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In a conflict between the democracies of the world and Islamo-fascist of the Islamic Republic, which side will Iranians, who call themselves democrats, choose to stand? Will Iranian democrats by misinterpretation of nationalism support Islamo-fascist? Or, true long term nationalism prevail and rationalism lead democrats to prepare to fill the political vacuum in Iran after demise of Islamic Republic with their support in the hand of west?    
Iranian expatriate opposition of Islamic Republic (IR) living in the west, since the revolution, find a peculiar way to face the challenge of taking sides for the escalating tension leading to possibility of Islamic Republic war with the US and its allies. The Iranian democrats were convinced that escalating political tension with IR over its bold pursuit of the atomic bomb will lead to further sanctions. Also, they speculate further sanctions will not change IR attitude. Consequently, they conclude war becomes inevitable. The leading political journalists, personalities, and groups in the entire political opposition spectrum consisting of reformed communists, claimed democrats without such a back-ground, and aging royalist believe nothing good could come out of Islamic Republic overthrow from power by the US and its European allies. 


Democrats categorically oppose the war with the aim of overthrowing Islamic Republic; they, even, under any circumstance oppose economic sanctions with the purpose of weakening Islamic regime grip on the political power. These political oppositions of IR, who declare themselves committed democrats, argue that foreign invasion will devastate Iran and subject the Iranian people to horrendous hardship; they, furthermore, speculate the country will be Balkanized, and Iran will seize to exist as we know. They consider intensified sanctions harm Iranian people instead of the Hezb Allah’s regime and the ruling class. The Iranian democrats residing in the west argue limited military action against atomic installations will increase political oppression, and removal of the Islamo-fascist’s regime with military force paves the way for the separatist provinces, and will unleash Shiite suicide bombers. 

A representative of these unorganized democrats, who lives in Europe, is Dr. Hussein Bagherzade, and he was a hard core Shah’s opposition. He was a member of the Mojahedin khalgh, an Islamic-Marxist entity organized in the late sixties with the aim to compete with the leftist organizations, which at the time were dominating political activities in the Iran’s universities. Like his colleague, he never considered the Shah’s reforms and ignored Bakhtiar’s government, the last prime minister of Pahlavi’s regime, pleading for help to rescue Iran from Khomeinist’s claw. In his latest article, Dr. Bagherzade, who writes extensively on the condemnation of Islamic Republic human rights violations and regime’s dictatorial nature, argues that regime change in Iran with war imposes unimaginable destruction to the country and hardship to the Iranian people. Therefore, he believes the US military attack on the Islamic Republic must be opposed with any means.
 Consequently, he establishes that freedom from Islamo-Fascist does not worth agony of war.     

Dr. Bagherzadeh suggests several courses of actions, which some of them are his and others belong to his colleagues, which he observes them as proper actions. Since IR is in charge of the Iran’s government, he admits that any scheme for prevention of overthrowing Iran’s regime through war must be involved Islamic Republic. He speculates and hopes that inside the Islamic Regime there could be people who would realize the immanent danger of devastating war. However, he brushes it away later, because, he suggest they could not be in IR decision making circles.
 He quotes from one of his colleagues that IR should tactically stop Uranium enrichment for the next fifteen months of Mr. Bush’s remaining presidency; because the next president possibly could be a democrat, who will not go to war with Islamic regime over its nuclearization. The next suggestion is that IR opens Iran’s political system and let a democrat politician restore the US and Europeans trust in Iran. He reports from a Royalist democrat Mr.Dariyosh Homayon, a minister in the Shah’s Regime who escaped execution by Hezb Allah, that he is ready to fight on the Islamic Republic side against the US and Europeans military attack for the prevention of IR going nuclear.
 
               The zenith of Dr. Bagherzadeh and several of his colleagues suggestion is, for prevention of war that could bring down Islamic Republic regime (Iran’s liberation war), let forget about murderous actions, backwardness nature, and disastrous policies of Islamic Republic for the last twenty seven years and enter to a negotiation with IR under the title of “lets over come the divisions for the sake of peace.”
 Miss Elahe Boghrat, a journalist and long time critic of IR who turned democrat after royalist took her under their wing. She, formerly, was a member of communist urban gorilla Chrik-haie-Fadaey-Khalgh, and she was supporting IR up to late 1980 because it was Tudeh Party’s policy. She suggests national reconciliation with the participation of representatives of IR.
 It appears these democrats are ready to step on numerous principals of democracy, including collaborating with Islamo-Fascist to prevent the liberation war for the Iranian people. In these war busting schemes of Democrats, the IR plays the major role. None of these people ask a simple question from themselves, which disowned those decades ago, why IR needs them for the purpose of coming to an agreement with the US and its allies.

After extremist rose to power, they persecuted the Islamist reformists who adhered to the moderate President Khatami. A few of these disappointed Islamist left Iran for the US. Now, these former Hezb Allah’s members turned democrats became advisers to the US government as the Islamic Republic’s behavioral expert. These people are well situated to be double agents and inject misinformation into the US government. One of these people Mr. Ali Afshar in an article in the internet site of “gooya” argues that designating Sepah Pasdaran as an terrorist organization is a bad idea and overall tries to save IR from US harmful actions.   

The most famous Iranian tortured and jailed journalist Mr. Akbar Kanji opposes the US economic sanctions intensification and military action against Islamic Regime. In Iran, Kanji was a freedom fighter, who identified himself with democracy, separation of mosque and state, admirer of private enterprise, and declared himself a proud liberal. Since he left Iran more then a year ago, Mr. Kanji’s transformation is shocking. In his letter to UN general secretary, he appears to be as anti-American as a traditional Iranian communist or a committed Hezb Allah.
 
For the last fifty years, Mr. Kanji declares, the US was the enemy of democracy in Iran. He blames down fall of Prime Minister Mosaddagh on US; he takes US rough relation with Islamic Republic responsible for the rise of Ahmadinajad to power; he demands the US to solve Palestine conflict, and so on. He reminds us the famous Iranian novel’s character “Uncle Napoleon”, who blamed all the Iranian’s problems on the Great Britain. Mr. Kanji, in length, complains from Islamic Regime to the UN secretary general and asks for his help for changing Islamic regime behavior. It seems that he left his rational thinking behind when he left Iran. Mr. Kanji must be informed that, in addition of never had been gone to jail he would have been pampered by Hezb Allah if he had been identifying himself in this manner.  
When Mr. Kanji was in jail and he had his famous hunger strike, Iranian television and radio cable channels were running programs constantly publicizing IR brutal treatment of him and demanding his release; but when he came to the US, he never appeared on these television and radio programs, and he did not thank them for providing continuous publicity around the world for his struggle against the Islamic regime. Because, they are outright declared enemy of Islamic Republic, and Iranians who wish to travel to Iran periodically can not do so if they appeared on their programs. Mr. Kanji, these days, spends his time in the leftist academic’s circles, and he expects by collecting three hundred signatures of these leftist and pacifist professors on his open letter effect the US and Islamic Republic’s policy. 

In the revealing article concerning Mr. Kanji’s letter to the UN, Miss Eli Lakee refreshes her readers memory of Mr. Kanji’s past activities and the support he received from the President Bush administration, while academic leftist were selling Ahmadinejad’s rise to power as a no subject of concern to the US.
 She regrets his leftist awakening for safe guarding the IR going atomic and siding with Islamo-Fascist instead of democracies of the world in this conflict. The Wall street Journal in its editorial article “Bush and Iran,” which escapes Iranian democrats’ attention, reminds its readers Islamic Republic bloody hands of Americans’ blood since its inception.
 It goes on over Mr. Bush’s warning to IR for its major role in arming and training of insurgent, who are killing Americans and coalition forces in Iraq and reminding IR of the price it has to pay for its actions. The article concludes as follow “while in the end demanding no such price.” It needs to be kept in mind, since 1979 Islamic Revolution, while the US accepting millions of Iranians immigrants with the privilege of the US citizenship, the Islamic Republic is killing Americans in any chance they get. 

It appears that Iranian seculars including democrats can not imagine they have to pay a price for their desired democracy. They do not want to fight for democracy even when leaders of the world democracies are going to do the major fighting for them. They want free freedom, and they can not understand reward comes with the risk. The bigger the risk, the bigger will be the reward. Iranian democrats, even, can not side with the democracies in a war against dictatorship. One can postulate, if democratic opposition of IR in Iran and abroad supports the US and Europeans against Hezb Allah’s nuclearization, that will force Islamo-fascist to back down and war danger evaporates. On the other hand democrats’ support of IR in its conflict with the west will increase its militancy and increase possibility of the war. Also, Iranian opposition of IR must remember their disastrous choices that they had made during 1979 revolution and for that fact take a second look at their pro IR choice. 
Dr. Rouhollah K. Ramazani in his brilliant book, The Foreign Policy of Iran 1500 – 1941, suggests “Conversely, the approach used here accepts the concept of rationality; that is, it hold,”
 then he cites Hans J. Morgenthau, “a rational foreign policy to be good foreign policy.”
 What is missing in Iran’s foreign policy for centuries and especially in twentieth century is rationality. For example, in The Great War, when nationalist were in charge of foreign policy, Iran declared neutrality. Albeit, nationalist could not enforce Iran’s neutrality, and none of the combatants would respect Iran’s neutrality. Consequently, Iranian territory became combatants’ war zone. The Great Britain, Russian, and Turkish forces had battled in western and north western Iran freely. However, Shi’i establishment supported Muslim Turkey, and the Ghajar’s court supported Russian forces, while nationalist hated Russia and Britain for their outrageous colonial policy. The rational foreign policy would had dictated Iran’s alliance with British, after overcoming its British colonial past hatred. This would ally Iran with democracies not militarist Germany. In addition, Iran could have kept Russia’s and Turk’s fighting out of Iranian territory with the help of democracies. Also, Iran’s friendly posture with British would have made the British a strong supporter of Iran. 

The next cross road for Iran came during World War II. In this instance, Iran declared neutrality, while she had strong economic ties with Germany. And Iran tried by reliant in the international law, which had been threatened severely and in spite of intensified warning, escape invasion by the British and Russia. Reza Shah’s foreign policy did not follow a rational course. Again in the international politics, Iran had not supported European democracies, and when Germany invaded Russia, Iran’s neutrality was doomed. The invasion of Iran in World War II restored constitutional government at the same time opened Iran’s politics to communists, Islamist politicians and separatists. Politics Iranian style, which lacked national interest, turned politics of democracy to politics of chaos with no rescuer.

Nationalization of oil industries under the leadership of Dr. Mosaddagh, which raised great hope and national pride, later turned to a campaign against the Shah and Great Britain with no end in sight, while communists had been preparing to take over the country. In the end, the issue for the Royalist, Islamist, and the world’s free democracies became saving Iran from pro-Soviet Union communists. Dr. Mosaddagh, who ignored all constitutional means for his removal from power, was removed by a coup d'état. Mosaddagh’s oil nationalization policy lost its rationality when it became anti-British with no acceptable prospect of a compromise. In this confrontation between west and Iranian government, although, most of the credit of coup d'état has been given to the US and Great Britain, but in reality without capable Royalist army officers, Islamist support, and nationalists defection coup d'état never would have been materialized.
 As much as oil nationalization was anti-British, the 1979 Islamic Revolution was anti-American and anti -west.  The Shah was punished for his modernization of Iran with the pro-western policy. There were no rational explanations for Iranian democrats or leftist to join khomeinists. The secular politicians turned the promising democratic reforms of the Shah’s regime to Khomeinist revolution, when they ignored the rational politics.     

It is impossible, in all of these cross roads, to find rationality for the positions highly educated Iranians had chosen. And it seems we bond to see another foreign policy blonder by our claimed democrats for supporting Islamic Republic in gaining its anti-west insurance policy of atomic bomb capability. The opposition of Islamic Republic must realize that IR is in the course of collusion with the US and Europeans. The question is what price Iranians will bond to pay for Islamo-Fascist ambitions for regional domination and international influence, which are in charge of Iranian’s people destiny. Do our exiled democrats trust IR with atomic capability? What would become of Iran if a group of rude Hezb Allahi gets a religious permission (fatva) from one of these independent Shi’i t Ayatollahs to drop an atomic bomb on the enemies they point to and wish their death every day? 

There is no shortage of reason and rationality for Iranian democrats’ opposition of Islamic Republic to support the US and Europeans for prevention of IR from gaining atomic bomb. Iranian democrats must stop acting like a clan members, who supports its clan member under any circumstances.
 Iranians democrats must not prefer-Islamo Fascist political criminals over our American and European friends. We, Iranians, must begin to stand with the right side of history and this is the time to commence.    
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