening for possi‘ble engagement. This theory
helps me to‘ see the sources of resistance and the forces for change within the narrative
1dent1ty of these two countries in relation to each other

Understandlng the notion of permanence in time, introduced by Ricoeur (1 992
116), allows an analys1s of the perrnanenc'e of conﬂ1ct wh1ch exists between the U.S. and
Iran for more than five decades.: E_ach narrative identity, as Ricoeur (1992) explains, is
constituted by two dimensions; the idem and the ipse, which arev in constant dialectic with
"each other. Idem, or sameness represents the sedimentation Wthh rernams frozenin- |
time the part of 1dent1ty that remains permanent through time. Applied-to the US Iran
relationship, this dimension has taken hold of their national identity and does not allow

them to move beyond the existing paradigm. The second dimension, ipse, or selfhood,
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. fepfése,nts innovative dimensi’on_ o'f ‘thevir i‘de;ntity, the dimension that is ovrviented towards
change. vIn the last 30 years, neither seems willing to explore the ipse, or selﬂloéd; .
Especi;lly- important to this research is the understanding that tﬁé two 'si’ae's are
- _éau‘ght by their Samei)ess, remaining 1n a stéfe of mistru’st, noﬁ-discourse and_ang'ry
. rhiet’ori‘é as is evidencéd by the media from both countries and thé scholars who have
followe'd.the political history of the two states’ relationship. As Ricvoeur. (1992 | l» 1 5-25-‘/)._
‘argu'es:, idem identi‘ty'ter'lds to susfain status quo and »rbesibsts change. This di.mensiQn of | .
nairrati?e :identity t_raps each of the two COuntriés in perrnanént v.hostility_band doés_ not
allow _ther'h to gd beyond their ,cufrent norm. _By"unvderstan‘(’ii_ng the'na_rr‘ative ide’ntity of
the two countries in. terms of idem and ipse,‘ ‘I seek to see if there is any possibility to
encdurégé change within the notibn‘of narrative idenﬁty based on prorhoting and
~ strengthening the ipse identity represeﬁted by innbilative forces in the two 'co‘untries.
‘Being‘ caught in the idem dimension of their narrative identity may determine hbw
they look at each other. | Ansari (2006: 82) argués that often “what we chéose to see
suppor‘tS our perceptions, even if they are misc:c)nceptions. Unwilling-to feassess our
mistakes or to assume respohsibility, it i.s easy to ascribe blame to the ‘other,v’ and thé
more incomprehensible the ‘other,’ the better.f’ The dembnization narrative has been the
main story b‘evtween the th0 governments in the iast three decades. In both camps,: this»
" comes from é matter of convenience. In Americé; the politicians don’t wantto seem -
,wéak on the issu¢ of Iran. Ansari ‘(200.6: 132) emphasiies that politicians in the U.S. are
“uh\}villing- to“risk valuable political capital in an election year by appearing to be softon
Iran.” In Iran, the polviti'cia'ns.demonize the U.S. to increase their coﬁtrol and crash de\INn

the domestic oppoéition and democratic movements. For example, Khomeini used the
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’ hostage crisis to‘ crash down vint‘erna_l opposition groups and to create an international
crisis to be the main focus of Vthe nation while: consolidating his own pQWer in Iran. | This |
mentality in tevo camps'_h.as worked as a:barrier >to open discussion of issues between the

US and Iran and streng‘thene_d» the current stagnated nar’r‘ative.,: |

E);temai faetors ere _oiher e'lements in fhis harratbivei of hosti.li'fty_. Whenevef tﬁere

‘ Was a chance for engagemen_t, other intereSte_d ’paﬁies areund vthis matter played a’

destruct‘ive role. Ansari (2006: 166) argues‘that “‘r”nany regiqnai cQuntries, hailing, :

. 'Beneﬁted form the ruptufe»in Iran-US felafions, were deeply anfi;thetical to the less of

' invesrtment,‘ prestige, and importance that would result from a rapbroehement between the )
United States andvirar; L 'As a fesult, as he continues, extensive “efforts were made to
remind Wéshingtbn of Tehraﬁ’s continued erimity towards the Israeli State and prevent
any reaseessmeht of U.S. rel‘ations. with Iran” (2006: 184). Countries such as Isfael,
Saudi Arabia,»and Pakristan justify their defense budget énd ’their U.S. economical and
milita;y assistance by exaggerating the threat of Iran to Washingfton.v These countries’
which benefit from the antagonism betWeen the U.S. and Iran have not been very
sympathetic to the vide\a of engagement. This external “asi:)ect of the American-Iranian
relationship, which in many wajs is out of their immediate control, makes engagement
more 'challenging.ﬂ - |

The U.S. approach towards Irem reflects a neg'at‘ive American perspective in
re g‘ar:d to the Isiarnic Republic. Ansari (2006: 3) argues that for the U.S. adrﬁihistrations,

“Iran is not simply a probl‘em,, it’s the proeler_n. It’s not just a member of the Axis of

Evil, but the founding member, ‘the chief sponsor of state terrorfis'm, of to use a more

“recent characterization, the central banker for terrorism.” Under this circumstance, Iran

N
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-became a taboo where no pioliticians dered td look at the Vis‘sues constructively. Within
1 - this frarhework, the U.S. policy towards Iran followed a narrat‘ive Of hestility,‘which was
the ne;m. ‘President Bush’s speech in the State of Union in 2002 where he ;;Iaced Ifan .
ameng the Axis of Evil is interpret'ed Withi‘h the Seiiﬁe seheol Qf th’ought; i

| Neverrtheless', the harsh approach By 't‘he U.S. not»eplyidikd not help the U.S. court
a friendlier relationship‘With Iran, but aleo destroyed rﬁQderate elements within "the '
Iranian bolitical'system who eould have been a more reliable ally with the U.S.in the
lohg tefrh. AnsaLri (20'06‘: 1 8»9)'vexp1‘e’1_ins that‘ “Irahien pdlicy rhakers were ‘left' be\lyil‘rdered:
by the axis of evil speech and proved far more 'cr‘iti,cal; on their own foreign policy
: establishment than that of America.” After President Bush’s speech,,fermer"Ir“anian
reformist Presideht Khatami, who had put all his effort to recencile :Iran with the western
IWOrld, and had some relative' success .t(‘)' cenvince European co.untrie‘s,' became tﬁe target R
of the criticism of the hardline;s who make the policy. This speeeh weakened the
position of Khatami in Iranie_ri domestic policy when he faced harsh criticiem from
coﬁsewatives about his soft 'approech' towards the United States. Such destructive"
narrative in the U.S. has worsened the situation both in Iran and between the two :
countries. Further, such harsh rhetoric caused the rise of President Ahmadinejad in Iran
who ‘eoﬁtinues to oppress Iranian democratie fnovemenfs inside the co'lintry and conduct a
very 'agg}essiVe 4fore'ign:polic.)% voutside of it.’ - | |

Undei‘sta’nding Post Modern Complexities

.~ By considering Ricoéur’s_ (1/996: 7) proposal that the “identity of a group, culture,
people, or nation, is not that of an immutable substance, nor that of a fixed structure, but

~ that, rather, ofa recounted story,” the US-Iran complex. narrative has the potential to be
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ohanged in a more cohstructive way ’due to the possibility of a new-interpretatioh. ‘The
~ narrative idontity' theory will form a“béé,‘is of obServafion to analyZe the diéleotic between
‘th»e two.countrieov in the past and preso'ht time and will be conéidered 'aé a potential |
dialectic that oan generate possibilities. p | |
| " T_hat s‘éid; the creation of a now narrativo vfaces' Geertz’s (2005»)“2(':hallv¢nge of
undefstanding the post-plodvérr‘l»complexitie‘s presented to nations with mulfi-ethnio
identities, various narrative 'concems‘, and the ofton opposing priorities at the intematioﬁal
lévol_, which represent complex 'nationavl énd'international post-rpodern issues. “The énd
of coloriialism éltered radically the nature of the social relationship ..>.,” 'thé:refore, to deal
with these problems, we need to hav_é a post-modern approaoh (Geertz 1988:‘ 13»1);
- Simple pooitivisticv and military calculations may not be fit to deal with the corvnplexityof
issues today. Understanding the coﬁcems of ot_hérs in fhe intemational arena is a yital
' v'elembent' of diplomacy in foroign policy'making; This aligns well with Ga‘dam'er’s (2(:)04‘1;
306) concept of ‘quion of horizon” which argues that in “the process of understanding,, a
real fusing of hofizoﬁs oceurs ...” whero the two side's‘may expand their restrioted
| perspectiyes of the» other’.bs Yiews.

The meanings of thé issues énd events in the American-Iraniar’ircultures may
become clearer by obsérving; how they read ._thevhostage crisis in 1979. Sinoe, as Nye -
(2005: 170) explains, the objective is to ‘better understand the other si’d‘e of any gi?en'
issue, the “ﬁrst step inv moking a better case is a greater uriderstanding of how our polioies
oppear to others ....” The presence of the U.S.vin Iran and the hostage crisis were seen

- and interpreted in two completely different ways in the two countries. Americans saw
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the event as a clear hostility by irrational religious extremists towards the U.S. diplomats
in Iran. Farber (2005: 154) notes: -
The American mass media portrayal of everyday Americari_s suffering at the
hands of foreigners — Islamic foreigners, in particular — resulted in a widespread
public misunderstanding of American foreign policy. Thus, the American mass
media coverage of the Iran crisis helped persuade Americans to see themselves as
victims of “terrorists”'who irrationally hate “‘us,” rather than to recognize that
Iranians had attacked the U.S. embassy in response to American policy in Iran.
' When the media and politiciaﬁs simplify the event as an irrational act by foreigners and
look at it through that glass, they act superfically. The complcxity of the world today
‘requires a much deeper analysis of events to understand them fully.
On the other hand, the hostage crisis had a totally different meaning for the
Iranians. In his analysis, Farber (2005:-155) explains that Iranians
saw the U.S. embassy officials they had captured as representatives of the
American government, which had subverted their political system, supported a’
dictator who had tortured and killed dissidents, and sought to destroy their
revolution. Where the American people saw individuals and their families, the
- Iranian revolutionaries saw a superpower that had always treated their nation,
their culture, and their religion as expendable pawns in a bigger game.
In such a circumstance, the hostage crisis for Iranians was completely a Iegitimate action,
because it was an act of prdtest against a superpower who sought to destroy the legacy of
anation. By the seizure of the embassy, Iranians wanted to signal their discontent with
- the American foreign policy of interference in Iran. By determining Iran as an evil and
irrational country, the Americans’ view remained on the surface rather than representing
deep understanding of the issue. This pattern of simplistic view towards Iran,
unfortunately, still is alive and common among American policy makers and leaders.

President Bush’s State of the Union address in 2002 e_xerhpliﬁes this, because the .

speech simplified the issue to a minimum level of discuSsibn. szezinski (2005: 16)
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. describes the U.S. 'foreign policy iﬁ recent years as “a notion that is élvwaysA(F:ongenial to
an ar,qused' publ‘ic mood, but whose black-and-white view Qf the world‘ignéres'the shades
of"gr‘ay that define 'ﬁmét gl@b‘al_dilemmas.” -From Milani’s Lost Wisdgm (2004),’ we find
tﬁat there are many narratives v‘in Iran that deal differently with th¢ concepf of modernify '
reprgsented by the West. Ther e is the narrative that "déscribes con’sefyatiVes in Iran as
people wh()» do not want to d’eal/ w1th moderni_ty 'a‘_t'all._' There 'is'.t‘h.e na,rratiive of moderate 1
, reliéivous" thatb‘dqeksi v‘va’nt‘t(ﬂ) pro_vidé a moderate imége of Islam an.dkis open to'- ‘thé_concept‘
of modernify based on a lm_oderate interpretation Qf Islvami»cvlaws. There is aléo. ‘t'he '
: narrativé of Irarﬁan sécular démocréts tﬁat wants to haVé é aemocratic f)olitical Systeni _
and ’t"o have a fair relationship with thé W est. The awareness about these different
existiné ’movevlznents in the Irénian society helps to better .uﬁd‘érstand theAcomvplexity of
Iran és far'aé it relatés to the US-Iran adversarial narrative. The awareness of these layefs
in the‘Iranian society wbuld help Américan‘ policy rriakers torbe more effective in dealing
w1th the question’ of Iran.
| If the United States desires to remain a leading country in the world, it may need
to change its policies from leading b}v/‘ for(;e to vleéding by example in order to win the
| hearts of othersQ As Nye (2005: 167j-notes, the “abilitj}.'ofé countfy.to éitfract others
arises.froﬁq its culture, its values and domestic practices, and the pérceivéd legitimacy of
| ‘.its foreign policies.” Fof a lbng time,,fhe United ‘Statés had been a leading co‘untry‘ m the
world as an example and-insf)i;at,ion to others. In'it'he4 past few years, US foreign p,oliéy
declined to lead through the fo‘rcév of ifs military strengths. Brzezin.ski".(ZOOS: 19) notes
that powef “and forc e albné éré not sufficient to pfeserve AmériCan hegemony .

Coercion creates new antagonists but does little to prevent them fme?’ growing and
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‘ causing further problems. In dealing with the question of Iran, the UnitedStates may ,
better be off, if it starts to understand.Ir_an, Iranians’ .needs, and their behavior rather than

'threatening them with the policy'of regime change,'-sanctions,' and military attack. | Since

“I‘ranian people"‘have.sym‘pathy for theAmerican cuiture, a more diplomatic, culturally_— |
aWare, and comprehensive approach toevards Iran may attract.Iranians even more. As
Ury (2005: 180) indicates, the “goal shduld not be to end conflict but to transform it, to

| change its form from violence and warfare to dialOgue v

" Need for Dialogue

: Former United Nations S‘ecretary, Kofi Annan-(2005: 955 claims that dialogue
“nrovides a vehicle for advancing.cooperation.?’ In response to Samuel Huntington’s »
(1993) call for a “clash of civilization,’; on the same line as Annan_, former Iranian .
president, Khatami (2000), calls for a “dialogne among civilizations,” and invites all
nations, inciuding Iran and the U.S., to discuss their differences in order to reach
v understanding, This was a cdmnletely different approach from that of Huntington; who |
suggests that nations woul‘d be ultimately forced to resclve_ their disputes through clashes.
Intellectu_als like Takeyh (2002) and Saunders (2001: 41-2) urge for a paradigm shift
,betWeen the U.S. and ‘Iran as they see the positivistic-military approach.as a wrong and
fruitiess way to addrevss .and change deep seated “human conﬂict across ethnic, religious,

"~ cultural, or even civilizations’ divides.” The relevance ef thisvsc‘holarlvy call for

| systematic dialogue with parties in\iolved ina confrontational mode in "ovrder to create a o
shift in paradigm aligns with Kearney’s i-(1998: 208) ‘power of the common.’ Through
imagination, language, dialogue, and discourse function as tne medium to generate the

dynamic of the dichUrse from confrontational to normal and transform relationships.
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The perspectives of these scholars reinforce my view that dialogue between the two
, natibns may create the understandfng propoéed by} Ricoeur (1992) and unfold the
possibility of ghange spoke»of by Kearney‘(19‘98), tﬁen' perhaps the two sides may leave
‘their fixed and unmoving positions ana possibly see the other perspective as sﬁggested by
Gadamer (2004) in his concept of “fusion of horizons.’v’ . |

Rfcoeur (1992) talks about the relationship of »self and othg:r which constitute their
narrative identitvy.v According to his theory, a relationship between two separate entities is
deﬁﬁéd by how they interact with. each other. The di\visive lanvguagebof hostility and
antagonistivc actions from oné side may fuel further hostility and even violence in the
other camp. As former Secretary of United Nations, Annan (2005: 96) notes, }hostile
“rhetoric is all too often thé precursor to hostile 'acts, and hostile acts have a way of
escalating into yiolencé, conflict, and .worse.”

Khatami’s initiative for dialogue with the other was valuable because it indicated
the beginning of a constructive era in Iran’s behavior. Ansari (2006: 154-5) argues that
to “use the language of international relations, Khatami essentially discarded Vulgar
r¢alism and introduced a measure of constructivism into Iran’s foreign policy strategy. 5
The culture of mistrust had to be deconstructed and replaced by a more suitable edifice.” -
For almost 18 years after fhe Iranian revol‘ution, Iran was portraye;d as an irrational and

- aggressive country in the West. Khatami opened a new chapter fof Iran and its

" relationship with the western world. To establish Iran within the international‘
community; as Ansari (2006: 162-3) continues, “Khatami decided these issues could best
be addressed by placing them in an overall framework of reconciliation. He labeled this

‘the “Dialogue of Civilization,” a direct response to the pervasive thesis of a “Clash of
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| v'(v_livilizatibns,”_ emphasi?ing the importance iof“ éulturél, meaningful csmmunicétion.”
‘ Unfoftunately, the hardiiners‘in the United States disinissed,Khatami’s proppsal for
dialoguéf, not kﬁowirigthat, a_s a rssult o'fv'thevi:r mispalculatipn,rthé}; WOuld:faCe an'L'lltr'a-
| C}(‘)nse‘rvétiv've Irémian pré:sidef‘lt WEo would take a very harsh position towards the U.S. 1 "
The ',United' States may n‘eed’to open up a line for dialogue since ciiélogue has

: ﬁroi/en to be,ths mqsfe.ffe:st.ive‘way to resblvs critical issues in the intematioﬁal‘ arena.r
"‘Rscevnt chénge of the U.S; ap‘;‘)roachFWith countries such as Libya and Northkbféa in |
N reg:élfd:to fheir nuclear prograrhs i’sv a clear pfoof about the poWer of dialogus and how it
can wo.r'kv tsward changi’ng the dynamiss. If ‘djalogue occ>urs, through a process of
interactioh, the U.S. may be'able to engage Irénians on a variety of critical topics. Up ;[o
this point, as Ansari (2006: 213) explains, for bothv,;sides, “engagérﬁent was an act of
' treason. It was a view that dove-tailed neatlyrwith the perspective of American heiwks, o
who likewise considered any form of compromise with the Islamic Revolution
 tantamount ts treason. Engagement would, by. necessity, affect the ﬁature of the
Révo_lutidn L7 because it opeﬁs up and iconnvects Tran to the outside s)vorid. A normal
relatiohshif) with the rest of the wald; which is the desirej of ,fnodéfa_tes in Iran, can
empbwef them in Iranian doméstic politics. As far asconcems the UsS., d'iéloguébcould
be an éffeptive way to tackle hard-liners in Iran, help the moderate nartatives to ﬂsurish,
and open up possibilities. - |

L As fdr my‘r,esearch, ther qhestion isWhether there is a possibility'for change in this
hdstilc and restricted paradigni. /What wbuld be the function of my text in fhis quarrel iﬁ
the intérnational arena? Ricoeﬁr (1981) and his éOnc_ept of re-figuration of time through

fiction may help me to encourage my reader to interpret the relationship between the U.S.
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and Iran in a new light and consequently, to interpret the responsibilities of leaders in this

same light. A

The Use of F ictio‘n in Re-Figuration of Time < |
“Ricoeur’s (1988: 185-95) nOtion of reconstruction of time in narrative through ‘
ﬁction highlights the potentials that exist in the history of the US Iran relationship, which
were 1gnored under the hostile status of the two countr1es in the past three decades. My
‘text works as a ﬁction to realize such potentiaIs, for as Ricoeur (1981: 296) argues,“‘the
world ofvﬁction leads us to the heart of the real world of action.” Although the research -
in this text may seem idealistic, such idealism is a necessary antidote’to the current ’
paradigm. As Michael ‘Province at the University of California in San Diego emphasizes,
, the United States lacks a COmprehenSive updated foreign policy‘for the 21° centurywhich
~ could be materialized through imagination in a fictional Work to liberate itself from its
' Current outdated,paradigr’n and further, as Ricoeur (1988: 191) notes: |
 one of the functions of ﬁction bound up with history is to free, retrospe'ctiyely, ,
certain possibilities that were not actualized in the historical past, it is owing to its
quasi-historical character that fiction itself is able, after the fact, to perform its
- liberating function. The quasi-past of fiction in this way becomes the detector of =

possibilities buried in the actual past. '
In this text, my aimis to offer a new approach, based on the‘understanding of the other
| players 'and their concerns rather than con"dernning them, in hope of reaching consensus
and long lasting agreements. My fictional work invites leaders and policy makers to
move beyond the restricted paradigm that was the dominant approach 'in the 20" century,
where the approach was primarily one of looking at the relationship 1n terms of strategic
| planning, regional hegemony, and military intervention and instead proposing an

approach that avoids the mentality that caused the opportunities of the past to be ignored.
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: | Leaders frorn bothcountri_es have expressed understanrling that the'current .
'parad_ig‘m‘nee:ds to change, yet‘ these occasions were lost under the shad_ow of antagonism.
Fo_r e_xamnle, -onelost,opportunity occurred when President Clinton made »‘an overture
- toward making amends (Farmanfarmaian and Zonivs’ 1999: 33) when‘ he sa1d

| 1 th1nk it is 1mportant to recognlze however that Iran, because of its enormous
~ geopolitical importance over time, has been the subject of quite a lot of abuse .
from various Western nations. And I think sometimes it’s quite important to tell

- people, look, you have a right to be angry at something my country or my culture .

- or others that are generally allied with us today did to you 50 or 60 ... years ago.
On the Iranian side, former PresidentKhatami wasn’t able to take former Pres‘ident |

_ Cllnton S message of sympathy for Iranians and use the occasion to break through the
'past and create new ties because of the foul taste left by the coup and current pohtlcal
b mlndset in his own country. These understan‘dlngs never materlallzed as meaningful
o ‘ctialogue because the two countries remained ’prisoners of their‘hostil'ity towards each
' other. The hope ils' that the reconstruction of their history‘,through.this fictional work may
prouide a.'chance for policy makers to look .at missed opportunities and learn from the .
, ~past, which may helb them to realize a constructive nar‘rati’ve.' .Although my story cannot
change the past, the hope is that this ﬁction: and its vmea‘ni'ng» may have the power to _
reﬁgure the past and shape a better ftlture. o
~ Summary.
In the review of literature, the politrcal, anthropological, hernwneutic, -anct socio¥
- cultural elements serve as a comprehenswe framework to analyze the hlstorlcal )
}background nat10na1 identity, complex1ty of Iranian society and the US Iran relat1onsh1p, o

and the need for dialogue to dealwrth this post modern conflict. The complexity of the

issue requires a meaningful dialogue to underStand the conflict and try to approach the
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’prolb)le‘ms differently. In the review of{literature‘, I wove these different"aspects togethér
in order to represent the rﬁultipliéity of aspectS involved in this conflict. Wit-houf paying

: atteﬁtio_ﬁ to -thése different laYers, an'd by sirn_plif‘yin.g‘ tvhe‘problem as a ‘good vs. evil’
confrvont.ati‘on, it may not be possible tQ‘_corﬁprehend fully the vis»s‘ues.‘ To create a- - |
meaningful narrative, I apply bélqw ‘Ricoeur"s (1988) con;:ept of emplOtmént in rhy re- -
ﬁguration‘of timé between the U.S. and Iran. With this concept, I illbustrate how I
reconstruct thé US-iran ;éilafionship in a new way in order fo generate a new
understanding. T‘hisapprvoa»chr may hélp to better.understand Iran’s history, naﬁohal -

_ identity, énd‘ the cbmplexity of ‘IvslamiCARepublic in relation to Ythe‘Unitved States. -

| 1 provide the background of the country and literaturefevi'ew to presént-a
background for this research topic and different views in regérdlto thisvissue. Since ‘the
aimris to revealya new way of thinking by the end of this rese'aréh, it is"helpful to examine
 the past history of these two natibns. As Ricoeur (1988: 191) discussesr,‘ “in order er us
to be disposed to believe [in the possible altemati?e], the probable must fhave a relaf[ion of
Verisimilitudg to what has been.” The review of the past enables me to find 'potent‘ials
that existed in the paét, but wefe neVér actualized. Based on tﬁesé' potentials, myv' -
alternative proposal is the reéult of a more interpretive reviéw of this past which forms

the narrative identity of 'th¢ tWo,countfiés. Now, it is time to move to the hext Chépter: to

illustrate the research process.
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CHAPTER IV‘
'RESEARCH PROCESS
| Introduction
The process in this re's,e_arch weaves critical hermeneutic philfosophjr with my

expldration of the US-Iranian hostile relationship. This section is b?iSéd on thévidea that |
iﬁterpretivé _thebyry isa relevénf source fo enlighten the data'1’ _thét are obt;iined thrdugh
reée'éréh COhvérsationS. This section presents the theoretical fouﬁdations fof the reséarch
ahal}’sis, the c>o‘nc‘eptﬁal vfran'l,e‘work for conducting the‘ réséarch, the research ’protoéél‘for
d;ita' cbllection, data analysis’ process as itvrelates' to this study, pilot study, and summary.'.
Thé réseéréh process is>é cornerstone of my enti;é research broject, connecting themes of
the country’s background, literature réview, and déta with the critical hermeneutic theory‘
‘fepresented by Ricoeur (1983, 1992), Kearney (1998), and Gadamer (2004). -

Theoretical Foundation

’ Introduction
The theoretical foundation serves aé a framework forvinterpretation and discussion
- of aspects of interpretive theory for the research analysis. This section is based on the
belief that critical hermeneutic phil_oséphy offers an appropriate theo_retical basis to
| illﬁfninat.e the data gafhéred from the res.ear'ch coﬁversations.»

In this sectioh, elements of intefpretive thébry are uséd that appear most‘ relevant
as r’eys_earc,h‘ catégories-fbr the analys‘i's of the c‘urr'erzlt.tension betweén fhe Unitéd States
and Iran. These theories also create a frameworkb for new alternatives of change.

‘ .’ Thgorisvts-'such as Ricoeur (1983,;1992)‘, Kearney (1998), and Gadamer '(12004)vare ‘

employed for the interpretation of the data. In the first section Ricoeur’s concept of |
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mimesis, is applied to review and reinterpret the past; mimesiss is used te feadh a better
understanding for generating new pbssibilities; and I use mimesis; to imagine the ideal
possibilities which may enable leaders to envision an alternative conrse of action for the
present in this U.S.-Iran relationehip. To understand and move beyond the past, however,
it is necessary to apply Ricoeur’s (1996, 2004) concepts of “founding events” and
“forgiveness.’.’ Founding events help the reader to better comprehend the foundations of
misfrust between the two states and forgiveness helps to break through the past barriers.
The on-going back and forth within the three stages ofmi»mesis forms the narrative
identity of the US-Iran relationship. Kearney’s “power of imagination” reinforces
Ricoeur’s mimesis; and shows how imagining an ideal future can be eonceptualized to
alter the current paradigm between the two naﬁons. Finally, Gadamer’s coneept of fusion
of horizon perides a forum to create a proper environment to enlarge views and expand
understanding where new prospects can be reached for engagement; as a result of this
maturity, change from an adversarial narrative toward one of understanding may occur.
Mimesis

Ricoeur (in Kearney 1998: 242) uses narration as a construetion of meaning in
time and defines “narrative as the synthesis of the heterogeneous, that is, the capacity to
re-describe reality by combining elements dispersed in time and space into some kind of
coherent pattern.” To combine these dispefsed elements in time and space into a
comprehensive narrative, he uses the concept of mimesis, which is moving backward and
forward in time in order to obtain a new meaning out of the events. Kearney (2004: 131)
- aligns with Ricoeur saying that narration preserves “the meaning that is behind us so that

we can have meaning before us. There is always more order in what we narrate than in
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whatv we ha\:{e. actually already lived; and this narrative excess ... of order, coherence and
uﬁity, is a prime example Qf thé creative pdwer of narration.” Furtﬁermo?e, Ricbeur
(1981f 1>8:0):‘deféfnds his constructionvby'expl'ainving that f‘mimesi§ is not >a‘chy:. mimesis
: . 1s ‘p‘ovz"esis‘, thét is, cdﬁétruction, creétion.” As defined thus, mim>esis"is an Vinnov‘a'ti\:/e
| -recbﬁstmcfion of the tirh_e m narration. vRicloeur elaborétes,rusing thé deﬁnition to
| uhderstéﬁd the~de‘vélopment of evventsv before the conclu_sionb of them. Ricoeuf (1983: 67)
érgues‘kthat to “understéﬁd the story is to undersfahd how ‘and why the successive
episodes led to this éonclusi(')n ...” The concept of mimesis is 'use’ful 'fov'r the analysis of
the U.S. and Iran relationship because it helps to illuétréte thé present sfalemate By better |
undérstanding th¢ pasf'episodes in order‘to refigure a new relétionsh_ip. |
| In reconstructihg time in narrative and obtainiﬁg a meaﬁir‘lg out of it, Ri§Oeur
| (1983: 53)'establishe$ thrgé stages of mimesis to cover ‘past, present, and future: |
| In constructing the relationship between the thfee mimetic modes I constitute the :
mediation between time and narrative. Or to put it another way, to resolve the
problem of the relation between time and narrative I must establish the mediating
role of emplotment between a stage of practical experience that precedes it anda -~
stage that succeeds it.
‘ | "Ricoeilr offers the concépt 6f _mimesisl as referred to the past, prefﬁgurat‘ion;‘ mimesis; as
" ; referréd tf) present, conﬁguratioﬁ; and mimesiss as referréd to future, ré#ﬁgﬁration. The
' Qur'p‘ose‘o‘f ‘mimesis' can be éummérized by Saying that the potential fc;r change lies in Quf
- ability to re‘co gnize, -undé_fStand, and redress what has happenéd, and tb créateﬁew -
structures an‘drways of thinking and interacting in the future.
Mimesisl | |
| Mimesi51 aifr;s ét eStabliéhing anew rel_ationship between self and the other

 through a new interpretation of the past. Ricoeur (1981: 152) notes that “it is a self and |
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| anther, posed in psychological terms, tiiat' ihterprétation pursﬁes; interpretatibn always |
aims at a reproductibon, a Nac‘hb‘ivldung, of lived experignce's.” He courité on this
pdssibility be‘cause h¢~ believes the ideniity is‘ a dynamic entity that :dévelobs itself

through retelling overrtime. ~Ric6eur (1996: 7) ,afgilés‘that the “identity of a group,
culti;re, people, or nation, is not that of an immutaBle substanée, .an that of a ﬁx’ed .
Sfructure, bu,t’ that, rather, of a recqunted story;” By récountirig a pasf hisibry, a har'ratorv .
may be able to ‘portraiy the same past in a new light‘deri,vved.fromi a different perspective. -
This ;new persiiective ma}.{ géneiate new undérstanding aild provide m_oinentum fora riew ,
course ‘of action in the relationship betWeen the two sélves.~ In the cés;e of this text, .
thxough a ré—cdnstruction, I aiim to generate a new narrative foi‘ the. US an,d Iran ba‘tsed‘ |
ona nei)v look at their paSts;.' To reintérpret the past in a new Way, however, a light needs
to be shed on paét events. o

Founding Events

There are historical events that do not easily fade from a people’s memory. These =
events become a source of stagnation for the people who experience them. Ricoeur
(1996: 7) refers to these events as founding events which are:

the influence exercised over the collective memory ... the repeated

commemoration and celebration of which tend to freeze the history of each -

cultural group into an identity which is not only lmmutable but also dehberately
and systematically 1ncommun1cable
The shock of the founding events is so intense, important and unsettling that the import
remains in people’s historical memory. Asa result of the gravity of this memory, it
becomes a part of their identity, in a way that the remembrance of these events prevents

people from envisioning new possibilities. This rigid formation of cultural identity can

-stop a people from movihg beyond their horizon and shifting their paradigin. If this
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rigidity becomes a tradition, it can cause further restrictions for future generations to
move beyond their respective norm. The concept of founding event is crucial for my
research analysis since both the United States and Iran are caught up in such founding
events: the CIA 1953 coup in Iran and the 1979 American hostage crisis in Tehran.

However, there are alternatives to break through such a limited horizon.
Recounting the same event in a different way provides an avenue of release from the
chains of the founding events. Ricoeur (1996: 8) suggests that these founding events can
be recounted by the cultures involved and notes that in “this exchange of memories it is a
matter not only of subjecting the founding events of both cultures to a crossed reading,
but of helping one another to set free that part of life and of renewal which is found
captive in rigid, embalmed and dead tradi\tions.” Through telling and exchangir;g of
stories and interpreting differently, it may be possible to move beyond clichés and
overcome the horror of founding events within a tradition. Participatory research
conversations provided me this opportunity to discuss this With experts from both sides
and reflect their views in this text. Both the U.S. and Iran desperately need to move
beyond their rigid position based on their experienced founding events in order to open a
new chapter in their relationship. To move beyond the established norm, however,
forgiveness may be a necessary step.
Forgiveness

Ricoeur (1996) explains that forgiveness is a necessary element to diminish the
effects bf founding events from the historical memory of a group or a nation.
Forgiveness comes through a process of retelling and exchanging stories of the past.

Ricoeur (1996: 9) explains that forgiveness is “a specific form of the revision of the past
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' and,th‘rough it, of the spéciﬁc narrative identities.” By recounting and retelling the past
events, the groups involved in the: event-s may see the events in a different manner, vVhich

~may prov1de them a new way of th1nk1ng, actlng, and a reduction of the events grav1ty‘
By exchanglng the1r perspect1ve of those events the groups 1nvolved in th1s process may |

- see and comprehend the other’s posltlon and in domg 50, begin to understand the |

-suffermg of the other |

Ricoeur (1996: 9) adds that-“the exchange of memori’es must no longer be

’1nvest1gated through the perspective of glorlous deeds but rather through this new )
perspect1ve of suffermg For the groups involved i in the events it “is necessary this time |
to proceed from the suffering of others; 1mag1n1ng the suffering of others before re-
examining one’s own.” Before taking positions and justifying actions, one needs to |

-imagine how other people suffer from one’s actions. This observation may move parties

*from their rigid position to develop empathy for the otheri In the case of US;Iran,'instead
of accusation, it may be more constructive if the United States as a world leader,

| recognizes the suffering of Iranian peoplein the post 1953 CIA coup, which prevented

| Iran from developing_ into a real democracy. In addition, forgiving Iran because of its

wrong domg in hostage crisis, not only illustrates a ‘world leader’s gener051ty, but also

may lead Iran to see the suffering of the Amerlcans during American d1plomats captivity

~and admit their wrong doing in the embassy assault. These interwoven 1nteractrons may

open possibilities fora rnore' empathetic and meaningful engagement.

" Mimesis; - - . | |

| » Ricoeur’s concept of mimesis; refers to the act of emplotment of the unrealized ,

~ potentials of the past in order to configure a new narrative based on those missed

63



potentials. Ricoeur (1983: 53) explains that mimesis, functions as mediation between the - |
. 'past and the future in conﬁguring a present by act of emplotment. ‘Mimesis, intervenes
between a past that we already lived and a future that we desire to live in:

- the very meaning of the conﬁguratmg operatlon constitutive of emplotment is a
result of its 1ntermed1ary position between the two operations I am calling
mimesis; and mimesis;, which constitute the two sides [/ ‘amont etl ‘aval] of i
mimesis;. By saying this I propose to show that mimesis, draws its intelligibility
from its faculty of mediation, which is to conduct us from the one side of the text
to the other, transﬁgurlng the one s1de 1nto the other through its power of
configuration. :

Ina literary sense, mimesisé is conducted by the author. who .'by emplotment of lived past.
events, seeks to conﬁgure a story that never had a chance to be actuahzed The stage
between preﬁgurlng apast and reﬁgurlng a future composes the conﬁguratlon of the
present; the action that is taken in present tlme based on the past experiences with a look
to the future ideals. It is my intention to shed light on the past history of the U.S. and
Iran by finding potentials‘for configuration of a new narrative that best serves the two
nations and satisfies my responsibility as the author.

* Mimesis;

‘Mimesis; refers to the text and reader’s imagination and the ideal world they want
to live in. Ricoeur (1983: 71) argues “I shall say that mimesis; marks the intersection of -
the world of the text and the world of the hearer or reader; theintersection, therefore, of
the world configured by poem and the world wherein real action occurs and unfolds its
~ specific temporality.” Herda (1999: 77) comments that in mimesis; the “researcher and
- participant here are interested not in what is behind the text, but what the text opens for

* future possibilities.” Mimesis; is therefore the stage where the reader in front of the text

" may reach new horizons that were not options before. It is the readers in front of the text
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and their imagination that‘may lead them to reﬁ'guré these existing ideal choiées. Herda
continues‘ fhat it “is an intersection of the text and the reader and creates an imaginary
world we might inhabit. If wé cannot imagine ... we can never live in a world différent |
fro‘m the current conditions.” As the researcher, I carry the responsibility of creating a
text by a new emplotment for my reader who by “tﬁe- act of reading is thus the operator
that joins mimesis; to mimésisz.v It is the final indicator of the refiguring of tﬁe world of |
~ action under the sign of the plot” (Ricoeur 1983: 77). There is satisfaction for the author
if his imagination, represented in his text, can generaté hlS reader in front of the text to
imagine new possibilities. Should this text help the readefs figure out new possibilities, it |
can be claimed that the stage of mimesis; worked.

Narrative Identity

The idea of forgiveness involyes a re-seeing of the self in the other, of picturing

one self as the oth¢r. As Ricoeur (1992: 3) notes, as “long as one remains within the

' éircle of éaméness-identity, the otherness of the other than self offers nothing original.”
As long as the United Statgs and Iran rémain captured by biases of their fbunding events,
fhe narrative identity of the two nations remains constant, and forgiveness ‘will not occur.
‘Within the notion of identity, Ricoeur (1 992) recognizes two pole's that playvimportant
roles in his concept of narrative identity. He distinguishes “sedimentation” and
“innovation” as two dimensiohs of narrative identity and names them respectively idem,
sameness, which is pemianent'in time, and ipse, selfhood, which appropriates itself to the
changes over time. Ricoeur (in Kearney and Dooley 1999: 8) stresses that the “difficulty
of being able to deal with changes through time is one reason why identity is so fragile.”

The identities of the U.S. and Iran rest in the tradition of mistrust. However Ricoeur
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(1991a: 429) emphasizeé that the “shéping of a tradition in effect'rests on the interaction -
) betw;en the two fac}t‘of‘s of innovation and sedimentat__ior;.” Todaf the ‘sedimeritation‘ :
dimension of the two.countries” identity is dofnina’nt within the notion of theif narrative
identity, the process of innovation is discontinued, and the renewal of the identity is
parallyzed‘.‘ Tb change the étagnation, their narr;tives need to be recounted and the évents :
» must be reﬁgured; » |

‘ The Power of Imaginafioh

The idea of the power of imagination derives from'Keaméy’é (1 98‘8: 370-1) .
notion that _the “poetic imagination would riourish the conviction thét things can be
chahg’ed. The first and most effective step in this direction is to begin to imagiﬁe that the -’
world as it is could b‘g otheMise. ” Looking at the stagnated relatio‘nv.s'hip between the
United States and Iran, Kearney’s 'concept of the power of imégination 'insp'ired. me to use |
this concept for r‘nyvres'earcAh, ‘imagining that things éan be otherwise than_'t'hey héve been _
in the past threé decades between the U.S. and Iran.
) As Kearney (1996: 185) no;es, “narrative imagination opens us to the foreign:

World of others by enabling us‘to tell or hear other stories.” Imagination js a ﬁééessary
7 element to conceptﬁéliié an"ideal alternative for the future. It can hclp us to expar.l‘cliﬁ,our

"horizonvs‘ and circumn‘avigaté impasses that‘brlock us. Keame‘y (A1998’: 226),riot>es’thati it
“i§ the schematizing pdwér of imagination which opens the possibility of s‘ome kind of
unified horizon fbr our diverse action.” If we think and act different‘than‘ the established
paradigm, ‘our n¢W thbﬁghts and actions might gevnerate,differeht possibilities, o'r’as

‘Kearney (1998: 228) explains, “to unrealize repressive realities in favor of emancipator -
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possibilities.” In the past 30 years, inaction -has only resul‘tedvin a stagnated relationship.
If the aim is to alter this sedimentation, then imagi_nation 'niay‘ have an important role.

Imagination can be as simple ,as'little_stories that people share with each other, R
which can generate larger scale rnovernent in oiir interconnectedi world.i Kearney (1998:
'228) deScribes irnagination as little stories that we tell, that

are recounted, inventerl, heard, played out. It is a‘eulture where the people does

not exist as a Subject, but rather as an accumulation of thousands of little .

histories, futile and serious, and which permit themselves to be drawn together to

constitute larger stories ... to form what one calls the culture of a civil society. .
Narrating alternative stories of the US and Iran relationship may provide enlightenment :
for the reader as a new way of th_inking about the issue at hand. In my conVersations,

' each one of the discussionswith rny participants is a little story that,is to be shared, t’hat
~ can shed light on :one aspect of the Ui.vS. and Iran relationship, that may open up a new
possibili‘ty,and_ which may help my reader conﬁgure a new course of action. The hope is
that the summation of these stories, at the end, may provide an alternative that is,strong
enough to challengethe current status qho.

To change our horizons, we need to attend to these counter narratives whi_ch
Kearney (1998: 251) thinks “serve an ethical-critieal purpose as alternative stories to the
official stories, as’ truncated or subversive narratives that brush history against the grainv ’
and put the dominant poWer in question.” OQur stories can challenge the official story of
the two states which are stagnated with the policy of status qﬁo. 1If we don’t tal<e '
,initiatives, as Kearney (1998: 228) warns, the ‘fzstatlis quo reignssuprerne for as long as
we refnse our utopi'an capacity to imagine things be‘ing ‘otherthan they are.” Since the ‘,
official story of the US-Iran relationship has been a stagnated.narrati\‘/e of blarne and

hostility toward each other in the last three decades, there is a pressing need to imagine a -
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new narrative that might help to challenge the existing norm and change the current
course of action.
The Fusion of Horizon

Gadamer (2004) introduces the notion of “fusion of horizon” as an expansion of a
person’s perspective towards the others expressed either by an individual or in a text in
order to enlarge a person’s view. He (2004: 301) first defines the horizon as “the range
of vision that includes everything that can be seen from a particular vantage point.
Applying this to the thinking mind, we speak of narrowness of horizon, of the possible
expansion of horizon, of the opening up of new horizons, and so forth.” Within a
horizon, there are individuals whose vision is limited and those who can see into the
remote possibilities. Gadamer continues:

A person who has no horizon does not see far enough and hence over-values what

is nearest to him. On the other hand, “to have a horizon” means not being limited

to what is nearby but being able to see beyond it. A person who has a horizon

knows the relative significance of everything within his horizon, whether it is near

or far, great or small.
A fusion of horizon, therefore, can be the orientation of individuals, or groups, to move
towards the other’s perspective which may enable the individual to develop new insights,
new understandings, and a more expanded perspective. Gadamer (2004: 302) adds that
the fusion of horizon is a “means to gét to know the horizon of the other person” or
group. It is expanding one’s field of vision, and way of thinking. He (2004: 304)
continues that to “acquire a horizon means that one learns to look beyond what is close at

hand — not in order to look away from it but to see it better, within a larger whole and in

truer proportion.” The inclusion of another horizon makes one’s own horizon larger
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~ rather than.causing its loss. As a result, through the fusion of horizon peo’ple enrich their
perspective by orienting themselves with the other’s 'standeint. |
In the last threedecades, the United States and Iran demonstrated. their

incapability to move beyond their antagonistic paradigrn. The two countries are
restricted by their c}logrnatic vievvsv toward each'other and remain. prisoners of their short
sighted views. Their political biases do not allow‘ them to see the other’s perspective.
Gadamer (2004: 304) notes that if “vve' put ourselves in someone else’s shoes, for
ei(arnple, then we will understand him — i.e., become aware of the otherness, the
indissoluble individuality of the’other person:—. by putting‘ourselves in his position.”
. With a constructive look into their past history, tne U.S. and Iran need to comprehend the
legitimate concerns of each other. As a country with‘ leadership standing in the world, a
possible U.S. initiative not only will snow the‘U.S. capability to extend its hand and
enlarge its horizon to include the Iranian’s, but also may enconrage Iranians to do the l‘
same and abandon their harsh rhetoric. As Sacks (2005: 112) notes, by doing so, the U.S.
shows that its “world has become bigger becanse it nowvinclu;les'you.” The minimum |
success is to neutralize the Iranian conservatives who always chose a hostile. course:of ,
action against the U.S. and never played a constructive role in decreasing tensions.

" The concept of fusion of horizon serves as a theoretical cornerstone to encourage
the U.S. and Iran to leave their dogmatic views towards‘eachother and enlarge their
- current restrictedﬁhorizons. The idea of a fusion of horizon, Ricoeur (1981: 62) explains,
“implies atension between what is one’s ownand what is alien, between the near and the

- far.” The US-Iran tension may be the result of historical misunderstanding, driven from
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fheir otherness with each’\o_ther, thi‘ch may be resolved if the two sides expand their
pérspeétives to emb'_race- thé other’s. |

| ~ Summary

- To engage the two nations together in order'to ¢Xparid their insight; dialiolgue is
the first crucial step to reach rr.lin>imu’m degree bf under‘sténdihgﬁ In responSé ‘to '
Kearney’s Question, -Ricoéuf (ianea_rney 2004: 120) 'a‘nswer‘s, thé “challengc is ;t(.’ bring
éonﬂicts to the level of discourse and not lef them degenerate into violence; to-accepf 'th'a’t -
they tell history in their c;wn Wordé as’ We tell our hi'stofy in'our 'own>Words, and that these
hisfories compete against éach othér in a kind of competition of discourse;” I uséd thé
| concepfs of mime’éis, founding evénts, forgiveness, imaginatidn, and fusibh of hovr‘izon as
my théoretic‘al.fc‘)undations bécause these concepts can proVide a context to assisf a
transition frovm a'coﬁfrontatiorial to a'discursive level betweenv the United States énd Iran
in this critical time. |

The Conceptual Framework for the Research Process

Introduction
- This section introduces the conceptual foundation of the protocol for data-
collection and analysis. The préposed theoretical frameWork for this research is
interpretive formed by a critical hermeneutic orientation to participatory inquiry drawn
from Herda. As Herda (1999: {9) explains, critical hermeneutic participatory research:
is a position to which one is summoned .... To recognize the summons is to
recognize the nature of critical hermeneutic participatory research. This
recognition transforms the manner of approaching the issues we investigate and -
- the position of the researcher. The researcher moves from a position of neutral

observer or social advocate to a position of being within a transformative act with
others. - ' ’

70



In this tradition, Herda (1999: 2) claims, the “work of participatory research is a text
creatéd by the researdher‘ and thé r¢search participants that opens the possibility of
movement from text td actidn.” The focus of this pai'tncrship of researcher and research
participants, creation of text, and movement towards action distinguishes the critical
hermenentic research from more traditional iésearch modalities in Ameridan academia.
Research in Criticnl Hermeneutic Tradition |
The nature of critical hermeneutic participatory research is grounded in the |
relatidnship with the nther throughdut the research process and thé new Way of -thinking
and understanding that may occur from the relationship. He‘rdab‘(l 999: 4-5) notes:
Participatory iese‘arch can chronicle the events, goals, meansy, peoplé, and v
consequences of our lives. It can also develop a story as a whole that opens up
new ways of thinking and acting .... Research is a shared process of
understanding and possible action with those in the research population as well as
a vehicle by which we can recognize our potential and our mistakes. ‘
By conducting a research conversation where both researcher and research participant are
led by the topic at hand, through partnership, imagination, and act of emplotment, a new
understanding may arise. However, the critical hermeneutic tradition involves a change
in assumptions, which requiies a reinterpretation of self, the other, and the surrounding
narratives. Herda (1999: 90) explains in “critical hermeneutic research, our attempt is to
bring biases out inio the open, not to technically reduce or c_dntrbl them.” The
understanding that may rise from this new diientation is what Gadamer (2004) calls
fusion of horizon ais documented above.
In the critical hermeneutic tradition, the role of researcher is always evolving as

compared to the static quality of more traditional research modalities in American

academia. Herda (1999: 87) clarifies:
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The role of the researcher is far different from than a collector of data, an expert, ‘
and neutral player, or a partner in a dialogue. The researcher’s orientation toward
the research event as a'whole gives opportunity for one to become a different .
~ person than before the research took place. It sets the researcher in a reflective
- and imaginary mode, thus opening new ways to think about the problems that
, drew one to research in the ﬁrst place.
In interpretive ‘participatOry research conversations, the researcher encourages
 participants to be fully involved in the research. "As they are engaged with the research
topic-and their conversation progresses, they may both gain insights-and deVelop new -
understandings that may expand their horizons.
~ Summary
As Herda (1999) explains, the aim in the participatory research COnversation ina
critical hermeneutic tradition is to change the positivistic paradigm that has influenced
research in the applied ﬁelds and social sciences for many decades. In interpretive
participatory research, the researcher does not consider the participant as an object that is -

- supposed to be examined. Instead, both researcher and participants try to reach new"

understandings of the research topic through a process of interaction and conversation.

HResearch Protocol for Data Collection
': Introduction ,
. At thecore of any research process, there is the collection, presentation, and' '
analysis of data. The integrit_y and systernatic thoroughness of the data collection process
‘follows a procedure that 1s authentic to the tradition within whi_ch the research»,_took place.
N Therefore, therecan be a line of continuity between the research topic, categories and
' questions, the collection and presentation of data, and analysis. This section includes the
data collection guidelines, research categories and guiding questions, research timeline,

entrée to Iran, research participants, research journal, language, and summary.
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 Data Collection Guidelines
Data were collectéd through research ‘convers‘a_ktion"s with panicipaﬁfs from

schq'larly ’iﬁstitution§ or governmenf seétors wI;o are active on Sdme level with Américan- E
Irahian affairs,‘ be it research or leadership. Since the intent of this research is an inquiry
to understand better the US-Iranian relatiohship and to pursue a dialqgue that may
promote a 'ﬁlore beneficial WOrking rfelaﬁon’ship, conversation partners were selected to
B represent fhe ‘\/‘aryihg perspectives_involved in’explor’irllgvthe i§sue.
Informal and formal coﬁvefsations,' whichllasted betheen 45460 minutes, were

: conducted in English, and in some caSés in Farsi, recorded, a’nd'transcribéd intd a written

 text for arialysis. General topics of the éonversations were provided to participants in

-advance for thejf reflection. Hovsbz‘ev'er, the specific .que>stions were not communicated to
. them in order to leave space for the participanfs’ originality of 'thoughts. Herda (1999:
98) notes that often “the second or even third conversation is carried out in a more
~ creative mode whereby the conversant can think about ways to address the problcm.” In
some cases, ‘furthef conv‘e.rsatic‘)ns did take place to address the uncovered area of the
research. Additional conversaﬁoﬁs addressed cfitically the issues missed during the first |
conversation. |

Research Categories and Guiding Questions
Thé preliminary research categories and leading questions were designed

according to the theofetiéal' frafnework, background of country, and feview of ’literétufe.
These'categories and quéétions served to collect data frofn participants during tﬁe :
re_search conversations. Herda (1999: 103) explains that "

As one goes through a review of literature, one needs to think about developing
certain categories that will help serve as parameters for the research project ...
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The researcher has the responsibility to make a decision about which categories
will shape a research project. This is an important decision because categorles
play a dynamic role in the research. They carry the project forward, serve as
markers for i inquiry, provide the circumference of conversations, and serve as
pomts or themes for discussion in analy51s
Phllosophers such as Rlcoeur (1983 2002), Kearny (1998), and Gadamer (2004) attracted
" my attention because I d1scovered that their theoret1cal c1rcI’e prov1ded an efﬁc1ent
theoretical support to deal with the crisis that exists between the United States and Iran.
~ The research categories were designed to retain the same tonethroughout various
research conversations to maintain_ consistency in the research, while the research
questions were modeled for generating conversations rather than for the purpose of
solicit‘ing--answers. The questions were changed as new understanding rose throughout
the research process in order to further and to deepen the critical value of the reséarch as
shown in Table One see page 75. For my questions, I followed Gadamer’s (2004: 368)
prem1se where questlonlng ‘opens up possibilities of meaning, and thus what is
meanmgful passes into one’s own thinking on the subject.” For this research, the

conyersations.were a part of total data set including documents, observations, my own

experiences, and journal entries.

RESEARCH o RESEARCH GUIDING QUES TIONS

CATEGORY |
Mimesis e Why have the U S. and Iran not been able to engage ina way

that moves the relationship in a positive direction?
e If the two countries once had peaceful tradition, why have they
~ abandoned this tradition? How did they reach this point?
e Historically, what are different social and political movements in
Iran? Can you describe these pro and anti-American movements
in the past and present?

Founding o What is the history of the two countries in the past? What are
Events ~ the important events? What was the influence of these events on
the relatlonshlp of the two countr1es‘7 : ’
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Narrative
Identity

' Forgiveness

In the narrative identity theory, there is a constant relationship

~ between the “self” and the “other.” How can this

interconnectedness be applied to the U.S. and Iran. relationship?
Could you descr1be how the potential within the social

Amovements in Iran?

' In this hostile relationship in international arena, is there any‘ ‘
space for the concept of “forgiveness?” Is there a possibility that

they can move beyond this antagonistic 'narrative? How?

The power of
_imagination

How can we generate new options to exit the current 1mpasse in-
the US-Iran relationship? S
What options to this crisis do you see?

What alternative ways of thinking can be 1mp1emented‘7

What role can academia play to generate alternatlves way of
thinking and acting? How? '

What are the challenges for the 1mplementat10n of these 1deas’7
Is there a way that we can influence and convince policy makers
to implement these ideas?

Fusion of
horizons

Is an engagement possible between the U.S. and Iran?

How is it possible to change this stagnated paradigm and break
from its confines?

What are the challenges to a meamngful dialogue and
engagement?

Why should they engage, if accusmg is easier and beneﬁc1al‘7
How is it possible to create new orientation towards
engagement? :

Table One. Research categories and guiding questions

iTimevline for the Research

The primary research time was between the months of May and November 2008.

I conducted six conversations with the experts in the field in the United States and two

‘conversations in Iran. My conversation partners are introduced in Table Two, see page

- 77. My trip to Iran was during summer 2008 where I conducted two formal /

- conversations with a researcher and freelance journalist and a graduate Student in political

science who have focused extenswely on matters related to foreign pohcy and

spec1ﬁcally on the US- Iran relatlonship and are knowledgeable about my research topic.
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: | Prior to my trip to Iran, I‘r_nadie' arran‘gements,wi-th four potential can‘didates in
iran-, bat ‘was ohly ablé to'haQe conversations with two of them in t‘hebsu‘mm-e,r ‘o‘f 2'008,.‘
Two govemmant ofﬁcials: did not parti-cipate as they initially indicated.

| N »Re‘searcvh Participants B
The rﬁain data -for this rés'earc»h" were gathé;ed ina tofal of eight fomal research
conve;satiohs-with professionals engaged in acadbemia, government agencies, and NGO’s
Who are involved w1th the US-Iran conflict. Sincé the intent of this»researich is torprovi‘de
compelling data for palicy' maker_s to think about shi_fting the current antaganistia
paradigm between the U.S. and Iran, convéréatjprls partners were selebct‘ed based on thejf |
| khdwledge .and awarefless of the US-I’rarvl relationship in the last half of a century in orde_r |
| tvo proVide a deeper iasight to this research. I originally pfopOsed certain. con?ersati,onal
parthers, but some chahgad due to their availability. Svi4x of my research panicipaﬁts live
“in the U.S. and two live in Iran. In one way or another, théy have been invo‘lved with the

povlritibcal aspectsbof the two countries during the last 50 years.

‘Name N Title Organization Language
- Dr. Abbas Milani Prof. of Iranian Studies | Stanford University CA | = English
Dr. William Beeman | Prof. of Anthropology University of English
“and Middle Eastern - Minnesota |
- Studies
Dr. Hooshang Prof. of Planning and ~ State University of " English
Amirahmadi - International - New Jersey ' o
Development & Director -
of Center for Middle
. Eastern Studies ,
‘Thomas Pickering | Ambassador Retired  English
Dr. Hamid Dabashi Prof. of Iranian Studies Columbia University ‘Farsi
S ‘ and Comparative
_ Literature
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Dr. Gary Sick Professor of Political Columbia University English
Science and Iran Expert

Mr. Abbas Abdi Researcher , Freelance Journalist Farsi
) (Iran) '
Mr. Babak M. " Graduate Student in University of Tehran Farsi
“Political Science (Iran) :
Dr. Michael . Prof. of History University of English E

- Provence’ California at San Diego | (informal)

Table Two. Chart of official conversation partners.

My pilot study conversation pannef, Dr. Milani
at Stanford University, (figure 1) has written extensively
on the US-Iran relationship. Abbas Milani is a research
fellow and co-director of the Iran Democracy Project at

the Hoover Institution. In addition, Dr. Milani is the

Director of Iranian Studies at Stanford University and a

visiting professor in the department of political science Dr. Abbas Milani
Figure 1

where I met him for our conversation. His expertise is
US-Iran relations and Iranian cultural, political, ahd security issues.

Dr. Milani is a former Professér of History and Political Science and Chair of the
Department at Notre Dame‘de Namur University and a Research Fellow at the Institute of
‘Intefnational Studies at the University of California at Berkeley. Milani also served as an
Assistant Professor in the Faculty of Law and Political Science at Tehran University anci
was a Member of the Board of Directors of Tehran University's Center‘for International
Studies from 1979 to 1987. He was a Research Fellow at the Iranian Center for Social

Research from 1977 to 1978 and an Assistant Professor at the National University of Iran

77.




, yfr'oryn 1975t0 1977. Heisa merriber Qf the Arne_rican Association of Political Science, the
American Academy of Political and ‘Social‘Sci_enCe, and the AS_s'ociation of I‘rénian Studies.
Dr. William O. B{eema‘n (figure 2) was my second converéatidn paftner. I talked‘,

With Be‘ernan duri’ng his‘trip to California in December.2007. Bceman is Professor and

‘ éhaif of the Departfflcnt.of ,Anthropology at the

A UniVersify of Minneédta. Beérnan’s research
includes th:e language styles anci socio-cultural

4 p'qtterns in-'I‘ran'and traditional theatre in fhe Middle
Easf. He spént tifné iﬁ Iran in order to.condu‘ct

research for his book, Languagé, Status, and ;

- Power in Iran. He also has a very insightful -

Dr. Wiliiam O. Beeman

second book on Iran, The “Great Satan” vs. the 4
‘ ‘ Figure 2

“Mad Muilahs. 4 This s‘econd book not o‘nly
,showéd his dépth of knowl‘edge'*a‘bout ‘Ira.n, but also wés eye opening for me to better '
understand the éultura} différences between the Unitedr States and Iran. | Currently, his -
>resea-rch tdpicé a’ré philOsophic anthropolqu and peasant and nomadic sb_cietiés in the
Middlé East, barticﬁlarly Iran-and fhé Pgrsian Gulf region. |
‘Dr.' Hooshang Amirahmadi ('ﬁguré 3) was my tﬁird convérsati,on partner.
) Ami‘rahmadi holdé é Ph.D. in planning-and international chélobment from Cornell
‘ Univefsity and is a professor of thé Edward J. Bloustein School of Plannil‘lg'and!Publ‘ic
Policy, at Rutgyérs’, 'The State Universify of .Nevw‘Jer‘vse‘y’, where ‘we'held our converéation.

i

Amirahmadi has served as director of the Univefsity's Center for Middle Eastern Studies, :
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as chair and graduate director of his department at the Bloustein School, and as the

University Coordinator of the Hubert Humphrey Fellowship Program.

. Amirahmadi is the founder and president of the American Iranian Council»(AIC)‘,

 aresearch and policy think-tank devoted to improving | : =~ - . :

dialbgué and understa'nding‘ between the peoples of Iran
and the United States. Amirahmadi is aiso a founder of
the Center‘ for Iranién Research and Analjsis and served
“as director for many years. He was a candidate for
President in the Nine Presidential Elections in Iran in
June 2005, but the conservative and religioué kGuardian 7
Council disquali‘ﬁed him for his dual Iranian-Americaﬁ |

citizenship. He is also the president of Caspian

Dr. Hooshang Amirahmadi
- Figure 3

Associates, Inc., an international strategic consulting firm headquartered in Princeton..

e
B 9

Ambassador Thomas Pickering
Figure 4

Ambassador Pickering (figure 4) served as U.S. |
Under Secretary of Statexfor Political Affairs,rand as the | ‘
President of the Eurasia F ouﬁdation, a'Washington,
D.C. based organization thaf makes small gr%mts and
loans in the new states of the former Sovie‘,t’Union_. ,

Ambassador Pickering held the personal rank of Career

- Ambassador, Permanent U.S. Representative to the

United Nations, the highest in the U.S. Foreign Service

from March 3, 1989 to May 1992. I conducted my

conversation with Pickering over the phone due to his busy travel schedule.
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Pickering also served as Executive Secretary of the Department of State and -

Special Assistant to Secretariés William P. Rogers and Henry A. Kissingéf from 1973 to

1974. He is a member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies and the Council :

: onForéign Relations. Ina diplomatic career spanning five decades, he has served as U.S.

‘Arnbassador to the Russian Federation, India, Israel, El Salvador, Nigeria, andvthgz -

Hashemite Kingdom of J ordan. Ambassador Pickering also served in Zanzibar and Dar

el Salam, Tanzania. Pickering visited Iran in the past and currentiy collaborates with . .

American Iranian Council to promote peace and engagement between the U.S. and Iran.

Dr. Hamid Dabashi
Figure 5§

My next research participant was Dr. -
Harnid Dabashi (figure 5). Dabashi is: the Hagop -
Kevorkian Professor of Iranian Stndies and
Comparativa Literatnre at Col'umbia University |
in Neiv York, the oldést and most prestigious
chair in Iranian' Studies.v I met Dabashii in tlie
Univeisity of C‘olumbia. He also taught and

delivered lectures in inany North American,

- European, Arab and Iranian universities. A committed teacher for nearly three decades,

Professor Dabashi is a pubiicv speaker around the globe, a current affair essayist, and a

- staunch anti-war activist.
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Another research participant was Dr. Gary
‘Sick (figure 6) who was a member of ,the N.ational
Sécu‘rity‘Council during fhe former Preéidérﬁ
Carter’s administration.during the hostage é_risis in
1979-80. Sick and I s‘po-l‘<e togethér ove.:r' the phone

-very early one momning. Sick is an American

academic and analyst of Midvd‘le‘East affairs, with

special expertise on Iran, _who served on the US '

. Dr. Gary Sick
: Figure 6

National Security C‘ounci'l under three presidents. He

has authored three books and ié p'érhaps best kann to the wider public for voicing
support for elements of thé October Surprise Conspiracy theory regarding the Iran
" Hostage Crisis and the 1980 Presidential Election. |
Sick served on the staff of the National Security Cbuncil undér presidents Ford,
Carter, and Reagah, and was the principal White Héuse aide for Persian Gulf affairs from '
1976 to 1981, a period which included the Iranian revolution and the Hostége Crisis. He
is currently an adjunct/professor of Intémational Affairs at quumbia’s School of
Int}ernvational and Public Affairs, and a senior research scholar at SIPA’s Middle East
Institute. In addition to his professional duties, he sits on the anrd of directors of Hufﬁan
Rights Watch, and serves as founding chair of the Avdvisory Committee of Human Rights
Wavtch-Middle. East.
| Abb:as' Abdi (figure 7) is one of Iran's most influential _refoﬁnists. 1 ‘met with Abdi
in the privacy of his homé in Tehran.- He was the first perSon to storm the United’ Sfate‘s

-émbéssy in Tehran, albng with other students, during the early years of the Iranian
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Revolution in 1979. In the following yéars, he |
became a critic of the poliﬁcal establishmenf of Iran.
Hé was a supﬁorter of President Mohammad
‘Khatami’s reform plans, and one of thé m_oét
ipﬂuehtiél figures in the reformiét 'cavmp after 1997.
- He ran into legal trouble‘after. the Invasion of Tehran
University Doﬁnitories in which the police éttacked

~ the dormitory of the university because of student

Later he conducted a poll asking Iranians if they

, - Journalist Abbas Abdi
protests following Abdi's article in Salam newspaper. Figure 7

supported fesuming government dialogue with the United States. When Abdi and the

other pollsfers pushed results reporting 75% in favor, they were jailed. Abdi spent

several years in prison as a result.

Mr. Babak
Figure 8

Mr. Babak (figure 8) was my last

conversation partner and we met at his house in

‘Rasht. Babak isa graduate student in political

science at the Univérsity of Tehran, with a focus on
Middle Eastern studies. He desired to remain
anonymous throughout this research. Babak is in

his last year of his MS program.

More information on each participant is providéd within the presentation of data

in Chapter 5. Sample invitation and thank you letters for the participants are included as

- Appendices B and C. Consistent with ethnographic research protocols, I anticipatéd that/“
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paﬂicipaﬁts might refer me to additional conversation partners. As these additional
conversations helped to deepen insight on the research topic at hand, I integrated this data
- into my research. |
Ebntrée to Iran

I traveled to Iran nin July and rhet with my conversation partners in August‘ 2008.
Because I lived iﬁ Iran until 200‘1, I had the chance to reach my conversatioh partnérs
fhrough former college classmates who live in Iran and helped me to contact these
experts. I resided in Tehran for one week in order to conduct and complet¢ my
conversatidns. In ad‘dition, I sat in a seminar which was offered during my stay which
was focused on the US-Iran relationship in the last 50 years. By attending, I leamed
more about Iranian perspective on the re-lationship of the two nations. I also visited the
former American embassy in Tehran, which became a museum to exhibit the foreign
interference and is open to the public.

Language

Conversations with Dr. Milani, Dr. Beeman, Dr. Amirahmadi, Ambassador
Pickering, and Dr. Sick were conducted in English. These convérsations were done in
the U.S. Conversations with Dr. Dabashi, Mr. Abdi, and .Mr. Babak wére conducted 1n
Farsi, and then translated Vinto English. For the purpose of accuracy, and the opportunity
for different videals, all transcripts were sent to the participants for their réviéw. ‘

| Observations

A research journal was kept throughout bthe research process as a means of |

recording observations, insights, reflections, challenges, and thought developments.

‘Herda (1999: 102) notes that any “changes and new understanding recorded by the
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, researcher enrich the text as a whole and give depth to the ,research project. The
researcher’s log or Journal is 1ntegrated 1nto the text that gives birth to the matter of the
text, which in turn unfolds new worlds” or insights that help both researcher and reader to
« develop newunderstanding.” The journal helped me step back and distance'myself from
~ the text and appropriate myself to new perspectivesdevel‘Oped in the unofﬁcialv setting of -
' my personal reﬂection'tirne. Please refer to Appendix E vfor»‘rny journal of personal
reﬂections‘.' “
| Surnmary _
This sumrnary illustrates the process through.which the'data were ,gathered -
through c0nversations for the research analysis. Prior to the converYSations and upon the |
study of the background of research site and literature rev1ew | developed a set of
questions related to the hermeneutic theory that could address the less known aspect of
’ the US-Iran rel»ationship.: The timeline for research, _including entry into Iran and '
* " interaction with participants, are reﬂected in the observations section, along with the
| language used to communicate with participants, and the ‘chlturalv inﬂuences of those- ,

' | participants. In the ob'servations secti‘on 1 also reﬂect on many of the meaningful aSpects -
of th1s 1nterpret1ve partlcipatory research approach that [ might not have experienced in
»more trad1t10na1 research modalitles in American academia This section also clarifies
, the experience and the procedure that researchers undergo in an interpretive participatory
 tradition. The next section introduces step by step the data analysis process in an: |

interpretive participatory research process.
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Data Analysis’ Process

» ’Introdnction
: Hcrdﬁ‘(1999i 98-9) notes that analvysis “isa creative and imaginative act. In data‘
analysis the researcher appropriates a proposed world fromfthevtent.”' She_'describés an
/ oVeralI_'pian for data presen‘tation'and‘ analysié which results in the creatic;n‘of three "
overiapping texts. The ﬁrst'téxt is formed by the rese'arch itself, conversation transcripts,j :
_ the conntryk i)ackground anci literature reviéw. Presentatinn and analysi§ of data creafe fh_e
second and third round of t’exté that are generated by the researcheh Uitirriétely, the
analysis of my ‘research conversations creates a twp stage process of understanding the. :
problem differently and appropriating a new vantage point. In this séc:__tion.Iset the stage |
for data p‘resentation vand analysis, thé pilot study, and the researchers’ background. '
| Setting the Stage for Data Anaiysis |

" Fix the discourse by transcribing recorded conversation

‘Recorded conversations were transcribed as soon as possible after each
conversation to create a text. This text distanced the researcher and his reflections were
recorded in the research journal. Reyiew of the text and rny'research journal allowed me

to appropriate myself to the text and many times I reached a new understanding.

Pull out signiﬁcant statement, develop themes and place them within categories
The text created from the conversations was ,revieWed, noting s‘i‘giniﬁcant issues -
and categorized according to the research categories initially proposed. Revisions"

indicated by the analysis were made.
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‘ Su'bs‘t‘anti'ate the themes

~ In order to crea;te a faithful reﬂectjon, the reseérch éonVersations Werc reco-rdred
‘and were tra'nsc'ri‘béd.» These qu(_)tbes were c‘ross‘reference.d with the data from the couhtry'
- | bév(:kgr‘ouhd,‘-blitervature review, and politiéal narratiyes _and analyzcd Vurider the résearch

categories to provide insights.

E)l(é.mine‘the themes from a theoretical 'perispective

| The convergénce df thedfetica-l thémés and research éategories are noted in order
'fo analyzeAt'he' .ﬁatterhs and-perspectives Betwéen the data observations; outside o
do‘cumentation; and person_al logﬁ re:garding the issue of mistrust between fhe United
Stafés and Iran. R o o :

Provide opportunity for continued conversation with participants

" Each participant was provided with a copy of the tht created by the conversation
. along with a brief analysis to allow the participants to understand how the text was
understood by the researcher and allowing them the opportunity to comment.

This created an occasion to have second or third conversation with some of participants.

- Set a context for the written discussion
The context of the discussion included political, cultﬁfal, historical aspects of
Iranian society and the United States’ and Iran’s relationship. Sometimes, the personal

baékground stories of participants shed light on the research topic. R

Discuss the grouping of themes
Sinée all research categories were related to overlapping aspects of the research
topic, themes.that surface from the data fitted within more than one research category.

Reséarch categories that best fit the research topic were chosen first. Then, appropriate |
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questions were designed within each category that helped the progress and development
of conversation and creation of text. The goal Was_ to create themes and sub-themes that
shed light on the research topic'_on a the‘oretivcal :level which could best help understanding

of the research problem.

'Discués the research problem at a theo;eﬁcal level

To prepareb for a secondary analnysis‘, fele_Vant theoreﬁqeﬂ concepts from critical
| herm’enétiﬁé theory that é.ppliéd to rnry‘re_s‘e‘arch"were chosen :andideveloped.:“ The
theofé£iqal' foundatibris, data, aﬁd studies related t‘o~research topic wéfe ihtefWern
‘togethe_r, and discussed at theorétical levél to create a.narrat‘i\./e.

. Find the implications for new insights and direction -

Impliéations relafing to the understandingv of thé US-Iran past hiétbry; their;
current status, alternative thinking, ‘the possibiiity .of’ﬁn_ding common ground, parédigrn
- shift, and taking new course of action were faiséd as ap;‘)ropriate- tb the participants
throughout the coﬁrs-e of this research study. As the reflective process bfought new .

insights, implications emerged.

j‘Sringout those aspects of fhe Studv that fnerit further sﬁidv '

| Si_née the research on the subject of bost-modem US-Iran conflict was exploratory
and hennenéutic in nature, it was expected that additionai issues wbuidléome" to thé
surface which merited further study and divs'covery‘.r These néw ﬁndmgs could open new i

directions for further research.

- Give example of learning experiences and fusion of horizon
Participatory research in a critical hermeneutic tradition can be described as a

learning experience for both researcher and participants. They interact and discuss the
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researoh topic ina ’context which may provide‘ them new insights. T_hroughout this |
process, the_horizon of both researcherand participants are.expanded. As new |
understandings emerge, these‘ nevy lessons will be highlighted to stimulate irnaginative, )
implications and i.llustrate reconﬁguration of new course of aotion.‘ These new o
understandings are noted in the 'data analysis section bielow in Chanter Six. -
- Pilot Study

‘ Nbf matter what ﬁeld of ,:study I start in higher education, my research always
returns to the enduring question of non-discourse,' or worSe outright enmity,‘between my
: homeland of Iran and my adobted horne of the United States. It is rational that my study
“and initial pilot of my researoh topic are aimed less toward the preemptive containment |
poli‘oy of ‘bower politics’ 'e.spoused by Huntington (1993) and more toward the reﬁguring
narrative of ‘a dialogue among civilizations” of Khatami (2000).

Propelled as | arn by my background of growing up during the Iranian Revolution
and the subsequent years of internal upheaval and extemal hot and cold relations with the
United States, it was no surprise to find myself on the manicured grounds of Stanford
' ‘Univ‘ersity one sunny Oetober day in 2007 to meet with Dr. Abbas Milani, the resident .
-IranianspecialiStf and my first conversation ‘partner. ‘Milani first carne to my attention as |
researched the need for a paradigm shift between the UV.S. and Iran. His article, Winf Win
US Strategy for Dealing with Iran, caughtrny attention andVIsoon discovered he taught
“at nearby Stanford.- I spent the week before our meeting devouring and then dissecting |
his book,v Lost Wisdom, where Milani credits the Persian legacy of iﬁoets and intellectuals '
. as ihaving created an early national background of openness to ‘others’ and the adoption

of the ideals of freedom and democracy, the sarne,basic principals on which the United
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States was later formed. In his book, Milani claimed the two countries share a wisdom
that has been lost.

~As Herda (1999: 127) notes “in telling a story about the transcriptions and the
experiences of data collecﬁon, the point is to discover a plot.” The plot of the master
narrative bet/wee’n Milﬁni and myself involved the questions his.bdok provoked in me,
qu'estiokns baéed on the thought that lost wisciorﬁ might be found. Imbedded in the idea of
wisdom is the idea of something olci, something founding, a tradition that can be handed
down, and a language to live by. However, without a retelling, traditions can be lost.
Milani stressed that there are two narratives; the leadership of each state and the narrative |
of the people.

Milani’s comments reinforced Ricoeur’s (1992) description of the relationship -
between self and other where the actions of ‘self’ inﬂuencés the ‘other’s’ reaction and
creates a dialectic between the two. I considered Banisédr, the first president of the
Islamic Republic (1981), and his cl‘aim that the extreme right wings of both countries
help each other by the antagonistic positions that they took to demonize the other. For
example, when Président Bush places Iran in the ‘axis of evil,”. President Ahmadivnejad
calls th’e U.S. the ‘Great Satan,’ thus perpetuating antagonistic dialecti_c. Milani thought
Ricouer was absolutely right and mentioned that our “béhavior'toward whoevér the
interlocutor is helps create the reality .... I think it is absolutely correct that the radicals,
the dedicated radic'alsr here in thié country and in Iran, want the war” and create an
antagonistic reality. |

With Milani describing the official sides of the two countries, I wondered if there

was hope for moderation in their ideologies. Milani said we can’t change the minds of
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: rad‘ieals‘ wh(‘)bare' 'absolutelylcertain about their own beliefs, but weean lessen the damage "
‘;and the Way you eaxj do’this is to minimize fhe_ 'c‘hance thet the radicals“w;ould have their
~ day, WHefe the voic‘ejof reason. and frledefation wbillv w1n out, rIt.is‘}.lard,b but 1t can be
done. If 1t can be doﬁe in alj)}where; 1t can be do'l;e 1n a demecrecyf”
| The transefiptien ef .my conversation about Wisdpm, people 'ancblileade‘rs,’ o '

narraﬁves, end the,bi-piolar demonizing-iﬁythef ‘self and othe;’ with Mi'la‘n'iy unfolded a |
new perspective on the power:'of‘ aetion; I éaw how Milani was very passionate aboiit the
idea that eQery one of .vdl.,ll". actions c’o'unts;t»o eit'her agitatejor calm reac,t.ions frem our.
“other’ because of 'o‘uir‘ interc_onne’c’vtedness"vwi_tlzl oh‘e another. This reminds me of hew
much'petential e?e‘ry single narrative, including miﬁe,‘ has in offe_rfng alternatives to vthe
masier earratives of the leaders in the two n"atio)ns. This learning experience enceuraged
.me to continue my -researeh in hope fo,r‘ fulﬁlling my personal rejs‘ponsibility iasia citizen.

. During t‘he pilet study% I faced the reality of having a prvofess,ional comv/ersat‘ion
with an expert in the ﬁell'd’ and found myeeif uneasyvet ‘the‘ beginning. Before ;going te
meet with Milani, I fead two of his beoks and several articles to pfepare appropfiate
queStioﬁs. However, I though I’epent too' much time introducing each question because I
Was fearfl.‘llri‘n faci"pg'jthis‘expert. Afteflthis convereetion, what I reaiized Qvasfthat a ‘
eenVereation could be conducted ’_with duestions bwith(v)ut large int;odlictions. if 1 gave up
'contrel over the Way the conversation Went,: then there would be reom for ‘aktruerfusien
of horizoh. | |

For the Institutional Review Board ef Protectien ‘of'Hu‘m’an Subj’eets’ fpermission,; v

and the complete tranScriptions of all research eonversations please refer respectively to
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'Appendices A and D. Forvthe research cenversation’s questions, refer to Table Qhe in the
seetion labeled Research Protocol for Data Coliection. | | |
Researcher Back’groimd»:

Some_background infofmation rﬁay help my reader m;iy better understand why I
‘came to pursue this research topic. I beiieve the socio-political eha_nges Iin Iran in the late
1970s and early 19865 shaped my ideﬁtity; IWa‘s bem’ and raised in Iran. .‘As a child, I
witnessed thei Iranian revolution in 1979. The revolution brought a new re’ality into ”
Iranian lives. The dramatic change of pbwer in the gOVemr:nen’_t,li_the conflict b'evtvw'e‘en‘ -
different faC»tio‘vns within the revolutionary government, the execution of the Oppqsing
groups by the new Islamic government, the‘ Iran-Ireq war, and the stio-politicél andv -
cultﬁral changes shaped my personality. They ereated signiﬁcant expefiences for meb_as
an adelescent. There, was turrﬁoil inlthe societ& and everybody’s H‘fe was affected‘by the
events. Those who oppbsed or dis‘agreved w1th changes became the victims of ’ehe o
ideological governrhent. People experienced pain by the new reality. Reﬂecting on
others’ pain became the substance of ’my life.' I am more sensitive to my'sﬁrrdundings.

After high school and dufing the Iren-lraq War, I fulfilled my miIitary service for
two years. Inv the last rﬁonth of rﬁy service, I was injured by a landr.n.ine;and hospitalized
for fhreve' menths. Fer a period of six moﬁths, IveSed a wheelchair to move. Then, I was. -
on crutches for almost two years. My healing precess lasted alrﬁost three years. I
directly, and my family iridirec;cly,~suffered frem this unjust ‘War. I can imagine the
, suffering of all humans who éxperienee directly or indirectly from military COhﬂiCtS.‘ My
healinglproc'ess was a long period of reflection upon the inhuman aspects of politics

where the suffering of people is not considered. I realized’the uselessness of that conflict
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for Iraniansand Iradis. ‘Peopvle on both sides were affected fromthose eight long years of
conflict. The healing process helped me to realiae' that conflicts bring more suffer_ing
th’an'they heal. Perlriaps, this was the._main reason I becarfre i}ntereSted in this research
topic. I realized awareness is tlrie best way to oppose unWanted conﬂicts;.‘
| In 1992, I'wona s:chola‘rshio from the Italian embassy in Iran and went to Italy to
study language andfculture. Upon my retum to Iran in ‘19'94, Iventered the University of
" Tehran and started a-bacheloriprogram in Ital»ianﬂ Studies. In 2000, 1 yvon'a scholarship
'v f'romvthe, Ttalian ernbassy in Iran and attended the Department of Cnlturaletudies at the |
University .of Siena, Ttaly, for four months. In 2001, I moved to the U.S. Upon my .
" arrival 1n San Diego; I taught Italian language at University .of California at San Diego for -
‘a year. In 2002, I was admitted to the Itaiian Graduate Program at'University of
California at Los Angeles and ﬁnished my Masters in 2004, [ began my 'doetoral
program at University of San Francisco in 2006, where 1 iinally retlirned to my originai‘ |
passion, foeusing :on the topic of my interest, and fulfilling my ethical responsibility to be
an advocate.of peace and non-violence as opposed to the policy of military intervention

“to resolve a dispute. -

Summagv_; -
Since tlrie antagonistic narratiVes worsened tlrie 'situ.ation between the United States
and Iran in the last three decades,'this, research is an attempt to provide an alternative
approach to deal with the crisis,between thetwo‘nations. Geertz (2005) notes that people
need to change their way of thinking in dealing with international crisis in a post \modem ,
~world. The orientation of finding quicksolutions will not solve‘c'omplex problems. Both

the military intervention mentality and the “either with us or without us” orientation used
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by Pres1dent George Bush in his State of Union address in 2002 proved to be 1neffect1ve
in the last 30 years of dealing with a complex case such as the relat1onsh1p between the
‘U.Sb.' and Iran._" A critical hermeneutlcal‘approach, which is grounded on the
onder,standing of the other, may result 1n a'better alternatll)e. This new approach,

»' however, requires willingness to engage With the ’other, respect, patienee, consistency;

| and rnost irnportantly'forgiveness.-' As Milani indleated in his conv_er_sation withrne,’both
countries haye these values in their‘traditions; _therefore; they have the potential to recall g
them in this. difficult tirne. ‘As Milani shared h1s story with me, [ thought about Keamey
and his concept of “11fe as narrative.” Kearney (2002 133) notes, “11fe is always on the
way to narrat1ve but it does not arr1l/e there until someone hears and tells th1s l1fe asa
story.” In my next .Chapter, I introduce the 'stories of my other seven research
participants who shed light_on different aspects of the US-Iran relationship and raise

- possibilities for alternative stories to tell.
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CHAPTER V.
DATA PRESENTAT:ION AND PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS.
| Introdnction |
- In addition to the pilot study conv'ersationintroduCedearlier,'in this Chapter I :
present sev‘en other formal conifersation partners who contributed to this research. N
Located' in two different parts of the World, the United States and Iran, these experts
_ | provide a unique perspective on my research topic, new insights regarding theunknown'
. aspects of this quarrel, and participation in the process of text creation. The purpose of - -
these conversations \lVith experts was to create a forum‘vi/he,re different issnes between the
“U.S. and Iran could be discdssed. As Herda (1999: 129) notes “solving problems;
requires discussion and conversation with others to reach a conclusion grounded in action
about what_things mean and the way things are done.” ’l"hroughout these conversations,
o there werethemes that were developed which are presented here in the form of vignettes
nsing the themes of post-modern complexity and lack of iunderstanding, Iranian narrative
' . identity, political culture as the structural problem to prevent relationship development, |
the‘necessity of dialogue, the dilemma of the Islamic Republic, and the nééd for
leadership. These themes relate to my research categories, which are rnimesis, founding
events, forgiveness, narrative identity, the power of imagination, and the fusion of |
horizon, and guide this chapter as presented under each title. |
| Post-Mode‘rn Conﬂict and the Lack of Understanding
My conversation with Dr. William O. Beeman focused on the post-modern |

' characteristic of the US-Iran’conﬂict. I came to learn ahout Beern'an (2002, 2005, 2006)

by reading his articles Iran And The United States-A Case Study In POStmodérn Culture
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Conﬂict, Raﬁanjam' Victory Rrobable, But Not Certai'n, InIran’s Real Election, How To
Talk The Talk With Iran, and his book (2005) The “Great Satan” Vs. the “Mad
Mullahs.” 1 soon ieamed that Beeman spent time in Iran to conduct his research, the
result of which bécame his earlier book (1986) Language, Status, and Power in Iran. I
believed his familiarity with Iranian culture, his cuitural Eiwareness, and his cohtinlidus
research on Iran made him eiprime conifersation partnér. Ther‘eforei, I contacted him
through his pérso.nal blog and he promptly anéwereci aild agregd to have a convérsation -
with me about my research topic. Our Conversation covered a ‘rarige of theme‘s from the
post-modern characteristics of this conflict and founding eQeiits as the béiéis for_ the wall
of mistrust Between the two countries which caused the rise of hard-liners and their
discourse as the dominant course of action in the narrative identity of the two countries.
Other themes included the lack of réspect in dealing with each othér, misunderstanding of
the other which created a restricted paradigm, and the rise of Iranian youth as potential in
Iran Who, with their sympathy for the western world including the U.S,, may be able to
bridge the differences between the two countries and ease a possible engagement.

In our conversation, Beeman called the US-Iran tension a pbst modern crisis of
comple}{ non dialogue and indirect relationships damaging both nations. He stated:

The reason I called this a post-modern conflict, is that because of the nature of the

communication between the United States and Iran, we actually don’t talk to each

other. Everything is done through the media, through public discourse, rather

than any kind of direct talk, or direct negotiation.
"The lack of dialdgue in the US-Iran relationship has.caus_ed the twb sides to communicate
from a stancé of nationalism and mainly through the public arena of media. When |

further asked Beeman how he sees the daily harsh rhetoric between the two nations, he

explained that a sense of national pride did not allow either side to have ﬂexibility ’
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towards the othei whiclh 1s neede_d in negotiating seesion}s. As vare‘sult, the fear of looking
soft _pushed tlie »ofﬁcialsv ot tlie twonatiOns’ to use har_sh language in order to look tongh to
their constituencies on their respectiye national stag‘es. 'Tlie'jresult has been the rise of a
‘negative mode of ‘communication ancl iiltra-complexity of the culturesi whicli caused the
loss of opportunitiee in the paSt tllree_ivde(:ades. From a geopolitical vie‘w,i after the fall of
the Shah, the_United States lost a very strategie and _irnportant ally in the Persian Gulf. .
Froin an ,eCOnom_ical perspective, Atnérican companies are bannecl from‘participatingin ”
vast lranian projects.} On the Iranian eide, lran became alrnost an ieolated country in the
“ international SCene and underwent rnany sanctions imposed by tlie U.S. andtheUN v
, Security"C.Iouncil, which caused Iran’s economy to deteriorate in the past three decades.
' vDu.ring my conversation with Beer.nan, We discussed the ineffeetiveness of the |
' Vpolicyof containment ancl vnon—dialogiie with Iran. He emphasized that “youi absolutely
can notdo anything with anybody in Iran until you have a felationship with them. ... |
bAnd if you are ghahr_with somebody, you don’t talk to :them directly, but you do all this
sort of accusations, you know, and you never get together.” To emphasize the
, ineffeetiveness of the'p éliéy of containment and non-dialogue as a punishrne_nt fo; the
Islamic Republic, Beeman concluded tliat “1 would tliink that nothing'is going to happen ‘
.unt.ilvweare in a situation that we establish some .kind of relationship‘w‘ith‘ ‘each othet.”
To explain his rationale, Beeman referred to how the lack of direCt dialogue hindereci the
cofnprehension of the real issues between the two states and the offic'ials of the two
countries onl‘yb ended'up.condemning and demonizing each other btlirough the. meclia."

One cause for the policy of non-dialogue comes from the negativve image derived .

from the historical events in the relationship of the two countries. When we talked about
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the 1953 CIA coup and the 1979 hostage crisis, Eeéman _pointed out thét these “two
eventé are very interesting, because if you pl‘ay thefn s.iAd_é_by side, you see that each of
thesé tWo evenfs ‘actually embodies the same crime and fﬁat is the violation of national
sovereignty;” Both Iranians and Americans feel their national sovereignty was abused by |
the other.” Iranians felt that théir demdcracy was stolén with the hevlprof thev US c.oup as
the Sh;ihv eliminated opposition gfoups and Arrllericansvféylt ciii’plbmatié relations were
~ disdained and abused by the hos£agé crisis. Thesevevents had hegétive 'i’nﬂuevn;:eS’in.the _
historiéal memory of Iranians and Americans aﬁa becafné ‘v“fo.unding events” in |
accordance with Ricoeur’s (1996) definition. |
These founding events, then, became thé ,rfoundationvf‘or anfagonistic discourse .
between the two countries. Hardliners in each county began to condemn and demoniz‘e,
the other which escalated the probiem to a much larger scale dispute.' In this text, since
the 'f'ocus‘ is'more on the U.S., I asked Beeman if he had any insight on the America_n
discoﬁrse towéirds Iran. As Beeman éxplained, in the United States, hardliners “are tryihg
to _say'that anybody who wants to treat Iran as an eqhal partner in a dialogue is ‘someho'w
to be .attac,ked.l “This is precisely the government line for the neo-conservatives.”
| Through'theivr influence in the medié and based on the negative image maki'ng,. hardl'i’n_ers - |
, encouragc A‘merican policy makers and institutions to contiﬁue a hostile diséqurse in
déaling with Iran. Organizations such as “American-Israeli Public Affairs Committee or
AIPAC... [is] certainly one of the major foundihg é’ources for these ‘ir'ldividuals who are
trying very hard to convince the U.S. govemmént_ to téke a hostile poéture with regard to
Iran.” This kind of >appro.ach creates a short sighted paradigm where the wall .of mistrust

grows taller between the two countries.
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The’ﬁrn‘iness and inﬂexibiiity o_f groups such as AIPAC représents th‘enotinn of
firmness in national identity or what Ricoeur (1992: 124) calls the notion of idem identity
in .the c0n§épt of n_arrative'identity,r where ‘the “per_r'nanencé in time” elernent of identity , .
prei/ails over the mdre ﬂeXiBie and changeforiente'd elemént of national identity.‘ In thé
: _ lfast three décades, this groups’ ﬁrmness of position blocked any ,étternpt for the

| resqlu_tion of tlne issué betv?eenthe vtwo stat_es. VU»ndér this circumstance, Riéoeur (1.992:

| 3)" cnntinues,' as “long as one remains Within the circle of samene'ss-identity [idem"r],:t.hle
‘othrer‘ness of the other than self offers nothing 0rig:inalr’7 Aslong as ihe United Statés -
demonizes the Islamic Republic, the Iranians will not be ready to. embréi::e even positivé ,
moves by the United States: As a result of this épprnach, the two countries remained 1n :
. the phase of hostility for almost 30 years and, as Beeman femphasize‘d, “I would think that
nothing is going to happen until we are‘ in a situation that we establish snme kind of
relationship with each other,” to nromote changé and open a line for a dialogue;

The result of a hostile discourse and non-dialogue with Iran was an approach
based on a misunderstanding of Iran among American leadersand policy makers. The .
lack of dialo'gug preventéd a meaningful understanding of Iran’5 mdti_vations behind its-
actions. Thismisunderstanding caused the U.S. to approach Iran with a Cold War
mentality and to seek regime chdnge in Iran. The ’Arnerican leaders concluded that by
" imposing difficult condition on Iranians, they might break ddwn- the r:ountry and cause a
prn-American uprising. B‘eem‘an éxplained: '

I think the problem is that the United States 'government has a very simplistic

view .... They know that the young people in Iran and Iranian population have

generally a positive view of American culture. But, they assume, because the

Iranian population is favorable towards the United States therefore, they are going

' to be susceptible to calls on the part of the United States to overthrow their own
government. This is one of the very simplistic things that the American officials
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have be_eh trying to promulgate. For instance, they think if Iran can be shocked

by- for example dropping bombs- this is one of the things that they thought about

it, or if Iranian people can be made uncomfortable enough through economic

sanctions, they will rise up and overthrow the clerical establishment. Now, I

heard this from many, many American officials, and every time I hear this I am

amazed frankly by the stupidity of this scenario. These are people, who don’t
know anything about how the Iranian government is constructed, or how the

Iranian constitution works, and the idea that somehow you make people miserable

and then they rise up and overthrow their leaders as a result, is an extremely -

foolish notion. The Iranian people may not always like their leaders, but they
love their country. When you love your country, even if you don’t like your
leaders, you try to 1mprove things; you don’t try to destroy things.
This, Beeman suggested, is why the United States implementation of regime change
policy and sanctions against the Islamic Republic did not result in an uprising of Iranians
against their government. 'The misunderstanding of how the Islamic Republic works and .
the ineffectiveness of U.S. policies became clear as the Islamic Republic survived the
- chaotic pest-revelutionary era, came out of an eight year bloedy war with Iraq, survived
the American sanctions and regime change policy, gained experience in the regional and
international arena in how to deal with challehges, and became a more influential country
in the region.

To change this negative dynamic, Beeman expressed that a respectful approach
and appropriate language for the other must be restored between the two states. In his
belief, “whereas the United States and Iran both agree on the need for respect, they don’t
agree on each party deserving respect from the other.” This mentality creates a common
 hostile rhetoric where, as Beeman (2005) notes, the Iranian side frequently called the
U.S. the “Great Satan” and where the Americans treated Iranians as “Mad Mullahs.” To
~ prevent further damage and reduce the current tensions between the two states, Beeman -

~ emphasized, “one ‘important point in trying to improve the relationship between the

United States and Iran is to establish an ethic of mutual respect between the two
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countries.”‘ Here, he corlltinued," the effort should bevto use a respectful lanvg'uage'in order
to establish a collabOrative communication charihel:
If you read my earlier book Language Status, and Powér in Iran, you see that
my point about how language is used in Iran and in Iranian discourse is that one
of the things that is the hallmark of discourse in Iran is the ability to reframe an
argument. Specially the ability to reframe a social situation, so it becomes. more
formal or less formal, more ‘baten’ and less ‘zaher,’ thls is a very great ability on
the part of Persian speakers. '
The complexity Qf the Iranian Way of cvqmmunication requirés é deep understanding of
how they ‘conv_e}v/ their mess‘age‘and how they rec>e'ivek mes‘sagés from others. Inﬁmidating
rhetoric used 'by Amér"ica'né prov>ed to be ineffective in scaring their Iréniancountei‘part,
~ and iny proved to be damaging. Fbr éxample, thé pre-conditions that the U.S. imposes
befofe the beginning of aﬁy talks with Ifan i:s only ohe inevffective way of comfnuhication
which 'hurt’sr the Iranians seﬁse of pride and’makes them more resistant invtheir standings
‘ with the U.S. Ahmad and Forst (2005>: 9) argue that “progre‘ss is’ir‘npossible without
respectﬁil dialogue,"’,and respect is shQWn- By the way the pafties interact with each other.
In the US-Iran relationship, as Beeman advocated, the only legitiméte way to déal with'
~ Iran is to use an ethic of respect towafds the other without imposing any pre-cbnditions. i
I'ﬁnished.my conversation with 'Beern’an‘. with a se‘nsé of the imrﬁcdiate need to
de_VeIOp a be&er under‘sfanding of Iran and to approach it differently. ‘As he npted, the
lack of diréct ‘corrAlmanica'tiokn and interaction in thé léét 30 years cvreated an environment
Whéré Iran has not been understood correctly. T‘(A> bréak dqwn this non-dialogue and
miéﬁnderstanding, irrime_diate talks should oééﬁr between the two states.
‘To bégin félks, howéyer, there is a h‘eéd to review the pasf relat,ilonshvip and
unc‘ierstar:lvd it thorOugth- in order to find out the areas of misunderstandings and the areas

of potentials that may help the realization of a new course of action. To review the past, |
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reframed my questions for my next conversation partner in a way to gain more historical
insightkaboutv the US-Iran relationship.
Ifanian narrative identity

‘My next conversation partner was Dr. Honshang Amirahmadi-. I learned about
| Amirahmadi (2007) when I read his report on the US-Iran relationship called In Searéh
Of Understanding and Dialogue. Later, I discovered that Amirahmadi is a prominent
ai:adem'ic who seeks engagement through dialogue‘betWeen the United States and Iran.
Most importantlvy,il found out.thathmirahmadi did not settle for‘discussin.g this dispute
on a theoietical level inaca(::lemic setting, but has taken action -be establishing an
organization, the American [ranian Counsél, to lovbb)‘/ leaders and ‘policy makers in both
the U.S. and Iran for a possible engagement. Learning mc_)ra about him on the American
[ranian CounSel and his personal website and by reading his articles led me to contact |
Amirahmadi becausé I bevlieved he would be a meaningful conversation partnei due to his
theoretical and practical activity. ~~ He promptly answered and agreed to participate in a
conversation with me, which illustrated his readiness for taking action in any process
which may lead to a possible step towards engagement. ”

My conversation with Amirahmadi provided a historical perspective on why
Iranians behave a certain way in dealing with the United States. It is his belief that even
though the American and Iranian governments had a fair relationship prior to the 1953,
when Americans provided aid and aésistance to the Iranian government, the dynamics cif
the relationship in the Iranian view changed dramatically after the CIA coup.
Amirahmadi mentioned that the “coup certainly marked a new era in US-Iran and

~ American-Iranian relations.” This change was due to the unconditional U.S. post-coup
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support for the monarchy in Iran, even thbugh the king abused his power and oppressed.
- and executed the opposition groups. Amirahmadi explained that during:
the -er.‘avof the Shah, Iranians were not very much interested in US-Iran relations
because they felt that the relations were not equitable or fair, that is relations were
-not seen as based on a solid, mutual-benefit ground. People were concerned that
the Shah’s government was not a legitimate government being that the U.S. had
imposed that government on the Iranian people and the country through the 1953
coup against the democratically-elected Prime Minister Mohammad Mossaddeq.
This unconditional support for the Shah from 1953 to 1979 changed the
perspectives of Iranians about the U.S. In this period, the United States was seen as a
country with its own agenda such as"ﬁghtir‘lg communism and stopping its influence in
the region by supporting Shah against it. To do so, however, the U.S. ignofed any wrong
doing of the monarch such as the oppression of opposition groups in his domestic policy,
which fueled an anti-American narrative in Iran. Amirahmadi noted:
With the coup, the U.S. and Iran entered into the second period in US-Iran
relations. During this period, while the governments came increasingly closer to
each other as allies, the Iranian people became much more anti-American. During
the Cold War years, the younger Iranians, the more radical Iranians, and the more
nationalistic Iranians, religious and secular, became increasingly anti-American.
... America for the first time entered the Iranian political culture as an imperialist
power bent on exploiting and dominating the country. After the coup, it was not
just the Communists who were anti-American, but also an absolute majority in the
-nation. That was a major change in the US-Iran relationship.
The Unite'd States, which had been seen as a progressive country that helped Iran in the
first half of the 20™ century, now became the figure of an arrogant foréign force in Iran.
This conceptual development in the Iranian mind aligns with what Edward Said (1994)
called the notion of the United States as an imperialistic country in the Middle East.
P}revidusly', Britain and Ru‘ssia, with their political games in I;an, were considered as

imperialistic figures. Now, it was the United States who replaced these previous super

» poWer's. As a result, an Iran that po‘tentially' could have refnained a friehdly country
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 instead became distinctly anti-American. These developments led the opposition: groups '
to sharpen their criticism of the Shah and the U.S., and to come into the streets of Iran to
protest against these two figures during 1978.

-~

Once Iranians realized the assistance and unconditional support of the United -
Statesvfor the Iranian monarch, anti-Americanism became a part of their protest. -
Amirahmadi pointed out that

The revolution in 1979 had ba51cally two goals One was to fight the d1ctatorsh1p _

~of the Shah and to establish democracy, and the other one was to fight the
domination of America and create an independent Iran. Freedom and
independence were the two slogans of the revolution. Independence was.directed
toward the U.S. domination and freedom was directed toward the dictatorship of

the Shah. That is how the Iranian revolution became very much 1ntegrated into
this idea of anti- Amerlcanlsm that preceded it. ' /

The political'oppression imposed by Shah and ignored by the U.s., the rnemoi'y of the -
1953 coup, the 1964 immun-ity act for the .U.S'. military personnel in iran approved by
Shah, and the Shah’s exploitation of the Iranian traditional culture created a strong anti-
- Shah wave with a taste of anti-Americanism among Iranians. The revolution and thef
defeat of the Shah and his main supporter, then, gaVe Iranians a sense of pride in theit
new found independence. As Anlirahtnadi explained, from an impartial perspectitte, the -
"I‘ranian revoljution and its anti-U.S. rhetoric may be interpréted asa move by anationin -
search of its freedom froma dictator and independence from a dorninant ‘foreign forc‘e. |
Amirhmadi stressed the anti-Arnerican narrative reached its peak when Iranian
'vrevolutionarries took over the US -etnbassy in Tehran, which was the beginning of ope'n'
hostility between the two bstates. Ifanians 1saw the 1979 admittance of 'the Shah into the

United States for medical treatment as another attempt by the U.S. and Shah to ‘re-‘ :

establish the dictatorship and they feared another occurrence similar to the 1953 coup |
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plot." This interpretationi motivated the extreme elernents of the revolutionaries to move
from anti-American rhetoric into anti-American action. Amirahmadi po‘in‘ted out: .
A turning point in the post-revolution came when the young Islamic radicals took
American diplomats and embassy employees in Tehran hostage for 444 days.
Subsequent developments simply reinforced the hostility and created a situation
between the U.S. and Iran that [ have in a few places called "a spiral conflict;” a
conflict that regenerates itself, a conﬂ1ct that grows ¢ven when the two sides try to
be nice to each other :
| Aniericans looked at the hostage crisis .as‘the yiolation of inter‘national»law against their
souereignty by Iranians and this is the source of their hostility toWards the Islamic
» Republic. The subsequent events only increased the tension bet\iveenthe tWo countries.
' Onone hand, Iran’s holding of the hostages for 444 days, the increase in the Anti-
American rhetoric, the use of anti-Israeli rhetoric as .a close ally of ‘the. U.S., and the
lranian support for Islam1c groups such as Hezbollah and Hamas in the region increased
the Americans doubt about the nature of the reglme in Iran. On the other hand events
such as the failed hostage rescue mission conducted by the Carter administration, support.
for Saddam Hussein durlng Iran- Iraq war, policy of regime change towards Iran, and the . |
U.S. led multi level sanctions against Iran have 1ncreased the level of antagonism against -
th_e U.S. among Iran1ans, re‘sultmg in what Amirahmadi calls a spiral‘conﬂict.
HoWever in late 1990s, after years of antagonisrn, there' was a change in discourse
within the Islamic Republic in how to deal with the rest of the world. Iranians illustrated
 their willingness for a change by chooSing the former reformist President Mohamrnad‘,.
Khatami into office in 1997. Amirahmadi looked at this moderation as a potential that
- still exists.in Iran. He noted: |
| Today, the pro- and anti-Americass are in the minority iwhile a large majority has

developed a more nuanced position about the U.S. They are neither for nor
against the U.S. They want to have good relations with the U.S., a relationship
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that benefits both nations. I must also add that the Iranian people have, as a ‘
whole;-become more positive about the West. They do not think of the West or

the U.S. in terms of imperialism and the like categories as in the past, and have, .

- generally, a positive view of the global community. They like Europeans,

Canadians Americans, Latin Americans and everybody else.’

As the Iranian population is still young and in search for a better democra'cy and a better
relationship with the rest of the world, ineiuding the United States, they represent a vast
. potential that exists in Iran. The positive tendency of Iranian youth towards the West
should be looked at as an asset that needs cd'reﬁil'attention’ among the policy makers and
leaders in the U.S.  As Beeman (2005) notes, this generation‘IWill enter in the Iranian
, - socio-political scene in the next five to ten years. By taking an inclusive approach, this

~ young generation could be developed as an asset for collaboration in the future.

Based on the potentials in the Iranians’ society, Amirahmadi suggests that the -
way to deal with Iran is to work on mutual interest and expand understanding instead of -
focusing on the differences. The current hostility is the result of the last three decades of |
antagonism and harsh rhetoric between the two governments. Amirahmadi emphasiZed
the importance of working on mutual interests:

They should stay m_ore with the issues that bond them rather than the issues that

vdivide them. If they begin to do these things, I think the relationship can quickly

improve. I said it quickly improves because the infrastructure for improvement is
there; the people are not hostile to each other in the two countries, the
governments are. So, the infrastructure of the people is healthy. The market i is-
there, the investment opportunity is there, the economical opportunities are there.

All kinds of opportunltles for cooperation and coordination ... are there:

Even common sense tells us that a policy of rapprochement, instead of 30 years of
-~ containment, may be more effective in dealing with Iran. The question remains as to

whether the United States is willing to use common sense in dealing with Iran. In one of

~ his presidential rallies in APennsylvania on October 29, 2008, now President Obama
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eXpreSSedhis commitr_nent to implement'reason in the ULS. foreign policy arena in |
dealing vvithoth'er countrie-s; ’He said he vvould changethe dominant ideologi‘cal‘basis of :
the current U.S. foreign policy into a common sense policy. If he implements his
campaign promises and if his understanding of “common sense” translates to the same
vvapproach advocated by the experts in this study to soften the- language use respect,
.-engage rather than antagonize then the potential for a posmve response ex1sts in Iran.
| The missing part is to 1mp1ement the common sense to. have a d1alogue bridge the /
di_ffer'ences, and engage/i\n order to benefit from a mutual relat10nsh1p.

| Amirahmadi’s brief review of the past history of the two countries’ relationship -
| hopefullv helps us better understand the development of hostility between the two states
in-the past 55 vears. This review of the past for a n.ew'understandin‘g aligns with
Ricoeur’s (1 984: 54) notion of mimesis where he says “[w]e are following therefore the
destiny of a preﬁgured time that becomes a refigured time through the mediation of a
| conﬁgured time.” By readmg Amirahmadi’s story, there may be a new understanding of
the past vvith alook at the possibilities for the future ‘which may lead ustoend up ina
better course of aCtion in thepresent. B |
. At this point, hovvever, the ouestion remains as to why the two countries cannot
| change the current hostile narrative as Amirahmadi proposed. The story of my next
conversation partner, Ambassador Thomas R. Pickering, addresses: the cause of this

hostility. Pickering pointed out the necessary action to go beyond this current hostile

7
f

narrative to reach a common ground.
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. Domestic politics, forgiveness, and courageous leaders

~ I'learned about Pickering through my third conversation partner Amirahmadi.
After my conversation with Amirahmadi, I translated two of his articles from Farsi into
English and developed a working relationship with him.. During that period, I asked him
‘if he knew anybody who could share their insights on the US-Ifan relatibnship withme.
Amirahmadi introduced me to the former Ambassador Pickering and arranged my contact
with him, which I followed up by sending an email and requesting a conversation about
my research topic.v Pickering kindly accépted my request and I sent him a set of guiding
- questions for his review prior to our conversation. During our conversation, there were
themes that emerged as I tried to deepén my understanding of this crisis between the two
countries. The themes included domestic politics as a barrier for engagement,
forgiveness and trust building as necessary components to move beyond the current
hostility, and courageous leaders as necessary for shifting the paradigm.

One of the reasons why the two countries have remained in this antagonistic
paradigm may derive from the restricted parameters within which the leaders of the two
countries perform. Pickering pointed out that the leaders of the two countries have been
prisoners of their own domestic political framework. He said:

I think a lot of it had to do with the political environment inside each country. To

some extent, the reluctance of the leadership in each country to take a chance

within the context of that political environment of making a forward move that
would be seen perhaps as being weakness in the face of the confrontation with the
other. [These leaders worried] whether in fact the other country was truly ready
to take some forward steps or was only seeking to use engagement as a way of
perhaps levering from the other side more concessions rather than being
genuinely interested to find a win-win agreement. In these kinds of cases the fact
- that is certain is that to make progress both sides have to find the way to make
concessions. ... leaders don’t like to take the risk that they would get involved in

a situation making concessions, the end result to which would be all the benefits
for the other side and no benefit for them.
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Under this circumstance leaders chose not to risk eXpOsure but rather to demonize the

‘ other and ga1n polltlcal popularlty w1th1n their const1tuenc1es rather than recognizmg the
leg1t1macy of the other and go against the polltlcal norm in the1r respectlve countr1es
P1cker1ng cont1nued say1ng th1s dllemma isin fact someth1ng that becomes an
_emotlonal issue wh1ch tends to stand in the way of reallty and maybe an ab111ty to use
d1_plomacy to ach1eve national interests as opposed _to merely be1ng a.kind of resistant
:party_ in a set of difﬁculties.’k’ In the‘[‘JSv-‘Iran» case, Pi‘ckeringj’spoint is clear. _

E For instance, durlng his‘presidential campaign, when President Obama announced | ’v
he would sit down with Iranian leaders to negotiate and advocated that leaders should talk
even to their enemies,‘ he was.criticized sharply-by both parties in Washington as being
, nai've invhis approach towards Iran,. ‘As a _result,_in ‘hi's first press conference as the
president elect in l\lovember 7, 2008‘, when he was asked to respond to the congratulatory |
v letter for his election from the Iranian‘ president, he followed the established norm of

.creating pre-'conditions to discourse,vquoting the need 'for’Iran to agree to “no nuclear
| - weapon develop‘ment [for Iran and] ‘a' cessation of aiding terrorist groups” (Cillizza; 20_08t
1). ‘Although there is no solid proof aboutIran’s development of nuclear weapons or.
‘their support for terrorist groups, this language struck me as accusatory and rerrlinded me
. ofthe antagonistic rhetoric we _have heard from leaders .over the past 30years. If this is |
- | ‘Obama’s pattem,b then the opportunities may beignored again. The power of the political
o , establishrnent .caught 1n the prevailing paradigm seems to restrict even Obama, who |

'preSe_nts himself as a messenger of change, if his first press conference as president elect

 was any indication of his approach. The question is if there is a real'possib‘ility fo.r

"changing this hostile paradigm.
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A level of forgiveness may be necessary before this paradigm could be shifted.
Pickering'de_scribed the role of forgiveness as an important and positive move forward
- from antagonism to engagement
1 th1nk an ability to accept apology and an ability to accept the sense that the other = .
side recognizes that it might have made a mistake is the beglnnlng of forgiveness.
. Itis also true that at least, in some societies, being able to put historical '
, barr1ers behind one by in fact having a conversation about regret apology, and :
- change are all part of the process. S
After the passage of t1me and as the wounds of hostile actions lose the1r strength w1th1n
~ the historical memory of natlons, opportun1ty grows for the parties involved in a'conﬂict =
to forgive the other. Obama’s advocacy for change creates an encouraging atmosphere
for forgiveness.. Enough time may have passed to allow both Iran and the U.S. to forgive
what happened. This hopeful atmosphere, however, has not always existed.
In Pickering’s opinion, forgiveness is one of the more difficult responsibilities

that leaders shoulder, for, as Ricoeur (1996: 11) d'escri_bes:‘ “forgiving is not the exercise

of an easily granted forgiveness - that which once again is reduced to forgetfulness — but

the difficult practice of responding to a request for forgiveness Obama w1ll need tobe .

,ready to recognize everyopportunity, direct or indirect, whi’ch may come his way. For
= exarnple, the Iranian president’s congratulatory letter to p_relsidentelect Obama could be |
interpreted as,a way for putting the past behind' and opening upnew possibilities. If ._
o Obama }does not acknowledge this letter and refusesto capitalize on this opportunity hy
opening even a small line of communication,‘ another ‘opportunity will be lost, repeating '
,. the paradigm of the past three decades. | The change of perspective_ needed here is for

leaders on both sides to not look at forgiveness as a sign of losing pride or showing
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weakness; on thecontrary, forgivenes_s shows their capacity as~leaders to foréiye the
other side for a»bigger: purpose. , | o | -

This perspective of forgiveness requires courageous leaders able to act The
process will not be unchallenged As Pickering emphas1zed d1sagreements exist often -
in diplomacy and it takes serious leadership to be able to 'overcomethem. Howev.er o
before the 1eaders can make any effort in moving forward Pickering emphas1zed
) d1aloéue and talks are a crucial medlum to expand area of 1nterests “Obv1ously, the 1deal
- set of circumstances is w1n-w1n. And how youcan .portray that to the other side as an
opportunity isa serious challenge. And to some extent you have.to havediscussion in
order to be able to do that.}” In his opinion, leaders need to. take'initiativeto discuss .their
differences and create opportunities .for further engageément. vPi_ckering provided an
ekar'nple of leadership for dissolving tension between the U.S. and China »in the past:

One of the things, that I think, was most useful when we ﬁrst started to speak to

- the Chinese was that both the U.S. side and the Chinese side, Dr. Kissinger and

Zhou Enlai, wanted to speak about each other’s views of the international scene,

the world at large, the aspiration and the role and place of their country and how

that related to the other side. To me, that kind of dialogue is enormously

important and could very constructlvely set the stage for then talking about

- critical issues. - - :

Once the U.S. and Iran can truste'ach other onl less threateniné issues and create a »
positive 'atmosphere by focusing on shared values and mutual_'intereSts,: it may be:possible
,",to further the talks and include critical issues be'tween the two countries. Undeir‘such a
positive circumstance, the other 'party is encouraged to become involved in the process
and her’nore constructive and take their own positive steps. vaama once expressed his
willingness to engage in talks‘with non-friendly countries, including Iran. He is the

President of the United States now and the question remains whether he, as the leader of
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the most influential country in the world, is willing to initiate talks as he advocated
during his presidential campaigns. His initiation of talks with Iran could disarm the
Islamic Republic when they justify their hostility by recalling the U.S.riintentio'n over
many years to change the regime in Iran.. o
= Al‘though Pickering ‘mentioned the;poylitical system.as the chal,lenge for a possible
engagement, by referring to some historical experiences, he was optimistic about the -
' poésibility for engagement. In his opinion, there is a need at this stage for courageous
leaders who can forgive, build trust, and take initiatives to move beyond the hostile .
discourse that became the norm in the last 30 years. Pickering’s idea coincides with
Ansari’s (2006: 241) advocacy for courageous leaders and hew to move beyond the
restricting paradigm:
To surmount this culture and to overcome the consensual momentum will require
leadership of extraordinary imagination, vision, and courage. America in
particular must think in terms of not only winning the war but winning the peace,
by recognizing that Iran-US relations in the twentieth century have been defined
as much by collaboration as confrontation, even after the Islamic Revolution of
1979, and that compromise has and continues to be possible. A preoccupation
with conflict is blinding us to the opportunities for the future.
For fny next conversation partner, however, the challenge of bypassing the difficulties in
this relationship is enormous. Dr. Hamid Dabashi at Columbia University focused on the
structural problems in the American and Iranian political 'syster_ns as a barrier to progress.
Political Cultures as the Structural Problem
I learned about Dr. Dabashi when I listened to his discussion with another
academie on an Iranian radio station breadcasted in the U.S. Dabashi attracted my

attention due to his vast western philo_sophical knowledge, awareness about Iranian

culture, his accomplishinents as a professor and his publications on Iran. I thought
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" Dabashi would bring value to my research beéause he could discuss the US-Iran conflict |

) oﬁ a philosophical léf/el. I émail_ed Dabashi and asked for_"a conversation with‘him and he
kindly agreed 'tQ _do so. The concepté such as political ‘cultu‘re'vas barriers in the two |
countries;'corz;stifc‘ll“tion of eherﬁy, and post-modern complexity of this 'relatiqnship with its
- different players Weré among the dominant themes throughout our ‘c‘o'nversavt’ion.
| In Dabashi’s belief; the i)olitical'stmétures in the two‘c‘ou‘ritries were the main
barrie:r:sbto the normalization of relationship between the two nations. In his view, the
- two governments ére reStticted by the political systems within which each pe:forms. On ',
~-the pdlitical cultures in the two éountries Dabashi pointed out that | |

countries from a strategic and posmonal perspectlve are defined in a specific
‘political culture For example, in the American political culture Israel is defined
as a friendly country, an ally, and a country that protects the U.S. interest. Now,

. you can discover as many Israeli spies as you want who spy on the U.S,, ..., steal
American top secret documents, yet, despite when these facts are discovered,

- which contradicts the nature of a friendly country, nevertheless, there is no change
in the assumption about Israel in the U.S. On the other hand, Iran is defined as an
enemy in this culture. Now, it does not matter that Iran helped the U.S. inits
military attack against Taliban and Al Qaeda in Afghanistan, it does not matter

* how Iran let the U.S. air force to use its national air space, or it does not matter
how much shared interests from an strategic perspective they have in the Persian
Gulf; these realities, do not change the negative picture that is given to Iran. '

Dabashi believed this political culture in the U.S. has created an illusion fof the American
goverhmenty which has prevented it from dealing with _Han on the basis of realities on the
- ground. He also acknowledged that the same political culture exists in Iran which does -
‘not allow Iranian politicians to release themselves from this restricted paradigm:
In Iran, they made Israel as an enemy meaning that they pictured Israel as the
enemy of Iran. But, the reality is that during Iran-Iraq war, the Islamic Republic
~ imported weapons through Israel which is a friendly act from the Israeli side.

Nevertheless, despite Israel helping Iran, still, the negatlve picture of Israel in the
Iranian political culture does not change.
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Tp éxblain what it means to be involved in fhis type of relationship, Dabashi emphasized:
“What [ want to say is that, here, we are-not performing within a real framework. The
~ whole thing is baséd on a false premi’se.' And these false premises are major parts in these
political culture_s.”' In regard to my research topic and hqw the two states antagonize each
other, Dabashi explaihed that “the American political culture is all based on the concept
of evnerny. Qné time, this enémy was Taliban, then Iraq, and now is beqoming Iran. In
Iran, there is the same story. Now, the constitution of enemy is élearly dominant;in thé
Iranian political culture.” Dabashi’s points about the structure of political culture in the
two couritrieé illustrate‘d the challenges that exist ih bridging the two sides of this conflict.
To understand better the root cause of this structural problem, I asked Dabashi how and
why political cultures are involved in the acts of antagonizing and demonizing. |

Dabashi noted that these types of political cultures heed what he called “the
constitution of enemy.;’ He clarified that he borrowed the térm from German polifical
philoéopher Carl Schmitt (2007) who believed the concept of the constitution of enemy
‘has a philosophical root in the survival of each political Eulture. Dabashi noted:

the derriocrétic institutions that exist in the United States look at the constitution

of the enemy as a theoretical concept. This is a philosophical concept when you

constitute an enemy. Carl Schmitt believes that until you create an enemy,

wisdom can not be created in a political culture. Advancing wisdom in a political

culture, as Schmitt states, depends on the constitution of enemy.
As Dabashi explained, through the constitution of enemy, the hardliners in the U.S. énd
Iran were able to antagoﬁize each other and further their oWn policies on their national
stage. The Uhited States presents Iran as an enemy>and justifies its various expensive

military programs in relation to the Iranian threat. The establishment of a missile defense

| system in Hungary proposed by President George W. Bush to defend NATO allies from a
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: >possible missile attack by Iran, which was argued in late 2007 and early 2008, is the latest
“case. On the other hand, Iran makes the same argument against the United States by

 saying that the U.S. intehds to overthrow the Isllan_iic'Repuyblic. This U.S.'policy allows n

\

o the Ielqm'ic‘ Republic to militafize the ihtemal s;itu'ation in the eouhtry, ihcrease its own i
: .cvlefehse:rbudget to counter the ;Americans ahtagonisfn, ahd opprees any democraticv
. ,moVentent within the eountry which reSists fora Ihore democ‘rétic‘ s'o(‘:iety,v fctll of which
" uhdernﬁiﬁe .a' belief that the U.S. _intendo to overthrowthe ‘gover'n'rnetlt. Still, the contrary
beliefs remain.‘ Th eltwo eoohtries entered and terhain in the paradigm of the eonstitution | N
of ehemy because it h_ot only ollows them to justify their restrictive policies and self- |
’ serVing"égendas, but also to create a philosophical arguntent to counter the other side’s‘
Vargunoehts and actions. | |
The failure of the two countfiee to establish a relationship i'nthe paet three

decodes illustrates Dabashi’s poiht. Despite the notion of constitution'of enemy, the US.
“and Iran had talks on several occasions in the last decade alone, but were not able to |
3 oevelop thoee talks into engagement. Talks about how to deal with Taliban and Al Qaeda
1n Afghahistah prior to the US attack on Afghanistan or occasi‘onal talks in Ireq over the
secufity'of thatt eountry repré‘sent‘ these opportunities. When I asked Dabashi about why . -
- the U;S; an“dAIran, were ‘not able to advahce the_ee rahdom talks into d.eeper ehgagemeht, he
.pointed out that this is ‘b‘beca'use they ate involved continuously in the constitution of
enemy.” He added that, “Qé' see this bmethod in both eountries that are faeing eaeh other.
| So, there is this stubbornness in both countries and its direct darhage is the glohal
'corhprehensiveness of both cultures.’:f This structutal probleni of 'e'reating enem'iesv to

further their own policies, which creates a paradigm of fear and the ability to fund that
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. _ fea‘r,' has already damaged the reputations of the two _countries'for they no longer base
their actions on the mutual respect and understanding of each other, the valuestand ethics
that form the fbundati_ons of both countries and' on which they were both founded. For
the last 30 years, Iran has been called a sponsor of terrorism and the U.S. became the
'symbol of a unilateralism in dealing with international crisis, especially in the last eight
years.

In addition to the existence of a political culture which leads to the constitution of
enemy, Dabashi also emphasized that the post-rnodem complexity is another element that
negatively influences the US-Iran relationship. In Dabashi’s opinion, the conflict

~between the United States and Iran is not independent from other players in the regional
and international scene. There are many regional and international players who have
~ interests in the US-Iran relationship and influence this relationship in the direction that
promotes their own interests. He noted:
In the international relationships, it is not possible to limit the US-Iran
relationships only to the relationship between these two countries. The
relationships are like a chess game now. Moving pieces in this game changes the
relationship among many other pieces. ... the reality of the current international
relations is that we can not think about the international issues from a national
- perspective anymore. ... we need to think reglonally, then, ultra regional. ‘For ,
example, think about the relationship between the U.S. and Venezuela, whichis -
located in the American continent. The US-Venezuela relationship is influenced
by the Iran-Venezuela relationship. ... We need to stop seeing this problem from
a'dual relatlonshlp between the two countrles and two cultures. Instead, we need
to see the international political scene as a chess board.
' What Dabashi mentioned in our conversation aligns with what Geertz (1988) called the |
-imposs’ibitity of looking at the world in the terms of black and white. There are many

~ players in this interrelated world and their interests and influence must be considered for

better understanding of the US-Iran conflict. Dabashi enlphasized that it would be a
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 mistake to look at the US-Iran relationship only in terms of these two countries and noted
that “We should not ignore the' role of countries such as Israel and Pak’istan. Countries
like Israel as Paklstan the1r interests and their existence depends on the host111ty between
 the U S. and the countrles in the reglon Dabashl continued by providing an eXarnple
about the Amerlcan vIsraell Publlc Affalr Committee, where “there are 70,000 members
that are constantly working to-inﬂarne the fire between the two countries.” The survival
- of these organizations and their reSpective countries depend upon the hostility'between ‘
,‘., the U.S. and a country like Iran By exaggeratlng the threat of Iran for example an
organlzatlon such as AIPAC aims to _]UStlfy further monetary and m111tary ass1stance from
the U.S. to Israel. While Dabashi is pessimistic about the political cultures in the two
countries and the game played‘by the players in the intemational_arena, he sees existing
potentials between the two nations.
* At the end; Dabashi provided a message of hope in our conversation towards
~ these existing potentials in the civil societies of the two countries; from people in
academia to people on the street. He pointed out:
The relationship that normal people, experts, and people like professor Beeman
and others see in regard to the US-Iran relationship is a cultural perspective that
are observed by the people, like us, who are interested in cultural matters. We are
from that culture and are living here. In case of Mr. Beeman, he belongs to this
‘culture but he conducts research about that culture. We hope for a friendly
relatlonshlp between the two countries and the two cultures. ... Right now there
is an antagonism in the official relationship between the two countries, still, the
Iranian youth, but not just the youth, are interested in America, American culture,
American literature, American music, and American pop culture. ... [For
example] even after the September 11, 2001, as you know, the young people [of
Iran] gathered in Mohseni square to show their solidarity with the Americans.

- These potential groups from both countries, who want to interact and strengthen their ties

‘with each other, are the opposite of the hostility that exists in the nature of the political
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cultures with the two c'ountries., While Dabashi aéknowledges the existence of the
opposing groups in the two nations, those Who benefit from the statns quo and those who ‘/
desire a better relationship, there is hope that although the strength of the'people in the
face of the ‘political Strneture is lim‘ited, nevertheless, the people can depict a better future
with their ovxlnmessages, Kearney (1998l 227-9), ultimately, conﬁrrns that it is the
power of narrating different stories,by others that can challenge and re-realize the official | :
‘story of the state and perhéps nrovide a_'lternatives. |

| My conversation with Dabashi worked as an eye opener for me. | I wae arnazed by
the depth of his insights on the structural problem in front of a possible engagement
between the two nations. .‘His description of the pfoblem not only illustrated theimpasse
of the two states, but it also imposed a dilemma in front of me as a research_erkwho tries to
' reallze a better conrse of action as an alternative to the current hostility. Ava faced this
dilemma and thought about how to seek a resolution for this lmnasse, I also worked on
.designing a different set of questions, to engage my next conversation partner, so that
together-we could tackle the strnctural challenges and hopeﬁillymove beyond the *
dilemrnal When reflecting on my‘questions,r I thou‘ght I needed to refre.me them in a way -
that encourages my partner to discuss the neces‘sary measures that need to occur to |
encourage the emergence o‘f alternative stories to challenge the ofﬁoial narrative. With
this in fnind and despite being a little nervous about my conversation with Dr. Gary Sick
due to his rank in the Carter administration, 'Ibplrepared to talk and seekv‘his insights on the

issues between the U.S. and Iran.
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The Necessity of Dialogue and Hopéful Signs

I was introduced to Dr. Gary Sick by éne of my earlier éon_Vefsation partnefs, Dr.
Amiraﬁmadi. ‘He asked me if I was interésted in having a discussion With Sick »abo‘lit'my,
- research ‘tOpic. [ knew of Sick? due té his very crucial bosition in theb'former' Presiaent’s
Carter administreitiori asa mémbér of his National Secﬁrity Council during the hostage
‘ crisis in 1979-80 and his exteﬁSive -publishiﬁg onIran. Iwas very 'gréteful and contaéted
Sick by émai] and he agreed to have a cqnversation with me ébout the topic of my‘
researqh. The main themeé we dié(:usscd included the neceésity of dialogue, current
status betweeri the' VUSV-Iran, how to create ‘van understanding between the two, énd the
‘possibi‘lity fér a different course of acti(;h. |

The establishment of corﬁmunication and Beginning of dialogue are crucial stepé
, fo break down the stagnated-l.aaradAigm of n_on%dialogue in this relatiohshii:). Sick
efnphdsized that it “is, however, the pqlitical side that has prevented the two sides fr(‘)m‘/
coming to really communicate with each othef.” To be released from this phase, ‘the
medium of dialogue is needed to chang¢ the dynamics. Sick éfgued:

| I fhink both sides have légitimate concerns aboﬁt the ot_hér. That woﬁld bé, in

fact, a basis for any kind of negotiation. Those concerns would have to be dealt

with directly and that is why I personally think that direct negotlatlons between

the United States and Iran are very good idea.
| For Sick, the result of 30 yeafs of policy of hon-dialogue resulted in missed opportunities
“and further misunderstanding of each othér for the two nations. He bélieves that at the |

éurrent time, “the poséibility is the;e; it just hés nét been developed thus far.” At this

- point, és many other of my research partners emphasized the ifnport'ance of dialoéue, I

realized the significance of Khatami’s call for “dialogue among civilization” as the |

medium to reduce further conflicts and tensions, which may otherwise bring catastrophic
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consequences. Sick was another research partner who saw the need for dialogue and
emphasized the importance of this specific time for the beginning of talks to stop the
crisis from escalation.

“Sick believed that there has been a change in the discourse between the two
‘countries in the recent time. He described the conferences in Iraq over the security of the
country during 2007-08 and in Europe over the status of the US-Iran relationship in 2008
as pbsitive signs that might change the dynamics of the hostile relatioriship between the
two countries. He noted:

So, things are not necessarily staying the same and I think there is real sign. Plus,

“do you know, Senator Obama has talked about having direct negotiation with

Iran, which is something that no presidential candidate had ever said before. So, I

think there is some change happening and I see also in Iran a greater willingness

to even talk openly about having a diplomatic relation for instance with the

- United States. So, I think things are moving maybe not very fast and it may not

be permanent, but there are some hopeful signs as well as non-hopeful signs.
While the two countries never had an official or public discussion in the last 30 years;
recent developments indicated that there may be a change in their approaches towards
each other. On one hand, as Sick emphasized, “what we are seeing right now is the U.S.
becoming a more and more active participant in the discussions that have been going on
for some time between Iran and Europe. ..., the United States has been taking more and
more of active view toward negotiation and diplomacy over [the last] two years.” On the
other side, the Iranian government has showed interest in talking with the U.S. In fact,
 the current Iranian president, Ahmadinejad, expressed his willingness to talk directly to
the U.S. president on several occasions. So with the U.S. via Obama indicating a

willingness for dialogue and with Iran making overture‘s‘to initiate talks, this seems to be

a breakthrough in the tradition of non-discourse, what Sick calls ‘hopeful signs.’

~
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The question is how to develon what Sick called positive signs into meaningful
talksv’and actual engagernent. 'ihis may be a daunting task, considering that in President'
.‘Ql)ama’s first pressconference after being elected,.he‘rnet President Ahmadinej ad’s
proposal to talk with the same preconditions as the previous administrations and, as of '
‘yet 1o formal response has been made. - Con51der1ng how. prev10us talks d1s1ntegrated
} into ‘occasions to accuse and demonize each other cont1nually, there is the realist fear that | |
the two natlons will never be able to rise above the demonlzlng dlscourse Sick belleved
along with Am1rahmad1 and Pickering, that courageous leaders are needed to transform |
" the hostility and hesitation vinto dialogue and engagement, creating incentive to move past

the complex 1ncent1ves that exist to do noth1ng | | |

I would argue that the hard facts include the dangers of cont1nu1ng hostility. That E

is a hard fact-and it is one that many of the senior policy makers actually are

~ concerned about. So, I don’t think that it is a matter of finding a secret way to -
influence policy makers. I think being out in front and making the arguments that
v what the benefits might be are arguments in themselves ..
‘ According to Sick, the time is now for leaders to take action. He believed there are
o encouraging_ signs on both sides that show the .willingness of both governments for talks.
" For him; the fact that the ofﬁcials from the,t\ivo countries met over'th_e issne' of ; |
| ; , Afghanistan, Iraq,'andeven in Europe over the Iranian nuclear issue to discuss their
issnes, co’uld be interpretéd as encouraging development between the two countries. -
/ Thes'e poSitive signs may be the beginning ofa breal; down in the wall of mistrust
‘between the US ‘and Iran and may guide the two sides into more rneaningfnl dialogue. "
Then, there rnight be hope that these new developments may change the hostile dynamics o

“that have existed between the two for a long time.
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Beised on the hostile history between:!the two qountries and the_ many missed _
oppc')rturiitiesb,' at the end of our conversation the question; foi me was whether ,WeWere
being too idcalistic about the possibilities. I wondered_ 1f whét Sick_ called positivé signs
and a hopeful’ spectrum were suppOrted with facts. Sick tioted that “I wouid é.igue that
the hard faéts include the dangérsof continiiing h‘ostility. Thatis abhard fact and it is one
that many of the senior policy makers actually are cdnc__:eméd about.” Then, wheri I asked
Sick liow could we advocate the shift of paradigm and péssibly‘inﬂuence the ieaders‘ and
pvoli_c}y makers, he menticv)ned“‘I don’t think théit itisa matter of finding a secret way tci ‘
‘influence poli'cy makers.' I tliink beirig iout in frt)nt and making the é.iguments that What
the bcneﬁts might be are afguments in theinseives and they séem to be having some |
success.” Even though the task of Bridging and engagement seemed to be difﬁ.cult,,at the -
end, what Sick reminded me was what I had heard many times from my other research
" participants: _the power ‘of single stories that we can prOdiiée to minimally influence and -
,ciiange the dyriamics of the official stories of the two states. Ona personal lei/el, I
realized even my wiiting could geneiate a iiew.nairrative where common sense and shared
stories could be a peirt of a larger scale bampaign for advocating a peaceful resolutiori of
this crisis. ) | ‘ |

B After my co_nversatiqn‘ with Gary Sick, I macie contact with my st)nVérsatiOn'
partner‘sin Iran to finalize our ineetings;rlvOut of five contacts, two of them responded 'to_
my emails and kindly ‘agreed to share tlie’ir pérSpectivés arid experiences witli me. While
oii the plane to Irari, I tliought I had to really appreciate ths‘good will of my two

participants to talk with me on a critical subject due to the risks they faced in Iran. -
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The Dilemma of the Islamic Republic
Upon my'arrivalk to Iran, I called Mr A‘bbas Abdi to set an appointment"‘for our
conversation. ‘Nowa researcher andfreelance journalist in Tehr’an, Abdi began asaone
of the original student idealists during the v, l 979 revolution and partiéipated in the hostaage‘ -
taking of Americans Years later, d15111u51oned with the dogmatism of the polltlcal
. system Abd1 became a strong supporter of the reform movement prior to and during
Khatami’s pre51dency He was 1mprrsoned as 1nd1cated above for his pohtical activity in
Iran, wh1ch included conductlng a poll that showedaround 80% of Iranrans expressed
: their desire for a closer relationship with the United States. He warmly invited and |
received me ‘at his_' house in Tehran, Iran, on August 18“‘, 2008, where we had a two-hour
long conversation. In our meeting, themes that were developed included the structural
problem in the Ustran'relationship as the main obstac1e, the Islamic Republic’s dilemma
in dealing with the U.S.,’ and the role of Iranian-Amerieans in the U.S.
“In dealing with the United States, the Islamic Republic faces a dilemma which is _
-not enco'uraging as far as it concems the two ‘nvations’ 'engagement. Similar to the strong
concems expressed by Dabashi, Abdi believed there is a structural problem in the US-
Iran relationship that,does not allow the two nations to normalize. However, Abdi looked
at thev problem from a different perspective than Dabashi: |
| Th‘emain reason is becatise the two countries can not sum up their own requests
and claims. ‘Their game became a zero-sum game. In reality, Americans have a
specific interpretation of the international order and want to impose this system on
Iran. On the other hand, the Iranian government does not recognize this global -
order as defined by the United States. ... their opposition to each other derives
from the way they see the game. And their game has become a Zero-sum game.
What Abdi calls the zero sum game resonates with what Dabashi calls .th‘e ﬁrm political

structure in the two countries which constitute enemy. In this paradigm, no country
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_initiates engagement, insteadfhey continue animosity by entrenching and ﬁhding v
‘ strength in their own elaims.‘ | Thisis clear as we leok at the tentative talks over
temporary issues betWeen the two countries. These talks hever moved beYOnd quick |
resolutions spurred by a pressing need, i.e., the Talibanv and Iraq. Itis this charaetefjstic
: of a zero sum gahie that keeps temporary telks from developing into engagement. - As
v Abd1 s empha51zed | | - |

Their claims interfere with the other one’s claims. Of course, there have been
instances that their game was played differently and positively. Nevertheless,
whenever there was a step forward, after that temporary positive step, they would
return two steps backward. The reason why they can’t establish a relationship
returns to this structural problem. '

This is why Abdi disagreed with Pickering and Sick when they saw signs of hope.
Abdi argued there are two dilemmas on two levels for the Islamic Republic. The
first one is that if the Republic engages with the U.S.'-, it contradicts its own values:

As you know and many other experts agree, the United States and Iran have many
common interests in the region. Nevertheless, despite these common interests,
and because of this characteristic of their belief system, they can not collaborate
continuously with each other. ... Now, why do they behave this way? It is clea.r
that America defends this 1nternat10nal system because their interests are in it.
And, the Iranian side can not think of giving up its own position in regard to this

. international political order.

- Abdi continued that this is a contradictien that the Islamic Republic faces and has not
been able to resolve:

They can’t even say that they don’t accept this international order. They go
around it and say it indirectly, but the root of the problem is this. Until they
recognize such a system, they can not establish a relationship with others. When
they accept it, the consequences are goingto be much larger and will not be
limited to the Iran-US relationship any more. ... This is one important point that
nobody pays attention to. For example, many. people think that the Islamic

“Republic does not want to negotiate. I am not saying that they want to do-so, but
even if they desire to do so, they are not able to do so. '
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Abdi Stéted that “if Iran gives up, in the domestic policy, it will be a very costly option
and niove- for Iran. Then, they will face consequences that may weaken the ‘positioh of
» conSe‘rVaﬁvés inside the country;”
T his"briﬁgs the second le§el of concern for the Islamic Republic to _thé forefront.
If the Islamié Republié engag¢s“w'ith the United States, it may become the subjeét of :
, funhér scrutiny by the international community. As Abdi emph’ésized:
The Islamic Repﬁblic fee’ls if it starts to engage and nonﬁalize, it needs to
completely change its path. Improving the relationship with the U.S. means
accepting the international order and, automatically, giving up from 30 years of
their own position, the belief is that if this happens, the Islamic Republic may face
difficult challenges in their domestic policy. ' :
A ~ The internal ,dilemrria vand challenge for the Islamic Republic is that thé opéning ofa.
: rglatiohship with the Unitéd States would subject tﬁc Republvic’s internal affairs, such as
hurnan rights', freedofn of press, and other socio-political freedoms, to a deeper scrutiny
- by the United States and the fest of the western world. In other words, the Islamic.
Republic does not engage because it realizes that engagement haé consequences that
would put the Republic’s control under threat, because foreign pressure for a more open
society may create new possibiiities for Iranians in theif fight against the state ideo_iogy.
7' The> delicacy ofthe cirqumstances in rIran, therefdre, réquires that the American
' 1eaders and poli}cy‘ makers be mére careful in their approach to the Republic. EmploYing
experts who ére .éware of the concerns of thé Islamic Republié may make theAeng'agement
easier and redu(;e irritation tb the Islamic Republic, that is, reducing the threat of internal
p’olitiéal intéffefence and regime change; abdicating the pursuit of the U.S. hegemony in’
. thé region, recognitiox} for the islamic Républic as a legitimate government and its | |

acceptance into the global community.
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Abdi’é source §f pessimism originates from his own disillusionment in the
Islafnic Repu'blic; Asa young man, Abdi believed in the ideals of the Revolution aﬁd
participate fuﬂy in the process, even td the storming of the U.S. Em:bassy. Howcver, as
the Revolﬁtion yvas taken oyér by the more extreme elem‘ents. ‘within the formation of
Islamic RepuBlic, he became disillﬁsioned when he saw the: suppression'of the
Revolution’s ideals of political and social freédom, including human rights ‘and freedom
of press. Exxercising the freedom'for which he fought, va‘di éritiéized and pubiicized.his
obje‘ctions,regardingthe' direction td which the country was headed. For this, he was
arrested and, as we know, spent years in prison. Even though, disillusioned Abdi saw a
small spot of potential that might help change the direction in the two countries’
relatiOnship. He cited the Iranian community inthe U.S. as a possible catalyst for
changing the dynamics of this relationship if they are able to provide a better
‘understanding of Iran to Americans: |

Of course, this requirés that these Iranians be familiar with the Iranian internal

affairs and be allowed to take part in this matter. In this case, if they are allowed

to actively engage with this issue, they can prov1de a proper 1mage of Iran and
~ form a lobby in the Umted States.

It may be that Iranians, like myself, will be able to help explain the motivations that
isolate Iran and infuriate the western wofld, factors like the fear of power losé' and the
need fof equaiify and rvespévctv as a nation. | |

Aﬂér my convérsations with Dab‘a'shivand Abdi, I realized the enormity of thé
ch_allenges in front of the tyvo nat‘ions and their people who work to positively i»nﬂu:erllce
the two stafes fora pve‘aceful resolution of their disp_ﬁtes.‘ Abdi’s point also réminded me

of my own challenges as a researcher who seeks to figure out an approach which may

lead to a peaceful dialogue between the two.

125



Névertheless, although Dabashi and Abdi stressed the challenges of influencing'
the ’di‘sco‘u‘rse of the t_wo states, ‘hoWevér, each of them had a mesSége of hope where I
cdﬁld find _poténtials for ,géneratirig a new narrative for an altematiQe course of }acti'on.
- A‘b'di’s final, hopeful ’mé'rssage"yé‘nc’ouraged me even more BeCéusé he re‘ferre'd to the
sigrﬁ_iﬁca’née 6f iréﬁi'éns ii_rivthebU.S';,»th desire to ‘créat'é an i,mder‘standir‘lrg bétv;/een thé
fwb countric‘s‘;‘}‘)ositiv\icl’y ihﬂﬁencg fhis hbstilé ;elatiohéﬁip, aﬁd' géherate névw idéaé to‘ ,
'bfidgé the t‘;vq.hati'o'ns toWard ’a p(r)'ssibleb e_ngage’ment;v In otihe'r‘ Words, peo‘plej“who hopé
' to ‘éreatg What Gadérhef (200v4) calls- “fuéion of Korizon,” where the two ‘_sbidie_vs learn about
‘ eac.h‘other and eniefr'ge »_thvei‘r briginalperspectives and ﬁnderstandin’g about the other. By

| provibdirllg a truer'unders’tanding of Iran ;and‘\Ira'nianS‘ and thé motvivevsv behind theif actions, .

o '._Ira‘nians\li'ving in the U.S: coﬁld inﬂuenéve an Mericéﬁ dogrhatic view towards Iran,
_which has-depicted Iran as a c‘qunvtr.yi of fanaﬁcs and has been dominant in the US ‘
government in the past BQ years. If aéaderﬁics‘and‘practitioners are able to prbvide é‘
" better unde?standirig on Iran’s motives, then, the American’s perspective may ’e‘xpand,»
which ultimately could 'bri_ng the two couhtries éloser to finding ck‘ommongrounds.

When I was in Mf. ABdi’s house, we broke into laughter several times because he
| suggestedtvhat I’change the‘ tbpic of my research from finding peace to finding war
be}tween‘v the two countries; this joke emerged because hé thought war Would be easier to
ﬁnd'aﬁd accomplish in today’s world! Nonétﬁeless, si»r'lcebhé_ho‘pes for peace and
‘ ﬁeacéful coéxistence with ofhérs in our world, at the end, he encoutag’ed‘me to continue
withr my ré4seavr‘ch. I ggined the insights of an experienced than who was an ear’ly’

participator within the Islamic Republic; but who is now a main chéllehger.
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I finished rhy talks with a represenfative of the revolution in Iran, I realized,théf
time ha’db éi(‘)vme.‘to méet with someone who bélongéd to the new generétioh of Iranians,
those whdthe R'evolutiqn is more of a fairy tale, a generaﬁon who has grown up undér :

the socio-politiéal réétrictions of the new regime and who aré in search of equality éﬁd o
’demot.:racy at homé and .freevintelractivon With tﬁ¢ rest of the world. A’s I ieft Abdi’s horrié,
1 Wg’s already thinking about my next coﬁversaﬁon partner,‘ a graduate student in pq’litiéai
vs‘cience, v»vho:represent-ed the plqt_ential'of youth withih Iran. |
| vDyemOnstrating Leadelfship'- -
M‘:ybl'ast coﬁversatibn partner was Mr. Babak,labgraduate student in a political

science in é college in Tehran, Iran. Babak did not want his identity to ‘bé revealed and
- this is why I only usé lﬁs first name. A fresh minded college young man who represents
a typical Iranian student, who sees how the many countries in the wbrld are now |
improving their economic, poiitical and social standing by being a more effeptive player
in the global community and/Ah‘ow Iran is isolated and restricteci from participation by the
ideology and s‘;ancé of its léaders. He actively follows the politiéal development in Iran
and in the international arena. Throughout our‘covn‘versat_ion,, Babak seémeci to be hopeful
for a better future. ‘This at_titude makes Iranians of his age and generation a major soﬁrce
- of hppé fér a better future in Iranian society.
Having been introduced by a rouhd ébout circuit of friends and relatives,y Babak

: 'égr'e.ed to meet me in his house in Rasht to talk about the US-Iran relationship’. | Babak |
" “ represents Beeman’s idea 'thatr the youth are the great botential within Iranian sociéty, a B
b’eliéf that in Abdi’s opinion represents the predicament of the Islamic Republic shéuld |

they engage with the United States and then, are forced to face this generation’s demands
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for a more open society. This presents a dilemma in that the potential for the U.S. is also
the problem for the Islamic Republic. So my questions to Babak were how the U.S. can
reduce the notion of threat.

Babak, like Amirahmadi and Pickering, emphasized that by taking a more
proactive and dialogue based role as a world leader, the U.S. may be able to disengage
Iran’s defense mechanism, allowing a friendlier engagement of Iran with the western
world, including the U.S. Babak, like many young Iranians, see Obama as a consensus
builder, and there is now a higher hope for the return of the U.S. to the international scene
as a unifying world leader rather than as a unilateral power. Babak suggests that Obama
approach Iran with a humble attitude indicating a leadership quality that is able to
recognize and lay at rest the other’s fear.

To implement these ideals into reality, concrete measures such as using a
respectful language is needed to build trust. Since the accusatory language and
demonization of each other has only increased the level of antagonism between the two
nations, a more respectful language is a viable option, and may influence this relationship
in a positive way. Babak agreed with this concept, advocated also by Beeman and
Milarii, and said:

Instead of accusing and threatening Iran, it may be better to soften its tone in

order to soften Iran’s tone. Many times, the language of diplomacy is much more

effective than the language of force. By the U.S. taking such a step, I mean using

a respectful and a more diplomatic language in dealing with Iran, this may

encourage Iran to lessen its hard position. This may be much more effective to

resolve this problem than using a harsh language and encouraging Iran to use the
same harsh language.

Many experts believe that President Ahmadinejad won the presidential election in Iran

because the political system in Iran realized they needed a stringent president to counter
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the neoconservatives and their harsh approach towards Iran. In a hostile environment, it
is easier for the hardliners in Iran to justify their antagonistic policies against the U.S. and
suppress Babak’s generation claim for the need of a more open society. Ina more .
peaceful environment, the rhetoric of “Great Satan” and “Axis of Evil” may‘vanis_h and a
more constructive attitude may prevail.
~If the U.S. desires a change in Iran, Babak saw the need to engage Iran in the
international comniunity. In doing so, Babak surmised, the U.S. may be able to influence.
the Islamic Republie in an indirect way. On one hand, the Iranian engagement with the
~ international community could be considered an incentive by the-U.S. for Iranian
- engagement.' On the other hand, the U.S. may be able to request its demands from the
Islamic Republic throtlgh the softer approach. Babak noted:
Isolating Iran is not going to solve any problem, while engaging Iran w1th the
international community results in a better relationship between the two countries
and the expansion of democracy within Iran. For example, the United States can
help Iran to enter the World Trade Organization, start to trade with Iran, and |
improve its relationship with Iran, while requiring Iran to stop its support for
~ violent groups in the region, improve their human rights record, and open up the
pohtlcal situation in Iran. On one hand, Iran can see concrete incentives and on
the other it sees what needs to be done to gain those incentives. In the diplomatic
arena, these are steps that are doable and each of them can help the expanswn of
the engagement ,
Babak’s point represents at the very least an untried possibility that has not been
-attempted in the past. Since his proposal has never been implemented, it may be
~ advantageous to attempt such a policy especially since President Obama.has created a
receptive atmosphere for dialogue and a possible shift in paradigm.
Babak was my last conversation partner. When I left him, I felt better about my

research topic as his message was more hopeful. Nevertheless, his optimism didn’t

mislead me to distance myself from the reality described by Dabashi and Abdi.

L
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T‘hrc‘>uvghout‘m‘y chQerSations vwif[h all my résearch partners, two messages were
‘prgvailed: | ﬁr‘st,>alrrilost all of them mentioned the exiéteﬁce ofa strﬁctural préblem in
both countries imposed by their political systems; and secoﬁd; thefalso cv(‘)nveyed‘ar
message df hbpe'by focﬁsing on the potentials that exist in both countries. bThi‘s'dilebr‘nma
reflects also my ghalIenge throughout‘_rhy reseafch in re-imagining Whaf thé pdssibilvities

might be in my text and overcoming the challenges to doing so. _

Summary

The preceding data pre‘s.entation and preliminary analysis provided an
introduction to each of the formal research participants. ‘Some‘tir'nves, the themes
dev¢loped throhgh‘out the pohver‘sations wefe not specifically related to the résearch
' categf)ries;v however, due to their importénce, for providing a bettef understanding of Iran, |
they were presented in this Chapter. | The data p’resentatidn also linked the data’ to related
theoretical concepts from Gadamer, Ricoeur, and Keamgy.’ The next part of this reseafch‘
interweaves these theoretical foundations with the data gathered from the research
corvlversation's‘in order to deepen the undcrsfanding of the crisis bgtween th¢ United States
and Iran through the ahaly‘sis of the data. The sécondary analysis offe_rs an expanded
' interpretation and ’understanding of fny feséarch experience with rhy participants and the

insights that they shared with me.
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CHAPTER VI
SECONDARY ANALYSIS
Introduction

In this Chapte:r,‘ I present a secondary reading of the research conversationrtexts

| dvérlaid on fhe research categories introduced earlier in Chapter Four to generate
meahihg from their integration and present thié meaning in the fo'rm--of a narrative.
Through a deeper analysis of my data, I attempt to obtain new meaning from the review
of the past history of the two nations, the United States and Iran, the roots of the problem
between the two, and search for ways to move beyond ihe curreht restrictions and
discover possibilities, through imégination, that never were actualized.. The hope is that
by imagining différently, there may be,al higher chance for each government to-expand its

“horizon and enlarge its perspective, which may help them to undefstand the other iﬁ a
truer way, to refigure a new course of action accordingly that could be peaceful and
beneficial for both nations. In this Chapter, I use the theoretical concepts of Ricoeur,
Kearney, and Gadamer including mimesis;, mimesis,, mimesiss, founding events, |
narrative identity, forgiveness, power of imagination, and fusion of horizon to analyze the
US-Iran issue at a theoretiéal level to possibly reach new ﬁqeaning frqm the pést and
imagine a better future as a way to uncover a better course of action in the present.

| Mimesis;
To better analyze the US-Iran relationship and reach a better imderstanding, I

thought it is necessary to review the past in a deeper sense. Gadamer (1976: xv) notes
that “the past has a truly pervasive power in the phenomenon of understanding.” The

US-Iranian diplomatic relatiohship goes baék almost 60 years. From 1953 to 1979, the
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.Uni'tedetates operated as a major player in Iranian domestic politics. However, this
favored relatioﬂohip sou'red and became hostile for the last three deeades. Throughoiit '
- rriy researc}i conver's‘a'tions, several of my partic'ipanté emphasized the signiﬁcance ofa
. new read of tlre- past in order toir‘eac'ha new understariding andv possibly ﬁrld poterrtials -
- that were ignore_d in‘t:he fog of the current antagonism. The emlp,h‘asis placed on the |
review of the pastfaligns‘with Ricoeur’s (2005: 1870) rrotiorl of rrrirriesis 1n action: As he
notes,i“mvimevsis is poiesis, that is, construciion,‘ creation.” To eons‘truct anew pbsitive
‘ p relationship, the ﬁrst step is to genuinely understand the past which resonates with
Ricoeur’s concept of mirrresisl. Therefore, throughout my conversations, I focused on
the review of the past to.eee_ if v_ve.coulel discover positive aspects tliat have been ignored B
or dis‘mis‘sed.; “
| .One such opportunity was overlooked,a‘ccorc‘ling to Amirahmadi, When the two -
sides did not try to approach the problem in order to find common grounds and 'their
| relationship lias been based on retal.iation. . | |

Complicating the situation is also a set of post-revolutionary developments that

further increased their misunderstanding and mistrust. The practical responses on -

both sides have been fatal. Iranians took Americans hostage, and the Americans

- would support Saddam Hussein in the war against Iran and shoot down an Iranian
civilian air plane; Americans woulcl also impose sanctions on Iran and freeze
Iranian assets in the U.S.; Iran would develop a clandestine civilian nuclear
technology and support Hezbollah and Hamas against Israel. ... The American -
claims against Iran about terrorism, nuclear proliferation, democracy deficit, and
opposition to Middle East peace are products of this unfortunate history. '

. Ricoeur (1983: 67) notes that to c_orriprehend a story or a series of events, it is important
to find out “how and why the su_ceessive episodes led to this conclusion ....” Inthe US-
Iran relationship, the hostile reactions toward the other were designed as strategic moves

 to satisfy the self interests of each state without trying to understand the motivations of
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the other and yvithout focusing on}the communalities.. As aresult, demonizing became
the norm in thisrelationship, resulting in a hostile narrativebetween the two..
Amirahmadi retelling of the history of mistrust and misConception between_the
: twocountrles is our ﬁrst stage of the pre understandmg recommended by Ricoeur (1984
64) when he says ‘we “can see the r1chness in the meaning of m1mes1s1 To 1m1tate or
;present action is ﬁrst to preunderstand Unon th1s preunderstanding emplotment is
' ;,'»c.onstructed and, with it, textual and literary m1met1cs With th1s new understandmg of
'v _hoiv thetwo ,co‘untries retaliated andreached this critlcal point ,m their relationship, w1th
| »mo‘re awareness, we may be able to avoid what caused the problem to escalate to this
critical point. Instead of strategicmoves and retaliation against the other, with this new
realization, we could emphasize our commnnalities to find common’ground rather than
emphasizing our differences. Looking i’or potentials in the past of the two countries may
be a constructive way for linding common ground for a new reconstruction.

A genuine review of the past may highlight the latent historical-philosophical
communalities that exist in the traditions of the tWo nations, especially their value
systems. According to Milani, we should look for the shared wisdom, the ideaiof .
something old, foundational, a tradition that can be handed down, and as Riccoer (1983 :

| 67) emphasizes without a retelling this wisdom can be lost; v“itvis in"the: act of retelling

. rather than in that of telling that this structural function of closure can be discerned.” In
the act of reframing the past history; we may be able to find potentials that can open up
new possibilities.” Milani reminded us of the simi‘larities between the two countries:

Iran has had a history of ideas that were democratic, ideas that wererati_onal, ideas

that tried to reconcile reason and revelation ... that later became the element of

modernity. In this country [U.S.] too, I think, what this country is found on is the
search for modernity ... which derived from democratlc ideals.
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- These shared values in the traditions of the two nationspre_sent a sense of the past, a
‘potential common ground ‘.for reconstruction.b As Ricoeur (1992: 39‘)n_otes:. |
We have to', acq.uire simultaneously the idea of reﬂexiyity and the idea of
otherness, in order to pass from a weak correlation between someone and anyone .
else, which is too easily assumable; to a strong correlation between belonging to
the self, in the sense of mine, and belonging to another, in the sense of yours o
. D1gg1ng into the past and discovering the shared potentials may h1ghlight the ”
- communalities between the two cultures
Dabashi called th1s ab111ty to retell the shared potentials between the two
countries, the comprehensweness of'both cultures.” Dabashi prov1ded an example of a
| shared history of where. the U.S. and Iran worked together In the late 1800s and early
1900s individual Americans worked with Iranians in dlfferent ﬁelds such as education
medicine, finance 'administration, and military to modernize their systems and win the
B ‘heart and sympathy of Iranians. As a result of these interactions,‘ the U.S. and Iran built a
‘strong relationshi'p in contrast to other forces such as Britain and SovietUnion which
abused Iran for their own adyantages.v Tapping into the past model of individuals '
: working together isa potent1al created by this review of the past us1ng the concept of
* mimesis; which Ricoeur 1 984 54- 7) describes as the need for preunderstandlng ofa N
narrative. These potentials, however, have been blocked‘by the policy of retaliation and. '
repression that exists'rtoday. I will now analyze the sOurces ot“this antagonism uncovered |
in my conversations thrOugh Ricoeur’s (1996) concept ‘of “founding event.”
F'ounding'Eyents as Historical Barriers
*In the past 60 years, there were several major historical eventsthat worked as

negative dynamics in the US-Iran relationship, including the 1953 CIA coup in Iran, 1979 -
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American hosta-ge crisis in Tehran, the 1988 American bombing of the Iranian passenger
flight 655, and the current nuclear crisis. These events shocked both nations to their very
core, making each country feel violated as Beeman noted:
in the case of the coup against Mossadegh, the U.S. violated Iran’s sovereignty by
helping to overthrow a legitimate government and installing a government that
would be favorable to the United States. So Iran uses that as a violation of their
sovereignty. From the point of the United States the hostage crisis was a violation

of American sovereignty, because drplomats are supposed to be protected by the -
county which they serve.

These events formed a memory in both nations’ historical memory whrch has prevented
both the U.S. and Iran from developing a constructive relatlonship choeur (1996 7) .
| ‘comments that “what really prevents cultures from allowing themselves to be recounted
differently is the influence exercised over the collective memory by what we term the
‘founding events’ ....” On one hand, the seizure of the U.S. embassy became a part of
the American negative memory about Iran and was the start of an anti-Iranian behavior in
Washington. Gary Sick described the negative image that the 1979 hostage crisis placed
“in Americans’ memory about Iran and Iranians, noting that “American polit1c1ans
- remember the pictures of Iranian crowds shouting “death to America’ in front of the U.S.
embas‘sy night after night in American television; I think that left an image that it is not
v :easy to change.” What is ignored in this story is that theIranian sense of antagonism
began with the violation of their sovereignty in 1953. This sense of 'violati'on generateda |
counter reaction as Iranians justified the seizure of the US embassy and arguing that
American conduct in Iran was an imperialistic one which had tob’e stopped by the seizure
of what they calledthe “spy house.” Ricoeur (1 992) reminds us that founding events can

create a perceived narrative that encourages stagnation as opposed to an orientation

toward change, where the idem overrides the ipse. The influence of those events on
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Iranian and Americah historical memories was 50 great as to change‘policy ina négative
‘wa}.f tovWarvds‘the 'other.. Iran took to anti-American rhctori.candv the U.S. adOpted. a hostile
stance in return, which grew into a static narrative éf antagdniém.
The Two Nations Narrative Identity
~ Asa résuit of the hegét_ive influence of the founding events on each other, the
narrat‘ive idéntity of the two countries bchanged to a narrative of hQstiiity. Ricqguf (1992)
explains that narrative idénti‘fy is formed by the relationship between oﬁe and anoth¢r. It
isa feléfibnéhif) of -“'cohcordance and discordance bétweén idem-idehtity ahd ipse- |
' ideintit},’; the dialectic of the self and the other than self” (Ricoeur. 19925 291). As
‘ Amirahiriadi cxplaineci after “the couﬁ, the US ana Iran énféred iﬁté the second period
in US-Iran relatiohs. During thi-s periéd, while the governments came increasingfy closer
to each other as allies, the 'Iranianpeoplé became as much more anti-Afnericén.” ‘This
antagonism was fully revealed When Iranian students took err the American embas‘sy‘in
Tehran ca‘Uéihg in Gafy Sick’s opinion, the forcing of the U.S. government into a hostile
| reéction. Amirahmadi conﬁ:rmcd,Sick’s point by s‘aying that afterj the hostage crisis, “the
more theoretical hostility became increésingly transformed into practical complaints and
‘ conflicts. Both sides have by now developed a laundry bég of grievahces against each
cher that some are real and'.ovthvers are ﬁctioﬁai.” - |
Thié félse p.remise’encourag‘ed the ahtagonism where each country demonizes the

oth¢r‘, very similar to the Cold War policy of Carl Schmitt"s (2007) “Consﬁtution of
enemy,” which Dabashi said:might be one reason why the th counfries “can’t continue

~with these negotiations, talks, dialogue,'and, diplomacy within their political culture and
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‘until these cultures allow them to do so.” This rigidity of the two governments is a good
example of Ricoeur’s (1992) inflexible dimension of a nmative identity: Idem.

Ricoeur (1992: 1 15-25)‘further explains that the notion of nénative identity is
formed by two dimensions; idem and ipse. Idem is that dimension of identity that
femains constant over time, while the ipse is the pole of identity that is‘ origﬁted towards
change. The two dimensions of identity interact with each other, which forms the
narrative identity of the two entities. In the US-Iran relationship in the last 30 years, the |
d'ominance of idem has bver shadowed the ipse of fheir narrative identity, so their
relationship was led by'the forces of idem ineaning a conservative hard headed approach
toward the other. Until recently this antagonism was represented by the hostile ;hetoric
of President George W. Bush and President Ahmadinejad; We wiil have to wait to see if
‘the constitution of enemy’s narrative continues under President Obama.

If there is willingness, the US-Iran relationship might be influenced by
constructive forces within the two political sysfems. According to Ricoeur (1996), the
narrative identity is formed upon the interaction of ipse and idem identity and is
 influenced by the force of one upon the other. He (1996: 6) argues:

- narrative identity is not that of an immutable substance or of a fixed structure, but
rather the mobile identity issuing from the combination of the concordance of the
story, taken as a structured totality, and the discordance imposed by the
encountered events. ... narrative identity takes.part in the mobility of the story, in
its dialectic of order and disorder. ' -

A positive and constructive approach by one side, even if with minimal impéct, could
influence positively this narrative of hostility. For example, former Iranian President

Khatami’s approach towards the rest of the world is a good example of how the forces of

change, or ipse, are able to make a small break in the cycle of hostility, or idem.

137



- Khatami’s call for “dialogue among civilization” prdmpted the American Secretary of
: State Madeleine Albright to take action and respond with an apology for the U.S.
: k.ivnterVention'i'n Iran in 1953. In fact, Khatami’s call for dialogue changédthe opinion of
- much of the world towards Iran as Babak noted:

Khatami’s idea of “dialogue among ci_vilizatioris” created an opportunity where
the relationship between Iran and the West was improved dramatically ... Iran
attracted more foreign capital than under any other Iranian president. Many .
foreign companies were in Iran to work and collaborate in Iranian vast projects.
Iranians were able to travel easier abroad. Many students received scholarships
from foreign embassies in Iran. All these were the result of agreement between -
‘Khatami’s government and the rest of the world. ' L .

For a short while, the interaction between ipse and idem was dominated by the forces of
- change, which illustrates how a positive action can influence the dynamics in a stagnated
relationship. However, ipse alone cannot change a paradigm. The combined diplomatic
efforts of Khatami and Albright were not able to push beyond hostile narrative identity,
founding events and the idem that ever seeks status quo.
The Importance of Forgiveness
‘My research partners including Amirahmadi and Pickering suggeSted that if a
move beyond this stagnated process is to be made then one party may need to forgive the
- other with an ultimate aim of reaching a higher purpose in the relationship and moving
past shared memory. Pickering explained how crucial it is:
to overcome the historical barriers because there is no future if you can not find a
~way around historical barriers. Itis also true that at least, in some societies, being
able to put historical barriers behind one by in fact having a conversation about
regret, apology, and change are all part of the process.
Change in the US-Iran narrative could not take place as the political cultures used the

- existing paradigm to block the two states from moving beybﬁd their negative course.

What was lacking was forgiveness which according to Ricoeur (2004: 468):
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is directed to the unforgivable or it does not ex1st It is unconditional, it is without |
exception and without restriction. It does not presuppose a request for
forgiveness. One cannot or should not forgive, there is no forgiveness, if there is ,
any, except where there is the unforgivable. ‘

Tt ’appea'rs that the two sides are more concerned with their strategic moves to gain’

pol’i‘tical advantages rather than forgiving and moving beyond this stagnated paradigm.

Forgiveness never took place as the two countries always placed preconditions before any

‘talks. These preconditions, contrary to what Ricoeur advocates as the idea of forgiving,
‘create a negative atmosphere where forgiveness becomes impossible because it becomes’

» conditional.

_ This negative atmosphere might be dispersed by strong leadership who sees the

~advantage of moving beyond the restrictions of the past. As Ricoeur notes (2004: 285): »

Forgiveness offers itself as the eschatological horizon of the entire problematic of
memory, history, and forgetting. This original heterogeneity does not exclude the
possibility that forgiveness imprints the mark of its signs on all the instances of
the past: it is in this sense that it offers itself as their common horlzon of =
completion.

Amirahmadi émphasized there is a level of leadership involved in forgiving the other

_party: “At the end of the day, it does not matter who takes the first step or who is seen

weak‘or strohg. That becomes 'irre,leyant ‘,after the relations starts. In fact, in the futuré,
many may give creditlto the guy whd starts this prqcesﬁ;” By forgiving, suéh leaders méy
be able to convert thé c;itical situation from obsti_’nacy to fqrgiyenéss anbd’its common -
horizon of absolution. | |

- Building trust; as Pickering argued, does not come from a stick and carrot

approach which has become the norm in the U.S/foreign policy towards Iran. True

H“fOrg‘iveness in the foreign policy arena, which according to the political norm is unreal

and an idealistic wish could be characterized as a transcendental act. As Obama -
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' transcended domestic polit1cs for many during h1s campaign the hope is that he can also

" transcend “busmess as-usual” foreign policy, 1nclud1ng dealing with Iran. Such a change
: from stick and carrot to a trust bu11d1ng through dialogue in the U.S. foreign policy may

,‘Achange the dynam1cs of this hostile relationship resulting in a shift of paradigm

| The fear,‘ of course, is that the Islamic 'Republic does not respond toa pos1tive
initiative by the U.Sv. and instead interprets it as a weakness. Pickering mentioned that
“making a forward move that would be seen perhaps as heing weakness in the face of the
confrontation with the other” is the biggest fear “'HoWever, Ricoeur (2004: 459) |
emphasizes that the risk is worth the result, that “what is at issue here' is nothing less than :
the power of the spirit of forgiveness to unbind‘the agent from his act.” Even though the
Islarnic Republic may refuse to engage w1th the United States, by forg1v1ng, the U.S.

- could show a new form of leadership and moral standing in the 1ntemational arena. After
all, President Obama claimed during his campaign, real leadership sits down with their
enemies and enters into a dialogue, because sitting doWn with friends does not represent
any challenge and does not require real leadership. |

N Imagining a Different Course vo}f Action
In addition to forgiveness, imagining nevu alternatives may be required to change
the dynamics of the discourse and to m.ovebeyond- antagonism. In my conversations

‘with my ’fellow research partners, they shared many stories with implied possihilitiesthat
could be implemented. As Kearney (in Ricoeur 1996: 185) explains, “imagination opens .-

| us to the foreign world of others byv enabling us to tell or hear other stories ....” ‘As each
participant shared their stories I thought how we could be, as Pickering said, “providing

opportunities with [our] own private conversations between the two sides and by making

140



various suggesti‘Ons of ways to oroceed.” The same effort by people on both sides could
- influence positiv_ely the ofﬁcial antagonisticnarrative. Beeman commented that “the
only thing that you can do is to try to influence public_’opinion and inﬂuence legislatures,
- write as much as your can” about what you think and how you want to challenge the
official narrative. When I,‘a‘slj(ed Milani about imagining alternatives, he saidthe ;‘way
77 you influence them ishy writing op-ed piec’es, by izvriting scholarly essays, by organizing
: ‘meetings, by trying to have meeting with these peopleand by teaching students ....”
‘Each of my »partici'pants’ stories became nart'.of a larger s‘tory that challenges the current :
discourse between the two states, which together form an alternative. On the poWer of
little stories Am1rahmad1 rernforced the need for people “to become.mobihzed engaged
proactive demanding, and innovative in this relationship. They should form a strong
constituency as the m‘atter cannot be just left to their governments.” During the Clinton-
Khatami’s presidencies, there was a rise in alternative stories, like that of Abdi and
Rosen. The abductor and abducted generated a story that challenged the antagonistic line
. of the hardliners in the two countries and symbolizes the‘power of imagination.
| My research participants advocate the power and inﬂhence of such stories in the
public arena as a necess\ary practice, implementing Kearney’s (2003: 102) power of |
imagination, which emphasizes that |
no experience is so utterly alien or alienating that it removes all poss1b1l1ty of
human response. This response may be in terms of protest, praxis, imagination, -
~ judgment or even understand1ng .. but to rule out such possibilities, however
- tentative or partial, is, it seems to me, to condemn oneself to the paralysis of total
incomprehension and, worse, inaction. :

As Kearney advocates, imagining alternatives generates new possibilities and he (1998:

28) encourages us to broaden our imaginations because “the status quo reigns supreme
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for as long as we refuse our utopian capacity to imag‘ine things being other than they are.”
After 30 years of demonizing, it may be the time to assess new possibilities that might be
realized in the ‘relationship of the two countries. _'Althouéh influencing the political
establishments inthe U S. and Iran are very d1fﬁcult as Kearney (1n Ricoeur 1996: 185)
| notes the 1deals prov1de new horizons w1th the power of “transcendlng the self towards
possible or alien worlds.” After all',- the ultimate purpose of imagination is to raise the
level of our political practice from one of the selt‘ strategic interests to a comprehensive‘ B
a -approach that includes the‘»interests of all. |
Fusion of Horizons

If the habits of the tvvo sides change and they acouire an orientation open‘ to
explore the unknovv_n about the other, then,» there may be an expansion of their
' persnectives or what Gadanier calls “fusion of horizons.” In explaining the concept of
hor,izonand its expansion, Gadamer (2004: 303) argues that “the horizon is ... something
into which we move »and that moves with us. .. the individual is never simply an
individual because he is always in understanding with others, so too the closecl horizon
which is supposed to enclose a culture is an abstraction.” Therefore, having an
orientation to understand the other is an important element in the 'COncept of fusion of
| horizon. Despite thechmplexity of the US-Irarirelationship, nevertheless, the former
Iranian P‘resident Khatami’s orientation towards dialogue with others caused the rest of :
th'e world to expand its view towardslran in a positive way. Iran became a much more
active member in the international community than its current status. |

To create fusion of horizon, however, each si‘de needs to be willi'ng to leave its

stagnated position. Ricoeur (1992: 3) notes that as “long as one remains within the circle

J
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of sameness-identity, the otherness of the other than self offers nothing original ....” The
~ question is how to move outside of your own circle and encourage the other to do the
same. Pickering suggested that Americans could initiate:
| programs which the U.S. at least has said it is willing to suppbrt and that is to
“bring Iranian youth to the United States to take part in our educational system ...

It is often true that when people have personal experience, particularly with the

citizens of the other country, there is entirely a different concept about what could

be done and how it could be done. ' :
Such an exchange may remove people from their established norm and move them into
the unknown area of other. The opportunity these programs might offer is through the
exchange the two sides may become more receptive and open. Pickering continued:

we need more opportunities to have dialogue among academics, former officials,

among business people, and among others. If in fact, because of the U.S.

sanctions most business with Iran is not possible in the current time, but those

kinds of conversations and that sort of exchange can help to build trust back and
re-establish confidence which could come with trust, which is badly lacking now.
“These exchange programs in academia, athletics, and trade are useful mediums to learn
more about each other and possibly break down the barriers in the re(lationship.

Through these programs, instead of strategic military and political moves, higher
purposes could be followed to bring constructive results. Gadamer (2004: 304) notes that
“transposing ourselves ... involves rising to a higher universality that overcomes not only -
our own particularity but also that of the other.” Until policy makers and leaders change

 their perspective about Iran and constructively approach that country, the result will be
the same failed policies of the past 30 years. Putting more emphasis on cultural matters
rather than strategic political and military moves may reduce the tension in this

relationship. The act of transposing for Babak included:

having interactions and establishing a stronger cultural relationship [that] could
have positive influence on the diplomatic relationship between the two countries
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. If ... the cnltufal re‘lationship exnands thete is a higher chance that the
expanded cultural relationship and interactions could positively 1nﬂuence the
hostile diplomatic. relatlonshlp -

“Cultural interactions such as exchan_ging of st'ori‘es invdifferent forms including art
exhib‘itions and ﬁlm»festixals would famili.arizethe two‘nations With each othe'r"on a. -
x deeper level. By exchanglng‘stones in dlfferent forms as Waldenfels (1n Ricoeur 1996

s 1 16- 7) notes, the “forelgn thus understood and explalned would cease to exlst The

subhmatmg forms of approptlatlon and surpassxng of the forelgn consist in reducmg the

v ,forelgn to ownness ... ” If exchange of 1deas and stories occur, as he contlnues the |
S distance “hetWeen the ownness and, forelgnness weakens and tends to abohsh itself.”
Abd1 described these 1nteract10ns and exchanges “from the cultural perspectlve
and structural change in behef systern [as] very powerful ” Sick, Abd1 P1cker1ng and
Milani argued the effectiveness of being in the public arena and proposing programs that
could increase thevIev_eI lof u‘nderstandingv of one side about the other. Their arg.uments
~ resonate with Gadamer’s (2004: 301) notion of fusion of horizon “to charactertze the way
_in'which thought is tied to its finite determinacy, and the way one’s range of vision is
gradually expanded.” As he ccntinnes, “to have a horiz‘on means not being‘l‘imitedto
what 1s neafby but being able to see beyond it.".”_' This awareness about nnseen aspects ,
N ccnsequently' Inay resnlt in being more aware of the others’ perspectives-and an
enla_rgenlent of self view. The qdes'tioh is if politicians are willing to.tfanscend the
established norm and move beyond the established paradigm determined by the hardliner
in the tWO countries. |

'Amirahmaid. ernphasized that this depends on the l‘eadership of both countries

_changing their approach as “leaders in both sides at best have spoken their mind fof the
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interest of their ovv‘vn nation but hardly ’hacbl théy expressed willingneés for common
' .intereéts and mutual benefits of the two nvationsb.” As many of my participants described
how»eXcHange programs coﬁld enlarge the ho’riz@nS of the two people fowards the other, Lo
the question remains as to why this model cénnot be irnplerriented with‘th‘e politicians on .
the twb sides. If academia on both sides c‘anv'interact and collaborate with the other, if |
normal c_itizens can do the same fhing without bias; why do politicians nét initiété Isucvh
interactions? ‘Are politicians prisoners of their title, forced to live with vbiasi?' Isn’t it their
ethicai duty to act upon what is 'right? Reﬂections ﬁbon these questions méy help to see
the sirﬁpliéity 6f tal_;ing acﬁon aboﬁt enlarging one’s ’viéw, to better see the other’s
perspectiile; .and reécﬁ a bette£ uhdersténding about the other. |
| The Emplotinent of the Author
in Chépter Two of this document, I tried to lay out the hisforical .e'vents' ovef the
- last 200 years as Iraniéns éxperienced them. Throughout this. Chapte:r, where I provided a
his‘torivcal background of Irén and the status of the relationship between tﬁe two countries
in thé last 60 years, my goal wés to lay oﬁt a narrative where I could ill@strate I_ranian’s
perspective for my American readers who may not have béen exposed to the vIranijcln :
- viewpoint. In the preliminéry and secondary ,vanalys‘,is, I focﬁsed sbeciﬁcally on the
relatibnship of the two countries with each other. In the preliminary and secondary
analysis, rny goal was to create a narrative to highlight the possibility that exists for‘"
~ another coﬁrse of action to be actualized through imagining differgnt alternatives. A‘s -
| Ricoeur (1984: 69) emphasizes, the “labor of imagination is not born from nothing.‘ Itis
:bound in one way or anothe;, to the tradition’s parédigms.” To reﬁgure a néw alternative,

I felt it was necessary that my readers go back in the Iranian modern histbry and the
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history of the two countries’ relationship to understand better the roots of this coh_ﬂiCt and
to use their imaginatioh to refigure a new narrative in their own mind that never had a
chance to be realized, but might be impl_emented now. Ricoeur (1984),calls my action in
this text as the notion of “emplotment” by the author.
As he describes, in this text I try to construct a present based on a better
- . understanding of the past. As a result of such configuration of the past through a new
emplotment, as Ricoeﬁr (1984: 65-6) posits, I create a narrative that could generate new
‘ posSibilitieS for a diffete_p't course of ac‘ti(')n.v In my _conversation with Dabashi, he shared
encouraging stories about the United Sta}te’sy involvement in Iran, like Howard
Baskerville, who was martyred during the Iranian constitutidnal revolution. Dabashi
talked extensively on how to use past potentials in the US-Iran history:
[reéearchers] can search for characters and individuals that have been critical of
these two states and can provide a different narrative of the events. For example,
in Iran, the state makes a negative image of the United States and intellectuals
need to search and find out a character like Howard Conklin Baskerville. In the
U.S. is the same; meaning characters, events and accidents that.... For example,
they need to go and find out people like Morgan Shuster. He is a character that
during the Constitutional Revolution in Iran helped the revolutionaries order their
financial matters. So, by creating a contrast with what the states offer, they can
provide a different narrative about the unique and independent characteristic of
these two cultures and their relationship with each other.
By applying Ricoeur’s (1 984: 65-7) idea of emplotment, where events could be placed in
a narration to obtain a new meaning, these past potentials could be developed in a new
and positive narrative between the two states, while my emplotment of Dabashi and his
' proposal in this text may work as an encouragement to my readers for further reflections
about the unknown possibilities. By prdviding a histor‘ical', background about Iran and the

status of relationship between the two countries and by emphasizing the possibilities that

_my research partners expressed in their conversation with me, my hope is that [ was able
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to emplot these events in form of a comprehensive narrative to hig_hlvight the potentialé R
) aﬁd pdssibilitiés that éxiét and could be developed fo_rv>a different 'c"oﬁ‘rse:of éctionk
between the two nation;. | 7

| 'Dabashi’s s‘u.ggclastion‘ to séarch for gharacfers who can sym‘bolize‘-a coﬁstmctiye
- and positivé relationship resonétes wifh Ricoeut (1 984: 53})then h; describes mimesis;

- as “t}.le‘ cc-)ncr‘eteﬂ pvrocess by which the textual configuration mediates.betwee_n th¢
preﬁgurétibn of _the‘ practical ﬁeld ['rriimesi.s'l] aﬁd ifs refiguration [mimesi53] -ﬂirough th¢ -
fééepﬁon of fh‘e erk.”' The ‘éonﬁguration of the act o‘f emplotmenf of ’th¢ paSt pbtentials
tﬁat came ‘tol surfaceias a reéult Qf a better undéfsfénding in the -s.tag‘e of mirﬁesisl is ndW

7 being put in a new ﬁlot, té create a new narrativé. To explain the plbt,‘ Ricoeur (1984: 56) 7
notes that “unde,rstbod broadly is the literary equivalent of the syntagmatié order that

narrative introduces into the practical field. [It is] the sequential interconnections [that]
the plot confers on»the égents ...” that can help realization of a neW narrative. “In short, |

‘emplotmeht is the operation that draWs é conﬁgurat_ion dut of simple successif)n’; |
(Ricoeur 1984: 6v5). By digging into the past history of the two countries and discovering |

figures such as Baskerville ahd Sﬁuster and retelling a new stqry, an unknown lével of
éommon vélue "énd significance may came to the‘ surface that was uﬁknown up to this

‘point. The dediCaﬁon 6’f these> American individuals to assist in the constﬁlction’(jf a
modern society in ;Iran rriigh‘tv illustrate the moral standiﬁg that the- U.S. had in the past
with Iran. Throughout this neW narrative, the éfnphasis could be puton the |

‘communalities and shared values rather than antagonism which became the norm.
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My Text and My Readers |
My hope i‘sthat my text could be an ihformative source for ‘reﬂectio’ns. HoW has
the encounter affected my readers? When I talked to my research pai’tners, they al.l
agreed that publishing and 'adyocating a peaeeful approach in the US-Irah conflict is all
| we can do. | Babak merttidned that we need to(“iriform and increase the public’s
awareness. }T‘he public awareness eom_es froﬁl organizing eonferences, giving speeches -
»or pubiishing of afticles or books.” In regards to policy makers, Amirahmadi stressed: '
We have to try to convince them;, we have to argue with them, we have tositand
talk with them to engage; that is what I do. I just stay the course and continuously
talk to them. Tell them directly or indirectly through media, through interviews -
or sitting in a room privately. This is what I have been telllng them and we will
continue telllng them as long as it takes. ‘
The dot1bt of how my dissertation COtlld influence the official narrative was with me
throughout the process bf writing during the past year. I was not sure if my propesal Was
effective itl essence and in these circumstances. After my conversations with my.
" research paxfticipants,’ I believe in the power of the text that an authorv can create as
explain_ed by Ricoeur (2005: 16) “human action, no less than literary texts, disblays a
,‘ sense a‘s well as a refereﬁce; it bossesSes an intemal stracture as Well projecting a possible
Wor_ld, a potential mode of human existence which can be unfolded through the process
: of interpretation.” Sick also encouraged me about the power and the influence that a
..published 'Itext might have and mentioned that even Ptesident Obama “has beeq .
inﬂlteneed by hard facts or the cultural background and communication [that surrounded

© him] .. 1n some respect, [ mean, people who are pohcy makers are not oblivious to the -

o 'Worlld.”‘ What is created by the author ultimately has the potential to influence others.
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Finally, Amirahmadi warned that policy makers need to imagine new alternative and take
action to change the current hostile narrative because:

The cost of not taking the action, or the cost of inaction, is much higher than the

cost of taking action towards peace. ... any compromise for peace is less costly

than the status quo or the alternative to peace, which is war. So, the leaders on
both sides really have to compare the cost of compromise to the cost of inaction,
which means maintaining the status quo or even worse than that is the cost of
engaging into a military conflict; which would be devastating. So, if they are to
consider logically these alternatives and if they are logical and reasonable people

then they will certainly decide in favor of peace and engagement , o
With this dire prophecy ringing in my ears, I realize how this text'reﬂects my personal
effort and action to influence my audience for a better understanding of Iran.

Ricoeur (1984: 71) calls this stage mimesis; and emphasizes that it “marks the
intersection of the world of the text and the world of the hearer or reader; the intersection,
therefore, of the world configured by the poem and the world wherein real action occurs
and unfolds its specific temporality.” He continues that thus “the act of reading becomes
the crucial moment of the entire analysis. On this act rests the ability of the story to
transfigure the experience of the reader” to re-figure their own conclusion or course of
action in this case (1991a: 430-1). My hope is that my text has the same effect as

mentioned by Ricoeur in describing the significance of the relationship between the
reader and the text: -
, Appropriating a work through reading it is to unfold the implicit horizon of the
world which embraces the action, the personages, the events of the story told. -

The result is that the reader belongs to both the experiential horizon of the work

imaginatively, and the horizon of his action concretely. The awaited horizon and

the horizon meet and fuse without ceasing. :
As Ricoeur (1984: 53) notes, I chose critical hermeneutics “to reconstruct the set of

operations by which a werk lifts itself above the opaque depths of living, acting, and

suffering, to be given by an author to readers who receive it and thereby change their
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acting.;-’ The hq}ie is that this .text could enable readers to transcend the 30 years of harsh
rhetnric and nnnarelationship to provide an opportuniiy for féaders to feﬂect on thev |
pot‘ential,., w}iic‘h is n source for ai new ‘reconstrnétionof a pnsitive COane of action.
Sumrma.gyv ‘ |
In this Ch_apter, I ‘c‘)‘ffe‘r ai rndie in-depth analysis of my fe‘search ‘convcrsation_s
fthiongh thé interpretiVe lens of the theories of Ricoeur, Kearney, and Gaciamer. My
- | intent Was_ to see if there could be alternatives that havé beven"ign'oredvby boih states, for
Cas Kearney (2002: 82) aigués, “if warring nations were ablc‘ to acknowledge,theif 0wn

and the oihér’s narrative icrlentit‘ie‘s,‘ they might then be able to reimagine themselves in
neW ways,f’ Fufther, they might _be'able to refigure “lecked and fixated memories, |
ireipped in cornnu'lsive repetition and resentment” which the U.S. and iran have 'repeated
over and over. [ hope my narrative will ‘encourage transcendencé beyond the‘current
| relationship and "my text may become a source of inﬂuence. Ricoeur (1984: 79) is very
encourag’ing‘as he believes “reading poses 'a'inew the problem of the fusion of two
’ horizons, that of the tei(t and that of the reader, and hence the inierseCtion of the world of
the text nnd the erld of the reéder,.’f My Iiope is that if pcy)licyv makers 'or’ leaders read
this text they may be alerted to the danger :of the current course of action and may
- ‘v discc‘)vérftne potentials of dialngue, discourse, and reason és aiternative to thé hdstility.

: ,‘T‘hi,sb is rny hope, and if I am to have any inﬂuence, I neéd to begin with myéelf as Herdei -

N (1999: 13) stresses “change does not begin by our changing the othei, but by changing

' o_neSclf.” In the next Chapter, I offér a Summary of this study,r my. ﬁndings, implications,

reflections and concluding statement. .
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~ CHAPTER VIT |
SUMMARY' FINDIN‘GS AND IMPLICATIONS |
The US-Iran conﬂict represents a classic conflict with mu1t1 layers of complex1ty

LeBaron and Plllay (2006: 19-23) 1llustrate three levels ina conﬂict material symbolic, o

and relational. The mater1a1 represents the whatl of the conflict, the symbolic representsl’ B

the meaning of the ‘co‘nﬂict», and the relational represents the nec:essity of 'building bridges

between the parties in conflict in order to discuss the issues. | |
| The United States and Iran developed a clear conﬂict in the lastthirtyb years. This
cvonﬂict'gradually grew 'bigger, beeause the two eountries accused and demonized each

~ other over the material differences that they developed witheach other over the years. If .

‘the two countries intend to resolve their conflicts, before looking at their differences Qn‘ '
the material level, they need to understand their conﬂict/ 1n symbolic lei/el (the rneaning
of why they oppose the other) and the medium through which they rnay l)e able to solve

- their issues (dialogue). Until the\two countries are able to analyze,the meaning and

: significance ef their conflicts on the symbolic level, they rnay. never understand the root
cause of the prohlems.A To resolve their issuesrequires discussion; in other i)vords,
rdialogue and building relationships. R |

Only by havi_ng discussion and‘dialogue'rnay they be able to understand why ’

‘ Iranians behave in one \ivay and Americans behai/e the 'oppositei Through dialogue and
having discussion then, they may be able tovaddress the material matters such as the I:'ra_n
nuclear issue and suppoi‘t for terrorism in Ameriean’s mind and the U.S. policy of regirne :
change in Iran for the Iranian side. In this text, the purpose has heen to encourage leaders

and policy makers in the U.S. to move towards engagement with Iran to learn'in a more B
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‘ signiﬁcant way the motivations and purpose of Iranians in order to deal more effectively
with the issues. As is advocated in this text, this could be possible livf there is a dialogue
,and’engagement. | | |
As Michael Prov1nce one of my informal conversation partners at UCSD, pomted .
~out, the United States may need to adapt a new. foreign policy based on dlalogue and
. inclusion of others. As he'emphasized itis the'lack of understanding about others in the
foreign policy arena that leads to antagomst situations such as the US- Iran today. In this
' d1ssertatlon my concern has been to mention that the 21s century requlres an inclusive
- _approach which could lead to understanding and collaboratlve problem solv1ng. In the
case of Iran, the paradigm of military. hegemony, threat, the policy of regime change and
harsh,rhetorichas not changed and are not going to change Iranian behavior. iAs a result
it may be time to take a new course of‘ action based on dialogue and‘engagement.
This new course of action will be challenging. As Abdi and Dabashi emphasized,
: Iran may refuse to engage, but this does not mean that the U.S. should give up hopefor a
peaceful resolution and refer tomilitary conflict as a solution. As I adVOcatedv in this text,
the United States may have the ethical responsibility to 'step .forward for dialogue and
disarm Iran from their hos,tile conduct. After all, hostility from the U.S. is the ultimate
response that Iranian conservatives desire in order to -Opnress the internal democratic _
movements, militarize the situation, and find a cause to rally against;the constituted
enemy. The challenge is how to transcend from this tradition of demonizing toa neyv
'paradigm of dialogue and constructive engagement. |
| : To 'transcend beyond the current paradigm of antagonism, the leaders and policy}

makers may need to think 1n terms of a higher purpose in their foreign relations in the 21 *
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century. Asl quoted Ansari earlier 1n niy presentation of date it is time and our duty to
nioue from blinding hostility to envisioning opportunities for the future; I hope my te)it
Vencourages policy makers and leaders to see.the possibilities that e)vdstbetween the two
nations, which could be }USed as a ground for a new relationship. iThen, as Ricoeur (l984:
' 77) suggests, it is'my “reade'r', almost:'abandoned by the work, who carries the burden of ,. |
emplotment” to come up with a new course of action. ’I can only hope itis a flusio’n of |
narratiyes and the rise of a ne'w more transcended action.
To take a niore effective action, howeiier,‘there should be an understanding of |
Iran. bAs Gadarner (1998: 4) argues, “the more we hecomeacquainted with the past and '»
' present cultures and traditions ‘of who stand outside -our Christian tradition” the more we
‘ become more effect1ve in how to 1nteract with them. In the last 200 years Iranians
struggled to reach an 1ndependent and a more democratlc soc1ety The current
‘ antagOnism with the western world, in speciﬁc with the U.S., could derive frOm their "
. larger 'SCale struggle for their independence and. search for freedom, which they see as |
blocked by westemers.. Presently, Iranian insistence on the nuclear issue may be a
h symbol of their resistance to what. they call forelgn 1nterference The1r struggle is the N
R search of a people trying to realize the1r 1deals for a better society. Although the ordinary
Iranian is prevented a reahzation of thelr 1dea1s71n this post-revolutionary era, th1sdoes
b‘not mean that they haue forgott‘en tho’se ideals. A deeper understanding of the Iranian
struggle for a better soc1ety could help policy makers and leaders i in the U S to see better
the multiple layers behind Iranian action and to des1gn their polic1es accordingly, such as

encouraging and supporting domestic democratic movements in [ran rather that keeping
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\ the mentality of regime change.k The first step for U.S. nolicy change would benefit from
an active approach tow_ard engagement, o
The Islamic Republic, however, may not engage even if the United States changes v‘
its approach."‘ Opening up and engaging with the U.S. ma)r increase the foreign scrutiny
: ‘of Iranian internal affairs. This may create an opportunity _for westemers to‘ give even
sharper criticism of Iranian leadership and politics. Under these circumstances, the
- Islamic Repnblic may see its existence 1n danger and conclude that the more closed the
’_Iran:ian soCiety is, the better the government can retain their power oVerIranian society.
| However, if the U.S. des'_ires a moderation of the position in the IslamicRepublic,
 engagement may be the-only way to influence the Republic’.s position in a positive way.
, This is what was advocated by President Obama during his campaign in the past two
'yearsin the foreign policy arena, where the art of diplomacy is expressed not only when
we 'sit down with friends, but also when v've sit down with enemies. Y.Although :
negotiations may not lead to accommodation and desired results, they can yield more
in'sights.. Discourse with Iran may not necessarily lead to agreement betWeen the two
states; hut it could lead to more nnderstanding, which in turn may result in more
nossihilities, better options, and wiser policy. At this point, courageous leaders are. -
needed to go against the grain and break down the cycle of antagonism. Now that
President Obama advocates a newer style in the foreign policy arena, the hope is that he |
| can take action to shift this hostile»‘paradigm and engage with Iran.
In the last three decades, theUnitedv States has estabiished two choices in ‘how to
deal with the Islamic Republic: Either recognizethe regime and enter into dialogue on the

terms of the Islamic Republic or antagonize the Repubklic by implementing a policy of

154



regime change and impbsing, sanctions. The U.S. chose the latter, which has not resulted
in positive terms for the U.S. Qn the other hand, officially recbgnizjng the Islamic
Republic with its human rights violations, censorship of the press, and violations of the
freedom Qf speech, may damage the campaign for these i.ssues. The complexity of hbw |
to interact with Iran do¢s not have abspeciﬁc answer. The Islamic Republic can certainly
live without a direct relationship with the U.S’. as it demonsrtrated in the last 30 years as it - 'v
showed in surviving a bloody war with Iraq for eight years which had the support of"
western world including the U.S. and surviving sanctions imposed by the U.S. in the last
three decades and United Nations in the la.st few years. At this point, a more reliable -
choice would be to engage partially with Iran and assess its interactions and adjust and
appropriate policies and terms of engagement as the relationship furthers. |

From the beginning of this pfoject, my concern was whether I could play a role in
making a difference in the circumstances that surround the two countries. As I was born -
in Iran and lived in the United States‘ fof the pasfvc‘decadc,. and as a citizen of both nations,
I feel I have the responsibility to do something about this problem. I am ’concémed about
finding possibilities to change the current course of actién and bpen up new possibilities.
Throughout the literature review, convefsations, and data analysis I foresaw possibilities’
for change in the current paradigm. I concluded that there could be a more péaceful
course of actidn, if within the two nations there are leaders and i)olicy makers who desire
a peaceful relationship, who will take the initiative to franscend this relationship,frofn a
demonizing discourse to a more constructive dialogue with an emphasis on the

commonalities. As Milani and Dabashi pointed out, the potentials exist in the two
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 countries traditions and they need to be highlighted for the formation of a eommon
'ground. '

As the final word in this summary, I must restate that my text is snpposed‘to be

.
e

only an occasion to ‘open up a frank fornm fordiscussion about the to‘pic‘ at handi_ As
‘Herda (1‘9‘99: 90) notes; in “criticai herrneneutic. research, our attempt 1s to‘bring»tvrizises:
. out into the open, not to technically rednee_ er contrel them.” As aresult, my. intent was |
not to offer a deﬁnite‘ conclusion, becéuse I do not believe there is a clear-cut conclusion
in social science research. Ast‘idamer (2004: '5.81)> puts 1t, the “dng‘cv)ing dialogue ‘v _
perrnits‘ no final conclusion. It would bea poor hermeneu_ticist who theught' he ceuld '
have,’ or had to have, the last vsiord.” This text“intends to illustrate anew approach in !
international relatienships, in this case with Iran, based on constant dizilo‘gne and
- understanding of the othe.'r, because as long as ‘?‘ive keep dialogue active, we continue to
) learn, understand; and‘create.a relationship of s‘ust“ainable security” (Lowry & 'Littlejohn
,20t)6:' 410). I advocate for tliis approach, beeaﬁse I t>elieve it: is my responsibility to act
, and:hopefnlly,stop the escalation ef this crisis into a nossible militery confrontation. As
Herda (41999:‘ 131) notes, 1n “the end, it is_ our responsibiiity to think differently, toylea*m,.
and to act differently.” | |
- Findings
| i- Antagonism engenders more hostility
Accusation and antagonism increase the level of hostility on the Iranian side and
' make itmvore di:fﬁcu‘lt to"reaeh a common ground. We witnessed how antagonist pelieies
i‘n the‘lvast three decades failed to bring about ény positive change in Iranian behavior. -

' The US-Iran relation from 1979 has reached a very critical and dangerous pointin the
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past few years, which was not seen before, when under forrner President George W.
: Bush, the U.S.‘ govemment advocated rnilitary action agéinst Iran; This is the highest
~ escalation so far of entagonisrn resultrng from the current poliey of retaliation.,
2- Lack of,t_mderstandving : |
There is a need for understanding the motivations behind the actions of the
' Islemic’ Repuhlic. What the U.S. has not realized is that Iran has been struggling to find |
its own identity asa country in 2.0th and }21“ centuries. Iranian quest for demoeraey in the
past 100 years has been opp'osed.by the will of foreign powers. The CIA coup in’ 19,'5'.3
wéts interpreted this way. In the nuclear issue today, for eXanlple, Iranians feel the US is‘
interfering and epp‘osing‘ their quest toward technological pregress and independence.
~While the US thinks that it sernbolizes freedom, the view by Iranians 1s that itisa
foreign force that opposes Iran_ian self determination. | |
There is not a strong understanding of Iran among the leaders and policy makers _
in the U.S. geVernment. This rs due to the fact that there are not enough people who are,
~ politically, culturally, lrngulstlcally, and rellglously aware of Iramans actions. The
'Amerrcan pollcy makers and leaders tend to srmphfy Iran and do not d1st1ngulsh the
varrety of social movements gelng on beneath the surface. They usually tend to
categorize the Islarnic 'Republic asa crazy_state which was evident also in the ferrner |
President George W, Bush’s axis of evil speech 1n his'State of Union address in 2002. '
By using such an antagonistlanguage against the Islamic Republie, the_rnoderate
go’Vernment of Khatami faced domestic criticism by the hardliners in‘Iran who isolated
" 'Khatami as a soft President when dealing with Iran. As Khatami position \xreakened in

Iran, Ahmadinejad as an ultra-conservative president reached power.
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3. Petential ili shared values of the two_ ceillitries ‘
| T he_re'is vast untapped potential 1n the past history and in the» traditions of the two ;
ceuntries._ Ina philosephieal sense, Iranians have been sear,ching»for, ideals similar to
those upon which the American cons’titlitien is based. Theseideals are indep'endehee,
‘politieal and soc‘ial freedom, and'hliman rights. R |
o In a more recent historieal sense, there are positi\ie ‘histerical events 1n the history
~ of the two countries"’rﬁelati(v)nship. There have lvaieen Americans who as inissionaries have
- gone to serve and help Iran for many valuable purposes in the late 1800 and early 190i)
These h1stor1cal potentials have been 1gnored in the last 30 years of hostility and nobody
had a chanee to learn about them. They could_be used as shared values in case there isa -
will for engagement. |
4- Structural problem in politics — what if the Islamic Republic does not engage?
We shouldn’t be simplistic abeut‘ the difficulty of resolving the pfoblem between
theU.S. and Iran. Inte_rria_tional pelitieal affairs are a very complex and calculated arena.
The two countries have two political cultures that demonize each other and _beneﬁt by this
constitution of the enemy as a way to justify their domestic andvi foreign policies. The
US represents Iranasa cian"ger and is able to sell arms to Iranian neighbers for self
- defense and looi( for its own hegemony invthe r’egiyoh andjustify its presence there. Iian
demoriizes the US in oider to justify suﬁpressiné opposition groups within theeountry'
by connecting them with the United States. So in this political culture change doesn’t
come easily and it takes a change of mentality over time.
We also don’t knoiv how the Tslamic Republic willl react to anew approach by the

U.S. Even if the U.S. attempts to ehange policy and engage »with Iran, what if the Islamic
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Rep’ublibc avo_ids‘engagemevnt? -The. Islémic Republic does not want engagement because
a true engagement with the ‘U.S‘. may incrcase the ihternational pressure on;the Republic
for fundémental Changes. | |
;Implicati.ons

‘ vlf"Negdto change the old paradigm ffqm Huhtingtqn’s Clashgrof Civilizations to
Khatami’s Dviaylogue drﬁong Civilviz‘a‘tions‘ : e

"Sincev antagonjsm'hés orjly éngendered more h_o’s_tility, it may be time to. change
leicieé t0wara the Islémi_c Republic; .where fhfough engagement there'may‘ be a hi‘gher ‘
chaﬁcé to inﬂuenCe the Republic dogmatism. Thé U.S.v may need to adapt avmor‘e :
'cvompati‘ble fo;ei gn 'poli_cy 1n the 21 ‘c}ent‘ury and léave the Cold War nientality of militafy
threat and pr"essur.'e that no lbo’nge,r wo‘v‘rk's..‘ The‘ new apprdach should be based on
_ dialogue,.'dviscou.rse aﬁd undefstandiné thé'concérﬂs of others bybinst‘it_uting prografns of
academic, cultural and trade exchanges whiéh are currently under extreme reStrictioné
andvh'indering any interaction or sharing of persi)ectives. Until the U.S. applies thesé
, principleé to its dealings with the Islamic Repui)lic and recognizes the I_slarhic Republi(;
asa legititnafe stat'e,,engages with it, and therefore expands its l‘e§erage of inﬂuencg; they
may not 4b_e abl¢ to i-n‘ﬂuénce Iranian behavior or moderate the Islamic Republic in its
' position. “ | |
k2- Ihélusi&e policies to engage Iran }

In making their policies, American ’pvolicy' ma‘lker‘s and leaders‘may neéd »:to_ .
;ecogniz’e Iranians qpest for progrevss’ and indépendence.' _Iri the 21*' century, the 'wdrld
and fegiohal players haye changed and the new ordcf needs to be considered. In t>he 

Middle East, Iran could become a p(‘)’sitiver_player if it is engéged in regional decision -
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making. By engagin.g with Iran anvdv creating policies that regbg’ni.zes Iran as a regional ;
power and sfab_ilizing fofcc in the regioﬁ; the U.S. may open up possibi‘lit‘ies for -
ﬁollabo'ration bet\w’ee‘n» the two countri'esv._ This nof only sétibsﬁes the Iraﬁian sense of
pt_idc, but alSo? xirvlay‘ help the U.S. to iﬁéihtaih its re'giénal inﬂuéncé thrbugh Iran. For.
exanviplve,i 1n this tifne of anr agéinst terroris;f‘n, itis crucial to héveba,n imbortant stfatégic :
._ “count'rvyr’such as Iran on thé U.S.side. o |
Oﬁce‘ tﬁe .U.S. engéges wifh Iraﬁ, it may be able to inérease its influence iﬁ the

| éduntry. By designing policies that support the democratic social movements such as
incre'agiﬁg the cﬁltural;‘li‘terary, politic;al, and academic, and other ‘professional\
interéctions, the U;S. may be able tovleam more ébout the corﬁplexi‘tie's of the Iranian
éociety and cbonnecvt,in a sfronger sense with those movements. Ult’imétely, this may
' éllow the US to have a greater influence in the Islamic Republic. Ina countfy where
there is already a sense of sympathy for the American culfure these developmeﬁts may
occur ina faster paste.
v 3; Expand on shared values through engagement i

| ’Si_rice fher’e are these philosqphical and historical corhmﬁnalities, there is a higher
;:hance to inﬂﬁénce_ I;aniaﬁs thrdugh engaging vpoli,cies rather than éhtagonizing and
‘isole‘lting policies.: These engaging policies include policies for more dialogue, |
ihteractidné,’and éngagemént which could-inﬂuénce the mbre progressive and democratic
léyers of Iranian society. There exists a broad basis of support for a relationship With the
United States. Creating programs whefé there is an emphasis on the hisfory of
Americans w}‘i_ov dedicatéd their pfofessional lives to ahd in Iran will recall shared values

between the two nations in a time when they worked together. Designing these policies
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rnay heln the U.S. to win the heart and soul of Iranians instead of putting them in the
~ defensive by hostility. . |
. The U.S. should take advantage of the fact that for the paet two centuries Iranians

have a history of ﬁgnting for fhe values of democracy and most Iranians still want to see -

- a democratic state of Iran. The values Iranians seek are the sarnebasic values found
within the American Constitution. By focusing on these shared values‘ and assisting with
ﬁe. entry of Iranian academics and students inte‘ the U.S. and encouraging cultural_
pioneers fo travel between the two countries, they may be able to highlight the
communality that exists betWeen them both and strengthen the foundation for va
constructive relationship.b The ex:change would enable American’s te influence their
If_anian counterparts and allow Iranians to learn more about American values.
4- Leadership is required to change the _dynnmics '

Strong leadership could move beyond the political culture and make engagement
possible and possibly hasten this process of change. Nixon with his global vision was |
able to break down the wall of mistrust between the U.S. and China. Even though it took

40 yeaps, the U.S. and China cu_rrently enjoy a level of trade partnership. Such an action
by a leader today could break down the Wall between Iran and U.S. We’ll have to see if
4P‘resident‘0bam'a as a leader of new policy will be able to start this process.

Even if the Islamic Republic is not willing fo engage, the U.S. can fake action by
designing pol‘icies that encoufages governmental engagement. It may be possinle to
initiate partial engagement by infviting Iranian repr‘esentatives inte the U.S., opening a
line of relationship between American Congress and the Iranian parliarnent and

advancing lower level government exchanges. This approach is different from the former |
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approach which tended to isolate the Islamic Republic, which is ideal for more extreme
éle_rne’nt within the Islamic ch'ublic. “Through a more robust diplomacy, as advocated by

"Pres‘iden‘t Obama, i‘nﬂuénéing the Islamic Republic may be more reali's’tic.v :

Recqmmendatibn-s for Fnrther Reséarch
Méﬁy_of my convefsatipn’s partners such as Milani, Arﬁirzihrhadi, and Dabashi

em'pﬁasized the éXistenée Qf cHaracters and events in the past that couldbbé used as |
potentials fbr a new positive emplotment and narrative in the present time. Throughout
this‘ téxt,_I mentioned them on éleveral occasions. However,lI did‘ not mention specifically |
' their nanjesf Some of the’se c'haraéte‘r's 'a;re Amgrican missioharies_ who tvravel"e,d"'to Iran |
| and héliaed the formatio_n of aifferent ministriesvin Iran in 1800 and_'1900. They include
Howard Baskervilieas,lrén’s first American martyr, Josef Cochran who fouﬁdéd Iran’s
first modern medical school, Elgin Groseclose as the Treasury General in Ifan, Samuel
Jordan who is famous és the father vof modern educatiOh in Iran, John Limbert as an
American professof in Ir‘an and one of the hbstages dﬁfing 1979-80, William Miller who
_Was ;abrepres'entati\/e_ of Christian ‘church in Irén, Arthur Millspaugﬁ as the Treasury
- General, Richard Nelson Frye aé an [ranian expert, Arthur Pépe-and Phyllis kAckerman as
- Iranian éultufe revivalists, Morgan Shﬁster as the Tfeasury Generél, and David Stronanlc’h v‘ .
as; én archeologist of a»nc’ient’Iran. Cdnducting future studies on 'tliese people and ’their’
cdntriblitiqns, and empioting théif positive influence in Iraﬁ within a new n‘arr\ative could
be the source of a new story td generate a poSitive working ground.

The Iranian youth représenté anbfhef area fof future research. Toyday,v as they
" form é labrg.e,maj ority in Iranian society who are iﬁterested to engage With the rest of the |

“world in pursue of a better vlife, different way of connecting with them including through
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educational, cultural, artistic, social, political, and economical programs represent .
potentials for interaction and engagement. In this context, understanding their needs and

finding ways to connect withthem represent opportunity for further research.

| Personavl Insights

| | As for me, this research process became a leaming expﬁerience.‘ Throughout my
- research, conversations, ‘and reflections I,developed new insights that.helped me see

~ farther and become a more aware citizen. Her'da(l 999: 135) explains that we “do'

) change, and consequently how we act '¢an change. Risking our prejudgments is‘different
than learning a new behavior. The act of learning does not happen in isolation;it only . |
happens in a relationship w1th another yet remains one’s own responsibility.” This
research process including the formal and 1nformal conversat1ons enlarged my horizon |
to see the realities and restrictions before us. Ilearned how difficult it is to change the
established paradigm in the political e‘stablishments in the two countries. I learned how

“the political pressures in Washington and Tehran became a restricted framework upon
policy makers and leaders that does not allow them to move heyond and transcend this
relationship to a higheri level. Nevertheless, I also realized the existence of potentials in
this relationship that could help the rednction of tensions between the two states. The

Iranian democratic movement is another potential that the U.S. leaders and policy makers |
‘may need to have a closer look in order to better appropriate their pohcies towards Iran. I R
belieye my research process became a meaningful learning experience as it pushed me
further to engage in conversation with texts and participants, which ultimately enlarged "

my horizon and opened up new possibilities in my mind.
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A Last Word

~ In this d1ssertat10n my 1ntent10n asa transnatlonal researcher was to prov1de a
' i, better understanding of Iran and ab'new approach in how to deal with Iran in the 21%
~ century. After 30 years of non-resolution and as ‘Iran. grows stronger 1n its nat_ional and
geo-political inﬂuence, it is time for the US to realize that the Isia“rnic Republicis a
reality and perhaps a Vharbinger of things to. come in the new world. " The UsS . may be
able to satisfy jt own national interest by satisfying the Iranian’s'desire for independence
‘and equal recognition on the world scene. But the US must realize the time is now to
create a new approach in this new and euer changing‘ world. Such understanding? ’in the
E context of the :relati‘onships between the U.S. and'Iran, may have _the encouraging power
to hegin a model for international crisis resolution. | | e

I hope that by reading this text it may open a new horizon to n1y reader, as
" Ricoeur (2005: 143) notes that what the reader appropriates from the text:

‘is not behind the text, as a hidden intention would be, but in ﬁ'ont of it, as”that |
which the work unfolds, discovers, reveals. Henceforth, to understand is to
understand oneself in front of the text. 1t is not a question of imposing upon the
text our finite capacity of understanding, but of exposing ourselves to the text and
receiving from it an enlarged self, which would be the proposed existence
corresponding in the most suitable way to the world proposed.

For myself as I,studied the many texts during this researchprocess, my own vision was |
expanded I have shared what I appropriated which changed my perspectlves So I have

’ commenced the j Joumey ‘which Herda (1999: 7) suggests begins with the idea that when

“I change the rest of the world changes The rest belongs to the reader.
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APPENDIX A

University of San Francisco ‘
Institutional Revrew Board of Protection of Human Sllbj ect

From: irbphs (1rbphs@usfca edu)

To: ali goldoust

‘Date: Tuesday, April 22, 2008 9:32:57 AM

Cc: Ellen Herda '

Subject: IRB Apphcatlon # 08-031 - Apphcatlon Approved

Aprrl 2008 ’

Dear Ali Goldoust:

The Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects (IRBPHS) at the
University of San Francisco (USF) has rev1ewed your request for human subjects
approval regarding your study.

Your application has been approved by the committee (]RBPHS #08-03 1) Please note the /
following: . .

L Approval expires twelve (12) months from the dated noted above. At that time, if you
are still in collecting data from human subjects, you must file a renewal application.

2. Any modifications to the research protocol or changes in instrumentation (including
wording of items) must be communicated to the IRBPHS Re-submission of an
g apphcatlon may be reqmred at that time.

3. Any adverse reactions or comphcatrons on the part of partncrpants must be reported (in
v wrltmg) to the IRBPHS within ten (10) working days.

If you have any questlons please contact the IRBPHS at (415) 422 6091.

On behalf of the IRBPHS committee, I wish you much success in your research,

Sincerely,
Terence Patterson, EdD ABPP '
Chair, Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects

IRBPHS University of San Francnsco
Counseling Psychology Department .
Education Building - 017

2130 Fulton Street

San Francisco, CA 94117-1080
(415)422-6091 (Message) .

(415) 422-5528 (Fax)
irbphs@usfca.edu . -
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- APPENDIX B

University of SénF rancisco :
Letter of Invitation
Participant’s Name and Title
Company or Organlzatlon

- Address

Dear Mr. / MS’:

“Thank you for agreeing to participate in an exploration of my dissertation topic.

As you know, I ama doctoral student in the department of Leadership Studies at
University of San Francisco and my dissertation involves a hermeneutic approach to
~ finding alternatives for the continued crisis between the United States and Iran and
involves sustained conversations with a consortium of experts in the field in order to open
up new avenues and approaches to the problem. The most challenging part of my
 dissertation is what to do about the antagonist stance of each nation to the other, in order

“to.possibly change it and bring it from a confrontational level to a discursive level. -

, [-am inviting my conversation partners to explain how they approach my research
- topic in the practlce of their work, including their motivations, observatlons and storles
of thelr personal j Joumey : : , - : )

Our con’Versation will act as data for the analysis of the research topic described.
Once transcribed, I will provide you a copy of our conversation so that you may look it
~over. Youmay add to or delete any section of the conversation during the research -
process. I will use our conversation to support my analysis. Data that you contrlbute
your name, and posmon will not be held conﬁdentlal

My hope is that our conversation prov1des an opportunlty for us to learn
something together through the exploration of the topic I have described. Again, I thank
you for your willingness to meet. Ilook forward to seeing you soon, :

With regards,
Ali Goldoust

Researcher, Doctoral Student
University of San Fran01sco
School of Education .
Department of Leadership Studies
doustcompanvaahoo com -
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APPENDIX C

| University of San Francisco
Thank You Letter

Participant’s Name and Title
. Company or Organlzatlon .
Address

Dear Mr. / Ms:

‘Thank you for participating in an exploration of my dissertation topic. Our
_conversation was not only enjoyable, but extremely informative. Your ideas regarding
narrative identity and shared values between Iran and the U.S. led me to a new
understanding of the situation. I appreciate that you took time from your busy schedule
to dlscuss new approaches to the problem with me.

'As I mentioned earlier, I hope that my conversations with various experts will
continue as we all join together and share our narratives. I’m enclosing the text of our -
conversation and the themes I identified and my understanding of those themes. Please
feel free to correct or further the development of any ideas. This feedback will increase
my understanding and I hope, continue our discussion. :

I look forward to sharing the conversation discoveries from other participants
‘with you as we all explore the possibilities of a changed narrative between the U.S. and
Iran. Again, I thank you for your willingness to meet. I look forward to other
conversations. :

| Withnregards,- '
Ali Goldoust

Researcher, Doctoral Student
University of San Francisco
School of Education

Department of Leadership Studies
doustcompany(@yahoo.com

| — ——
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APPENDIX D

University of San Francisco
’ Transcrlptlon of Research Conversatlon

Ali Goldoust
Pilot Study -
Dr. Abbas Milani’ , ‘
Department of Political Sclence, Middle Eastern Studles, Stanford Un1vers1ty
-11/05/2007 (12:30 pm) :
Stanford University
38 minutes :
'Dr Milani did not revise the original text.

. Pilot Study
Topic: US-Iran relationship
by o
_ Ali Goldoust
Department of Leadership Studies
- University of San Francisco
doustcompan@yahoo com

Questions sent to Dr. Milani prior to the conversation -

In your book, you mention that Iran has a background of openness to “others” with ideals
like freedom and democracy. Since these are the same values and ideals in U.S. history,
have both nations lost their past wisdom and view of the sense of other? How does this
‘play into their history of mistrust, let’s say in the last 60 years? -

Ali Goldoust Thank you very much for glvmg me your time Dr. Milani today I
- really appreciate it.

’Dr. Abbas Milani: You’re welcome. .

AG: In your book, Lost Wisdom, it seems you suggest that both sides of this conflict
that I am interested in, Iran on one side and the U.S. on the other, have both
traditions that are similar to each other. The ideal of freedom and democracy
throughout the history of the two countries are the same. So Iranians (and equally
their Persian ancestors) like these ideas and concepts as much as Americans do.
This basement exists in both sides. And then, it was also interesting that the title of

178


mailto:doustcompan@yahoo.com

your book is the Lost Wisdom. The first question that came to my mind that all
these tension that exist between the two sides, Iran on one hand and U.S. on the
other; so, did these two sides lost their wisdom that they can not go back to their.
tradition and come up w1th a new understanding and develop and relationship? -

AM: No, I think what the two countries, first of all when we talk about the relation
between the two countries, we have to make a distinction between what the leadership of
these two countries think and what the people think. I think there is evidence that a

" majority of Iranian people still have a very positive view of U.S. and although the recent
war rhetoric is changing American public opinion but I think still American public '
opinion does not see Iranian people as a threat, they see the government as the threat. So,
when we talk about how these leaders and how the people of these two countries think of -
one another, we need to make a clear distinction. The current leadership in Iran and the
current leadership in U.S., I think have lost their sense of purpose and their wisdom if

you will, because 1 think, they both are taking these two countries in a collusion course
which will be detrimental to all sides concern. :

~ AG: Dr. Milani, how this concept of ..., because when countries are dealing with
each other, is obviously on their leadership level; at least on the official level. There
might be some other type of exchanges that might or might not influence the official
relationship. But, how does this concept of ‘lost wisdom’ plays in thelr mistrust’
that they developed in the last 50 years, let’s say.

AM: Well, do you know, in Lost Wisdom what I was trying to argue was that in spite of
what the current regime says, Iran has had a history of ideas that were democratic, ideas
that were rational, ideas that tried to reconcile reason and revelation.  In Lost Wisdom 1
tried to show that for example as early as 10" to 12 century Iran had a series of thinkers,
philosophers, writers who were very much at ease with the West, who understood
Aristotle and Plato and who wanted pretty much the same things that later became the
element of modernity. In this country too, I think, what this country is found on is the
search for modernity. This country has been called by one historian the very first nation,
the very truly modern society. It is the only society in the world that did not go through a
traditional period. It began as a modern experiment. America is a quintessential modern
country, Iran, in my view, has tried desperately, for almost 1000 years, to become A
modern. And, the domination of religion in Iranian politics and the attempt to make
religion dominant in American politics today is part of what causes this loss of wisdom in
both sides. Both sides are going in a way by their leadershlp, away from their tradition
toward a new kind of theology.

AG: So, Dr. Milani some other scholar such as Beeman, I was reading an article by
this gentlemen who was talking about ..., let me go back for a second to your
previous comment. Again, the ideal are there, the potentials are there, but in
dealing with each other and resolving the problems I am assuming that the
governments are the ones who need to take initiative. Beeman says that in the last
half of the last century in the United States, the political system moved toward
creating a bipolar myth in the political system. Maybe, we also see that in the
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Iranian political system, because I lived up to six years ago in Iran, where they
called U.S. as the big Satan. At the same time in the U.S. policy, it seems that the
black and white thing, like the president Bush wanted to distinguish himself and his
party from the other, when he said you are “... either with us or against us.” So,
basically, Beeman is saying that there is a ‘sel” that you create for yourself, and
then the other that you portray as the enemy. So, by portraying the ‘other’ as your
enemy, you can adjust and make your policy in the way that you want. As example,
he talks about U.S versus the Middle East and also Iran. So, basically, U.S. portrays
itself as the supporter of freedom, supporter of free market, and the progressive -
force for the world order etc. And portrays the other, Middle East, or in my case is
- going to be Iran, as the out law country, the crazy country, where there is no

" rational etc. So, if we look at each other in this way, which: is existent in the two

~ countries politics ... on the other hand, scholars like you in articles such as “A win-
win U.S. strategy for dealing with Iran,” desire to shift the paradigm, to change the
narrative in order to come up with something new. To be released from this type of
paradigm. How do you deal with this powerful myth, whlch exists in the politics of
the two countrles, and shift paradigm?

AM: 1 think it is very difficult. Because in both countrles the myth has been nurtured
by the state, which is a very powerful state. In both countries, the possibility for other

~ voices to be heard is limited for different reasons. InIran it is limited because Iran is a
‘despotic society. Here it is limited because here public opinion is made by the media. |
The media seems to follow a kind of herd mentality for a while somethlng becomes
fashionable, and that becomes the hot topic of the day, and if you are going to go against
the grain, it becomes very difficult to make an impact. The only thing that I can think of
that one can do is in spite of odds against you, make an effort. It is much easier to go
against the grain here, because at least they don’t kill you if you go against the grain here.
In Iran if you go against the grain or if you try to tell the Iranian people that the image
that the leadership has up to world is a false manikin vision and the reality does not
correspond to it, you end up in prison. Here, you are at best marginalized. You don’t get
a hearing. But, I see no other way than trying our hardest, relentlessly, to take the
message that we need to look at this in a different way. We need to think about
possibilities of paradigms as you called it, because the current paradigm, the paradigm of

- ~ demonizing the other and the demonization that has gone on in Iran for 29 years, the

great Satan, demonization, and the demonization that is now going on making Ahmadi
Nejad, this crazy, dangerous, Hitler type. We need to show, at least for me, I think I need
_to show that although Ahmadi Nejad is a dangerous man, is in my mind a dangerous anti-
Semitic person, but he does not have as much power of destruction as he is believed to
“have, and the way to defunct, to diminish his power, is in fact the opposite of going to
war with Iran. Going to war with Iran, attacking Iran, in my view, would only strengthen
those who are entrenched in the demonizing narrative. :

‘AG: Dr. Milani, in the article “A win-win U.S. strategy for dealing with Iran” you

obviously provide these great ideas of paradigm shift. However, on a practical level
~ maybe sometimes people say, ok these ideas are great, but how are you going to
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involve them. Let’s say, if the power is not intereSted to do the way you are
suggesting. How are you going to influence them, some example?

~ AM: The way you influence them is by writing op-ed pieces, by writing scholarly
essays; by organizing meetings, by trying to have meeting with these people and by

~ teaching students, do you know, when you teach in a place like Stanford, you are thinking
about this as a strategic way, in a place like Stanford is a place where the elites of this
country are trying to, and if you are teaching in these places, you know, and hopefully, in
this long term train, the elite, but in the short term you try to make your case as forcefully
as you can through the media through op-ed, through scholarly essays, through
conferences, through lectures, and do you know, it is a hard sale, it is a very difficult
thing to do, but it works, it is not like it is impossible to change and shape things, do you
know.

AG: Dr. Milani, Ricoeur is one of the philosophers of the critical hermeneutic
theory; he talks a lot about the relationship between the ‘self’ and the ‘other.” Asa
matter of fact, he has a book called oneself as another. He believes that the ‘self”
and ‘other’ are two entities that are connected to each other. So, whatever one does
" influences the other’s reaction to the first action. So, this is dialectic between the
two. At the same time, once in a while I follow our former Iranian president/the
first president of the Islamic Republic, Banisadr, where he talks about this idea of
systematic relationship between the extreme right wings, because he believes that
these rights usually help each other, by the extreme positions that they take. For
example, when Ahmadi Nejad talks about wiping out Israel from the map, Bush
takes a hard position on him and uses a though language, and this becomes the
narrative etc. What we have today basically. Any comment on this?

AM: Yes, I think Ricoeur is absolutely right, Our behavior toward whoever the
interlocutor is, helps create the reality, the image of that other person, so, there is a
wonderful Indian expression that says, you become the name you respond to. If people
keep calling you something, if people keep labeling you something, gradually you
become that thing. You have the tendency to become that thing. If you keep telling your
child that is dumb, from the moment of birth, now, more or less, that child would not
behave in his/her full capacity. So, I think it is absolutely correct that the radicals, the
dedicated radicals here in this country and in Iran, want the war. I think they beget one
another, they help, they encourage one another, they feed one another’s needs, sometimes
of providing the kind of dangerous enemy you need to pursue this kind of reckless
responses so I think of, I have, do you know, I completely agree that the extreme right in
Iran and the extreme right in U.S. not only are similar in their beliefs, they both have a
very simple minded view of the world, both have the manic view of the world, both have
a demonizing view of the world, that one side is the good and the other side is the bad,
and both sides are absolutely convince that they speak for God. They speak for right.
And this is a very dangerous combination. And there is no doubt in my mind that these
two poles strengthen and beget one another.
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AG: You are describ‘bing the two‘official sides of the two countries; it appears that

there is no hope for moderation or reform in their ideologies. And the only fight

~ would be, as you mentloned prevnously, teachmg people, providing knowledge to
people :

AM: Yeah, I mean the radicals in the two countries are very much the last people you
~are going to change their minds. The kind of radical that Ahmadi Nejad is, comes with a

false sense of certitude, comes with an absolute certainty about the veracity of their own

claims. He would be the last person to be changed. One can hope to lessen the
_possibility that his view of politics would damage Iran, damage U.S., and damage Israel,
- and the way you can do this is to minimize the chance that the radlcals would have their
day, that the voice of reason and moderation will win out, I think it can be done. It is
hard, but it can be done. If it can be done in anywhere it-can be done in a democracy.
Where one is at least free to try to make one’s oplnlon know and try to change others
based on logical reasons.

AG: In Lost Wisdom, Dr. Milani, I think, you provide a narrative, how Iran and
Iranians dealt with the concept of modernity.. For example, one of the examples that
I liked, is Nasr-al-din Shah, and his trips to European countries, and then you were
also describing the reaction of religious figures such as Kafi, Majlesi, and Khomeini
as the famous figures. You also mentioned the reactions of government officials who
were disappointed by seeing that European countries progress and Iran’s position
compare to them. Finally, you described the though of secular intellectuals such as
Shadman and Hedayat. So, I looked at your story as a story about a nation and its

- narrative with the concept of modernity. How Iran dealt with modernity. There -
were ups and downs. At this point in our history, how would you describe the
narrative identity of Iranians and Iran? On one level, there is the conflict of
Iranians with their government (internal conflict), and on the second level, there is
the conflict between Iran, as a nation, with West, U.S. in specific. On the second
level, for example, I think Ahmadi Nejad was able to make the nuclear case as a
nationalistic issue. '

AM: These are many different issues that you pointed out. Ithink we need to deal with
“them separately. I think the regime successfully and wrongly sold the people the idea
that the nuclear technology is the cutting age of science of our time. If you don’t have it,
you are not modern, you are not scientific, which is very absurd. Nuclear technology
enrichment is something that U.S. did 50-60 years ago. Today is cutting age of
technology, is the information age, if Iran because of its desire to get nuclear enrichment
technology, is then denied the access to computer technology, to information revolution,
~ Iran will be the loser. That is a different question than what type of narrative the people
in Iran are writing. What kind of identity are they defining for themselves. And I don’t
think there is one narrative. I think, since the Nasr-al-din Shah, several narratives that are
competing for the domination. There is a narrative of people like Khomeini, who don’t
want to do any thing with modernity. They want to create their own theocracy, they want
- aspects of modernity, they want their penicillin, they want its guns, but they don’t want .
its rationalism, they don’t want its democracy, they don’t want its secularism. There is a

182



narrative of people like the Shah, who said I will modernize you but you need to promise
me to obey me. We can do everything else freely, don’t question me politically. Thereis -
the narrative of modernity of Iranian democrats who say we want a free, independent,
secular, republic. We don’t want to emulate, we don’t want to follow anybody but we are
not afraid of following the West. There is a model that we want to create and that is an
Iranian model of democracy. There is also a narrative of people like Sorush who tries to

create a religiously modern narrative. So, I think the last 100 years Iran has been the
scene of this upheaval, and that domestically, it is what is going on that is historically
important. It is not whether Ahmadi Nejad will win or lose. Ahmadi Nejad is a minor
footnote to history, I think. The big question for me is whether the modernist narrative or
which of these modern narratives will win. Or whether de-modernizing narrative will
win. Will Iran continue to try to be a part of modern world? Or will Iran try to say the
modern world is not much to join, we don’t want anything, we want to stop and get off
the buss. My sense is that this battle is the battle of our time, and I don’t think it has been

- decided yet. I'don’t think the religious de-modernized. People like Khomeini have not
won. People like him politically won, but I think historically they have lost. I think if
anything, the experience of the last 30 years, convinced people that this is not the
narrative, which is not the identity that is amenable to them and to their interest.

AG: Dr. Milani, many people describe Ahmadi Nejad as somebody who does not

" have power. But there are many people who think that, anyhow, he represent a

~ layer of power in Iran, which is very powerful. Believe or not, they could:

 manipulate the election of 2005. Ahmadi Nejad was not a known figure, but the
people who were behind him were so powerful that could generate people to vote for

him. The irony of history is that Ahmadi Nejad compare to Khatami, former

president, suggested 4-5 times direct talk to the U.S. government. So, what is your

comment on this? What I am trying to say that there is a certain layer of power

behind him.

AM: Ithink there is. I think there is a certain power, but I don’t think that Ahmadi
Nejad is still the determined power. I think the determined power is still Khamenei, the
clergy, but I believe that Ahmadi Nejad represents a small but powerful minority of

- revolutionary guard, commanders, the Basijis, people who want a different Iran. They
want a radical revolutionary Iran. And they don’t have an upper hand yet, but I think if
‘push comes to shove if there is a war with Iran, the people like Ahmadi Nejad will
become more powerful. This is my fear. A war is most beneficial to him and his cohorts
and constitutionally his power is very limited but in time of war, extra constitutional
power becomes divided essentially on the street and whoever has the street gets more
power. And Ahmadi Nejad has certain level of support among the revolutionary guard
and the Bassijis [Islamic paramilitary force in Iran] and I think in the chaos of the war,
nobody knows what will come out. To me, that is the problem. And part of the reason
all these offers and counter offers have never materialized, is to go back to your first
question, precisely because there is still the domination of that demonized ‘other.” Both
sides are afraid of the other, both sides are afraid of being the first one to break this taboo,
both sides are afraid particularly, on the American side. President has been worry of
becoming the first person that breaks the taboo of talking to Iran. Because Iran, after the
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hostage crisis, became, maybe rightly, a ‘pariah,” [ mean, no country has done this before.

To take diplomats of another country hostage for 440 days on the street. -Any president

~ that wants to break that, has to be a very historically conscious person, he has to take a
giant leap, it requires something 11ke Nixon decision to go to China. And I am not sure if

Bush is that person. : ’

- AG: Do you see thls character in any of the candldates for the next year
‘ presndentlal electlon"

AM: It looks like Obama is the only one who mlght do it. At least, he is the only one
who talks about it. Whether, once he becomes the president, the constraints on him will
prohibit him from doing it, I don’t kiow. But, he is at least so far the only one who has
said if I become the president I seat down and talk. No condition, nothing. I will talk
about everything, which is what I have suggested they should do for five yearsnow. I
mean, this is almost everything that I have written. -

AG: If he is not elected, and let’s say Clinton is elected, and she said she would not
go in direct talk with Iran because there are some disciplinary issues that she would
‘consider them and prevent them to go in direct talk. If this is the situation, in

" addition to what you mentioned previously, what is that we as the responsible
_citizens can do? :

AM: [ think the only thing we can do is to create a political climate that supports those
who want to talk, and weaken those who want to go to war. Everybody, I think, has to
take the initiative. If we can convince one person, one neighbor, one lover, one student,
this is how opinions are changed. You don’t change, a society as complex as this, you
don’t change opinion or you don’t make policy over night. You make it very gradually,
you make it very quietly. You make it one person at a time. You need to have strategy.
You need to have institutional support. You need to have think-thanks that support this,

- you need all of those things, but ultimately it is one step at a time. Each one of us doing

‘what we need to do. »

AG: Thank you«sd much Dr. Milani. I really appi‘eciate it.

'AM: My pleasure
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APPENDIX E

University of San Francisco
Research Journal (Journal of My Conversations w1th Research Partners)

Journal of conversation with Dr. Milani (11/2007): -

~ 1 contacted Dr: Milani directly through an email one month before my actual
conversation day. He was very gentle to accept my request without any hesitation and
referred me to his secretary. I exchanged a few emails with his secretary until we .
arranged an appointment for my conversation (Monday, November 5% 2007). Idid not
experience any difficulty arranging this meeting. - :

[ was very happy and excited about my meeting because Dr. Milani was a very well
known scholar in Iranian studies. It was good to know I was starting with an excellent
and valuable conversation partner who would enrich and deepen my research on the
subject matter. : :

Since he is a very well known scholar in the field, I thought I needed to prepare myself
very well for my meeting. First, I came to know Dr. Milani through one of his articles on
the Iran-U.S. relationship subject. That article attracted me because it was on the same
line of thought as my own. He and two other co-authors of that article suggested that
since the United States will not lose anything if it goes to negotiation with Iran, it should
contact Iran and start a negotiation process on all matters with Iran. After reading this
article, I researched Dr. Milani and found out that he has a book, Lost Wisdom, which
illustrates how the Iranian dealt with the concept of modernity since 10" century. After I
made an appointment with him, I realized I had to read hlS book to be better prepared for
my conversation, : ’

Few days before my conversation, I felt nervous about my meetlng I felt Dr. Milani is a
master of the subject matter and my questions might not attract him to get involved with
me in a real conversation. The last few days before my conversation passed in this status
of mind. However, I read his book, I designed my questions properly, and I felt that I
was ready to conduct a meanlngful conversation. After all, I had to go and did not have
- any other option. ’

When I went to his office, I realized he had offered his office hour for this meeting. Asa
result, he left the door open and there were some distractions. First, there was this phone
call that he answered. Second, there was his secretary who brought some papers and
lunch for him. Then, there were these students who wanted to meet with him. Asa
result, after 35 minutes, Dr. Milani asked me how longer our conversation would last!
Toward the end, it appeared that there was a little of rushing. I just felt that I did not have
a chance to have an informal conversation with him after our recorded conversation. I
thought it was important to have a less formal conversation, specifically because our -
formal conversation was in English rather than Farsi, in order to have a good ending.
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Nevertheless, I had given him all of my main questions. Before my meeting, I designed

-eight major questions for him which followed a narrative. As a result, I got a good
narrative in response to my questions. After looking at my transcription, the text, I was
happy with the narrative that I had in front of myself. However, I realized I could have
asked at least two more questions to obtain an even better narrative. ‘I designed those -
questions for the next conversation and will ask them in my next conversation. .1 know
that this was my first experience in conductlng a formal conversation about an extremely
critical subject, so I did not expect from myself a professional job. The good part ofitis
that I gained very valuable experience for my next conversations.

There is another critical part to my conversation. I felt my questions became very long,
almost a monologue, throughout my conversation. Since he was the expert of the subject,
I could have been shorter in my preludes in order to have him explain about the subject.

I realized that Dr. Milani was not very relaxed during the conversation. I think this came
from the fact that I started recording one minute after I arrived to his office. We did not.
have time to develop a relationship. Even though he was very open to accept my request
for this meeting, I felt our conversation was tense. The other reason could have beenmy
long preludes before asking my questions. - Was this the reason Dr. Milani was tense or
- was it his character, or was there anything else? I don’t know.

Despite the fact that I did not experience a warm environment in Dr. Milani’s office, I
really think I have a very meaningful text now. I transcribed the tape the same night that
I returned home from Stanford University. I spent 5-6 hours transcribing it. While I
listened to the sound file that night, I got frustrated because of my long preludes. Asa
result of that frustration, I did not return to the sound file and the text for a week. After a
week, I read my transcription again. I realized it was a meaningful text. Iloved the
narrative that I had in the text. I forgot all about my frustration.

- At the end, I patted myself on the back for a good job after all.

Journal of conversation wit_h Dr. Beeman (Spring 2008):

After talking to Beeman, I was amazed about his emphasis on the existing ignorance
among policy makers and leaders in Washington DC. Several times, Beeman mentioned
that in the U.S. government and its related agencies, there is a lack of Iranian experts,
who are really informed first hand about Iran. He believed that policy makers who don’t
have any idea about Iran, make important decisions about Iran in the U.S. government
‘and related agencies. For Beeman, these policy makers do not have a good sense of what -
is going on in Iran. :

Many times, they don’t know how to read Iranian behaviors. They don’t know how to
use an appropriate language in dealing with Iran, or they don’t know how important the
concept of respect is among Iranians.
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After he talked about the importance of a respectful language and a respectful approach
towards Iran, I realized how the United States accused Iran in the last 30 years, which
resulted in what we have today. Thinking about it, I see that the U.S. government never
attempted to use a respectful approach or language towards Iran. Since the accusatory
language has not resulted in any positive development, the question is, isn’t it time to
change the approach?

This makes me more excited about my research, because it shows me how a new and
inclusive approach which is based on mutual respect, and which I am advocating in my
dissertation, could change the antagonistic paradigm between the two countries. By what
Beeman described as the ignorance of the leaders and policy makers, I became more -
proud of my work and more confident that I my work may play a significant role in
.coming up with a new approach in the future. Ibelieve my research may contribute to a
better understanding between the two countrles « :

Journal of conversation with Dr. Amirahmadi (May, 200‘8):

By re-reading Amirahmadi’s conversation text, I realized he seemed too optimistic about
the circumstances. In his statements, he simplified the challenges and, I guess, did not
want to see how difficult they are to be resolved. As a result, his multiple attempts in the
last few years to engage the two countries have not been successful. However, I admire
his courage and consistency to stay on his course. This was the biggest lesson that I
gained from my conversation with him; he exemplified somebody who takes action to
change the paradigm instead of only talking on a theoretical level.

Journal of conversation with Ambassador Pickerithune 2008):

My conversation with Pickering was great. At the beginning, he was in control of the
conversation. I was a little intimidated by his long term career in the past, so I did not
develop a real discussion with him. At the beginning, I had a feeling that the sitting was
more like an interview rather than a conversation. But, toward the middle of our
conversation, I became more confident and was able to ask more open questlons to open
up dlscussmn

Pickering looked at the problem in a very comprehensive way, illustrating his diplomatic
skills, and describing what needs to be done in order to have a chance to ease the current
dispute. His insights were extremely helpful for moving towards a middle ground -
between the two countries’ position. Unknowingly, he advocated Gadamer’s (2004)
fusion of horizon. He laid down the steps that could possibly help the two countries to

- close the gap between them and expand their horizons to embrace each other’s

' perspectlve :

I thought he prov1ded valuable 1n51ghts throughout this conversation. I thought he
provided very practlcal steps in how to more effectlvely engage with Iran, and how to
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move beyond three decades of misunderstanding. This conversation was all about
‘practical steps to how to recognize mutual interest and expand working ground. In
addition, he seemed to be very insightful about the importance of respect and leadership’s
initiative to establish an effective line of communication between the two countries.

I feel very good after having this conversation with him because he showed how real
steps could be taken for fusion of horizon and how real leaders could help these steps to
~betaken. Returning to Beeman’s perspective, if there is a real understanding of Iran,

then, these leaders who Pickering talked about may better be able to deal w1th the reality
that is surrounding this conflict. :

Overall, Pickering was very encouraging when he said there is lots of hope on my
- generation who has lived both in Iran and the U.S., know both countries, and who may
- bring a better understanding between the two s1des

Journal of my conversation with Dr. Dabashi (J une 2008):

I had two conversation sessions with Dabashi. At the end of our first conversation, he
told me we could have more conversation if I needed to further discuss the issue. Itold
him I would go through our conversation and prepare some more questions to ask him, 1n
case I need more discussion. Idid arrange a second conversatlon with Dabashi.

Our conversations turned to be great events. I gained so much of insights from our
discussion. It was a very deep, meaningful, and philosophical discussion with Dabashi.
It turned to be very meaningful, perhaps, because the conversation was in Farsi, so I was
better able to communicate with my conversation partner, a barrier that I faced when I
had my conversations in English with other research partners.

He was very eloquent and philosophical throughout our conversation. When I asked him
different questions about the US-Iran conflict, he eloquently moved the discussion
beyond the issue of US-Iran and put this conflict in a broader context. In his opinion, the
'US-Iran problem should be seen in this broader framework; in this way, we can better
define this conflict. In his belief, there are ‘stock holders’ in this conflict that enjoy a -
_level of benefit from this hostility between the two nations and, as a result, 1nﬂame this
conflict.

Dabashi also emphasized the existence of political cultures in the two countries. Political =
cultures that carry on 30 years of antagonism and which benefit from this antagonism,
political cultures that demonize each other and benefit from this demonization.

Asa result, it may be very challenging to change these political cultures. When I thought
about the political cultures, I realized how difficult it is to change the cultures in these
two countries. I wondered if a theoretical framework such as hermeneutic would give me
a means to deal with such a big challenge. I carried this doubt throughout my research :
process. Nevertheless, what I discovered was, as Dr. Herda (1999) notes in her book, I
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am the one who is going to change and this change may result in a blgger change in my

surrounding. With my research, if I am able to influence people in my community,

- people who may be pollcy makers or leaders, then, this is a change that may brmg about
bigger changes » o

In our conversatlon, Dabashi draw a line between political and cultural activities; a line
between politicians and intellectuals. In his view, intellectuals need to focus on their
- field of studies and do not interfere with the world of politics and leave the politics for

- the politicians (he sounded a little bit utopian and passive here; the idea of an intellectual
who does not take action is a little passive for me). Nevertheless, he emphasized that
intellectuals could have their 1nﬂuence on the p011t1c1ans ina long run.

Journal of my conversation with Dr. Sick (July 2008):

The conversation with Dr. Sick did not go ahead as I wished for or as I planned for.. Due
to Dr. Sick’s very busy schedule and because of the developments between the U.S. and
Iran in July 2008, even before we started our conversation, he told me he was being
contacted by news agencies in regard to the latest development between the two countries
and that he could not spend much time with me.

When he said he did not have time and could spend only five to ten minutes with me, I
realized that it was going to be a tense conversation. Iknew I had the option to cancel the
conversation right at that moment or ask for another time to do it. Nevertheless, I also
knew he was a very valuable source and I did not want to lose this chance. Our
conversation lasted almost 20 minutes.-

Anyhow, this time table was the first block to our conversation. Despite having agreed to
have a 45-60 minute conversation, now, he mentioned he would be brief and right to the
-point due to his busy schedule. I expected to gain a story out of him, with his history of .
being a high level official in three administrations in the United States in the past.
Nevertheless, when he said he could not spend that much time, I realized this
conversation was not going to be as I hoped for. '

Indeed, this was not a conversation. After answering my first question, I realized Sick
intended to provide short and direct answer to my questions. Even though I asked my
first question in a way that I would receive a story from him about the US-Iran
relationship, he answered very short. Nevertheless, because he was the highest official in
my research partner’s list, I thought his perspective would be very valuable for me.

This experience was another eye opening moment about the value of participatory
hermeneutic research. Up to this point, July 16, 2008, I have had five conversations.
Almost in all of them, I established very good relationships with my research

participants. We were able to discuss the issues in a conversational setting; however, the -
experience with Sick was very different from two perspectives.
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Throughout this conversation, I learned many new lessons that would not be possible,

~ had I conducted a quantitative or qualitative research with some measurement tool. I
better understood how the participatory research conversation allows the researcher to see
angles that can not be discovered in a survey without any direct contact between the
researcher and research participant. The more conversation I conducted, the more I
realized the learning process involved in participatory research conversation. This
conversation showed me how researchers could get better 1n31ghts when they estabhsh

- strong relatlonshlps with their conversation partners. :

Throughout our conversation, or perhaps I should call it interview, I discovered another
astonishing point. He did not seem to be as an impartial third party in regard to my
research topic. My questions were usually answered with a sense of sympathy towards
the U.S. He pictured the United States as the good party in this conflict and blamed Iran
as the bad party and the cause of the problem. He sounded like a state man in the U.S.
whose language is accusative! I did not have this impression in any of my previous

conversations and this was an interesting experlence for me to see an academic to be
biased. -

His partiality, reminded me of Dr. McPherson’s comment about my bias throughout my
proposal. McPherson is on my dissertation committee and gave me valuable comment on
how my proposal was biased. While it was difficult for me to see myself as biased, now,
by Sick’s comments, [ noticed how one can be biased and not realize it. Now, I could see
McPherson point about my bias and how it could limit horizons. Sick provided a clear
example of somebody who sees an issue with bias. This experience might help me to -
conduct my research in a more impartial way.

Finally, I considered this conversation as non satisfactory by hermeneutical standard, it
was more of an interview than a conversation, however, the lessons from this
conversation were very valuable for me and made me to see new aspects involved in the
issue of the US-Iran. If American high ranking officials such as Sick only saw the
Iranians’ wrong doings, and if they do not mention the U.S. wrong doings at all, which
Iranians interpret as dishonesty, how do they expect the Iranian leadership to be honest
with them in dealing with different disputing issues that exist between the two? This was
the great lesson of today’s conversation. : '

Tonight is the 29'" of July, 2008: °

I have been reflecting on the concept of fusion of horizon and I realized that [ need to
make a change in my points about “fusion of horizon.” The fusion of horizon, really, is
not something that is going to happen between an American official and an Iranian
official, because they are told to facilitate a relationship. The fusion of horizon, really, is
what my text may bring to a reader. Though my text, I am inviting my reader to see a
new perspective and hope to influence them by representing my argument, the
perspectives that I bring to this relationship in hope of creating a new understanding
about this relatlonshlp
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Journal of my conversation with Abdi (August 2008):

After I called Mr. Abdi in Tehran from my home town of Rasht, he recognized me and
told me to call him when I came to Tehran. In Tehran, I called him in the morning and he
asked me to call him later to fix an appointment with him. I thought he was trying to
evaluate my trustworthiness due to the risky circumstances that surrounded intellectuals,
including him, in Iran. Flnally, I meet w1th him in his house in Tehran at 7:00 pm on
“August 18, 2008

Another great coincident was the date of my conversation with Mr. Abdi. Fifty five years
~ ego, exactly on this day, CIA conducted its coup to overthrow the democratically elected.
- government of Prime Minister Mossadegh. The date was August 18, 1953.

It was a very friendly meeting. He was extremely warm, humble, and a casual person.
He was having a work related meeting with a friend in his house and their conversation
was very casual. Apparently, they were investigating systematic crimes in big/industrial
cities in Iran. They were also talking about what to do about the 30th anniversary of the

~ revolution. After my arrival, their conversation went on without any interruption. He
asked me to join them and have some tea while they were in discussion and this made me
even more relaxed, because it showed me how friendly they are and gave me tlme to
adapt myself to this new env1ronment Every thing went perfect so far

[ felt Mr. Abbas Abdi was extremely conservative in what he was saying. In some cases,
he answered my questions very vague and, I guess, this was due to hlS caution about the
possible consequences for him.

. Abdi asked me some question about my background, the topic and purpose of my
research, and the type of theory I was applying to my research topic. I explained where
and what I was studying, and my research topic and my desire for offering an alternative
course of action to the current course of action between the U.S. and Iran.

The conversation turned to be another great opportunity for me to think about the
challenges that I face in my research. How is it possible to apply hermeneutics to a very
_ calculated issue in the international arena? :

He was not very optimistic about what I was doing. When I talked about my interest to
build peace between the U.S. and Iran through my research, he did not seem to be very
optimistic. He joked by saying it is easier if “you wanted to build war!” Later, I realized
he was not joking! As somebody who spent several years in prison in the Islamic
Republic, only because he conducted a survey in which he found out almost 86% of
Iranians support talks and engagement with the United States, he had this sense of bitter
~humor. In his opinion, the two governments are on course toward confrontation. Iran
does not recognize the new international system and the U.S. does not tolerate this. For
him, confrontation is inevitable, even if it may be delayed. Nevertheless, he mentioned a
dramatic change in Iranian government may change his prediction.
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An important point of Abdi was that the Islamic Republic would like to engage with the
- United States, but is very careful to save its image in the Islamic World. TIn his opinion,

this is a dilemma for the Islamic Republic. They want to engage and be legitimized by
the U.S. but they do not want to appear as the weaker side of a possible engagement in
the future (because their ideology of anti-Americanism in the region and in the world).
-This factor makes a possible negotiation and engagement even more difficult.

When transcribing my conversation with Abdi, I realized the pessimism in his views. He
did not believe that there is a chance for the creation of a new narrative to challenge the
official narrative of the two states. He believed the decisions on the state level are
beyond wishful hoping! Nevertheless, what I think is that, it is this wishful hope that is
the main factor for change in our world. Abdi, in my opinion, was isolated in a system
‘that does not allow to imagine, but this could not stop me from imagining.

It was a great conversation because I discovered a new perspective in the US-Iran

relationship. His point was close to Dabashi’s point ‘wh'eré he talked about the political
cultures in the two countries and their power to restrict alternative narratives.

Tonight is October 14, 2008:

I am working on my dissertation writing. While I was trying to determine the
significance of my introduction, precisely when I reached my conversation with Dr.
Michael Provence, I finally realized what my research is all about.- This was an amazing
moment in my whole research. After reflecting days and weeks and months on the
significance of my research and how I am going to apply hermeneutic to my research
topic, I finally realized that my research is not about solving this problem between the
two nations. My research is all about showing that a black and white mind set, where a
forceful and military mentality prevails, is not going to work any more in the 21* century.
The Islamic Republic is a good example where the U.S. is not able to accomplish any
forward movement (because the U.S. does not have the leverage and resources for using
force against the Republic). Simply said, the notion of understanding must be inserted in
the American foreign diplomacy. Without this concept which requires a new approach,
the others may not comply with what the U.S. desires the others to do. I think there was a
fusion of horizon between me and hermeneutic thought tonight.

v Decemberv2'008:

Here it is the point of this journal. Some of my research partners, including Abdi, were
pessimistic about my research. - Some of them mentioned the decision of power holders in
~the two countries as the most important element in this dispute between the two. They
mentioned that the decisions of the statesmen are usually strategic and based on interest
rather than a comprehensive approach to satisfy all parties involved. The points that
concerned me were whether a hermeneutical theory can be applicable to this crisis.
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Sometimes, this theory sound very idealistic to me. Sometimes, it makes me wonder if
this theory is going to help me understand a political crisis in the international arena.
Some of my research participants hesitated when I explained my approach. Their
‘reaction was a little dubious about the applicability of this theory to this international
crisis. :

Even though their views make me have my own doubts about my approach, whether this
theory is going to work as a framework for my research and whether it is going to be
functional; nevertheless, I believe the 21% century is a century for paradigm shift as my
informal research panner Dr Provence at UCSD emphasized.

Up to this point, strategic maneuvers deterrnined the resolution of political and
international crisis. The result of strategic decision making has been disastrous in many
cases, because of multiple conflicts in the international arena in the 20, and even at the
beginning of the 21* century. This century should be is a century for more
comprehensive and inclusive approach based on understanding the concerns of others. I
believe a comprehensive theory, such as hermeneutics, might break down the walls of -
conventional thinking in international arena. It may bring a new perspective in how to
see the problems, how to deal with them, and how to.hope for their resolution.

This paradigm shift is very challenging, as many of my research participants emphasized;
but they viewed the conflict by staying within the framework. What I am proposing in
my text and inviting my readers to see is a move beyond the norm that has been dominant
in the 20th century in general and in the US-Iran relationship in the past decades. Until
we imagine inclusive approaches to deal with international crisis, until we respect others,
until we understand the root cause of the problems and until we honest in dealing with
them, we can not solve the problems. The US-Iran growing crisis is a good example that
the mind set should be changed before we can change the narrative in this conflict.

The last point is about my communication line between me and my research participants.
I realized that English language worked as a barrier in my English conversations
sometimes. When I was conducting my conversations in English, sometimes, I was not
able to further and expand the discussion as I desired. On the other hand, in my Farsi
spoken conversations, I was able to go deeper in dlscussmg the issue which gave me
better insights about the problem. :

Final Reflections (January 2009):

While I looked at my conversation partners as valuable experts with unique perspectives
to my research, our conversations became opportunities for political discussions where a
better understanding emerged at the end of the process. Throughout this research
process, I realized I had emerged into this socio-political discussion and my level of
understanding was transformed from a student to a participant in the forum. In my
conversation with Pickering, he mentioned he hoped “we can count on you to have a
‘more open mind about some of these particular issues and problems” as we discussed the
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relationship. While I always considered myself inferior to my conversation partners who
~ are experts in the field, Abdi included me among Iranians who live in the U.S. who mlght
reduce the tension between the two countries.

This inclusion of myself in the engagement process reminded me of Gadamer points
- about the research conversation in hermeneutical tradition and the place of researcher and
research participant where a fusion of horizons between the two reduces the super10r1ty

" ofany of them to the other:

- Asmy research p‘ar_ticipants gave me weight during our conversations and raised my level
from student to a partner, I felt a fusion of horizon emerge between us. As Gadamer
(2004 304) continues, the fusion of horizon “involves rising to a higher unlversallty that
overcomes not only our own particularity but also that of the other.” Although I had

‘ dlfferen‘ces of opinion with my research participants in some instances, nevertheless, our-
- conversations became occasions where different perspectives were discussed in hope of
expanding each other’s horizon. Gadamer (2004: 302) argues that in a true conversation,
“we are not seeking agreement on some subject — because the specific contents of the
conversation are only a means to get to know the horizon of the other person.” While this
text is a reflection of several experts’ perspectives on the subject, it is also a testlmony of
the fusion of horlzon between me and my participants.
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