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Amerika bircok farkh ulusu binyesinde bulunduran bir devlettir. Farkh
uluslardan olan insanlar Amerika’'ya cesitli sebeplerle goc¢ etmglerdir. franlilar
da bu go¢ eden grubun icindedir. Ancak Amerika veiran arasinda yaanan
siyasi olaylar: iran Devrimi, Iran rehine krizi ve son olarak 11 Eyliil saldirilari
bu iki Ulke arasindaki iliskileri oldukca germistir. Ozellikle 11 Eyll
saldirilarindan sonra ortaya cikan gelsmeler sonucunda Amerika, Musliman
bir tilke olan fran’i zan altinda birakmisir. Amerika’nin iran’i “ ser ekseni’ne
dahil etmesinden dolayifranlilar onyargil bir tutum ile kar si karsiya kalmustir.
Yapilan arastirmalar, bu olumsuz tutum sebebiyle zor durumda kdan
franlilarin sosyal hayatlarinda sikinti cektiklerini ve kendi kimliklerinden

uzaklasip, kulttrlerine yabancilasmaktiklarini gostermektedir.

Bu tezin amaci; Anne Tyler'in Digging to America adli romaninda,
ortaya cikan olumsuz fran imaji sebebiyle Iranlilarin kendi kiiltirlerinden
uzaklasip, nasil Amerikal kimligine sahip olmaya caktiklarini incelemektir.
Anne Tyler in bu eseri, Batili dnyargisi sonucundameydana gelen kimlik

krizini dile getirmesi acisindan énemlidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: 1- Kultorel Kimlik, 2- 11 Eylal Saldirilari,3- Amerikan
Karakteri, 4- Oteki, 5- iranlilar



ABSTRACT

Master of Arts Degree
Loss of Cultural Identity in Anne Tyler's Digging to America
Mehtap Akgul

Dokuz Eylul University
Graduate Institute of Social Sciences
Department of Western Languages and Literature
American Culture and Literature Program

America is a country which shelters people of diffent origins. People
from different countries, including Iranians too, immigrated to America for
various reasons. Only the political developments b&een America and Iran,
such as the Iranian Revolution, the Iranian hostagerisis and finally September
11" attacks strained the relations between these couies. As a result of the
developments, especially after the September "1 attacks, America
incriminated Iran, an Islamic country. Owing to America’s inclusion of Iran in
the “axis of evil”, Iranians have been treated withprejudice. Research shows
that, Iranians, who are in a difficult position on account of this negative
attitude, experience hardships in their social live, feel estranged from their

identity and alienated from their own culture.

The objective of this thesis is to study how Iranias distanced themselves
from their own cultural identity, on account of the emerging negative Iranian
image, and tried to adopt American identity in AnneTyler's novel, Digging to
America. This novel of Anne Tyler’s is important in that it addresses the identity
crisis resulting from the impact of Western prejudce.

Key Words: 1- Cultural Identity, 2- September 11 Attacks, 3- The American

Character4- Other,5- Iranians
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INTRODUCTION

Anne Tyler's novelDigging to America addresses Iranian family’s loss of
cultural identity in America, based on the diferemdetween an Iranian and an
American family. In my thesis entitled “Loss of @uial Identity in Anne Tyler's
Digging to America”, | aim to study the alienation of one’s cultuidéntity, which is
represented as “the other” by Eastern individuaks,a result of the prejudice

especially after September*attacks.

References will be made to the incidentthe political history of Iran and
America not only because they are also mention€lyier’'s novel as the Shah era,
the Iranian hostage crisis and Septembét ibtidents but also they catalyzed the
animosity between the two countries. The first loé four chapters in my thesis
presents the incidents described as crossroadsaimiamh history. These are, the
overthrow of the pro-American Shah and the introidmc of an entirely anti-
American leader, Khomeini. This made history aslthaian Revolution. Thus, the
foundations of America-Iran hostility are presenteeginning from the Shah period,
in the first chapter entitled “Iran at the Crossigia

In the second chapter, however, the hangs of America are presented,
including Carter period, the Iranian hostage crisangate, Iran-lIraq war, and finally
September 1 attacks, which are the milestone of the Americistohy. Thus, how
the political incidents in Iran and America contribd to the increase of tension will
be studied. Carter’'s wrong policies and his inapilo establish favorable relations
with Iran initiated the Iranian hostage crisis. Dgrthis incident, Iranian leader,
Khomeini intensified this crisis which stigmatizi#dnians in the eyes of Americans.
This gave rise to the creation of an aggressive ilmaage in Westerners especially
Americans. As for Irangate, it caused America tselgrestige. America sold
weapons to Iran secretly, and when this was digedyéAmerican authorities were
in a difficult situation. Another incident whichiggered the tension between the two

countries is Iran-lraq war. By taking in Iraq’s sjcAmerica displayed an anti-lranian

viii



stand in this war. Finally September™ atttacks initiated a difficult period for
Eastern Islamic countries. George W. Bush, in dnki®speeches, included many
Islamic countries, among which was also Iran, ia ‘thxis of evil”. As a result of

this, a large number of Muslim Easterners had aliffitimes and therefore had to

conceal their cultural identities.

After providing the historical backgralin the first two chapters, in the third
chapter reference will be made to ideological todlkese are used to designate
Iranians as “the other”. These ideological tooks ‘@eoconservatism”, “The Clash of
Civilizations”, and *“Orientalism”. First, it will & studied to what extent
“neoconservatism” is effective in American foreigmolicy. Neoconservatism
requires America’s incessant search for an enenoyv Kmerica created enemies,
gualified them as “the other” to stigmatize them,virtue of neoconservatism will
be studied with reference to Reagan’s war on Consmurand September 11
attacks. Also, in this chapter Samuel Huntingtotiiesis of “The Clash of
Civilizations” will be studied. In his thesis, Humgton argues that future wars will
occur between civilizations. America drawing strinfrom this thesis, qualifies
other countries as “the other”. Discriminatory dgsmns such as Western or
Eastern civilization are no different from Bush'wigive remarks such as “Either
with us or against us”. Thus, the concept of ‘thiger” is consolidated. At the end of
this chapter, “Orientalism”, the interpretation thie East with the perception of
Westerners, will be studied. This concept which mse#o understand the East
acquired a different meaning with Edward Said. Adowy to Said, Orientalism, with
its new meaning, serves the interests of the Wiesably America. The West has put
forward the concept of “the other”, with the insciént information in its
possesssion. The West, especially America accestuist superiority by regarding
other states as inferior.

The fourth chapter is allocated tawdg of what an American character is
and how the Iranian-American family experience tdgrerisis, as it was presented
in Tyler's novel. It would be remiss not to writdaut the life and style of the

novelist. So after briefly mentioning Tyler's lifend style, the plot oDigging to



America will be given in order to understand the identtisis better. Furthermore,
the major factors in the making of American chaacte. “Promised Land”, “City
upon a Hill", and “Melting Pot” will be explainedithh reference to Tyler's novel.
These concepts have been effective on the Amegbamnacter since it was first
founded. One must be familiar with these conceptenswer the question of what an
American is in Tyler's novel. In addition, Irani&mericans, as a hyphenated
identity will be studied for a better understandifgthe Iranian family in Tyler's
novel. How these people came to the U.S and theshigos they experienced because
of discrimination and prejudice in America will al®e included in this section.
Finally, two major characters’ loss of identity:bZi and Sami and one character’s
(called Maryam) resistence to the American culamd her clinging to her original
roots will be studied. In this section, where tharmacters named Ziba and Sami will
be explained respectively, these Iranians’ ali@mato their culture and their desire
to adopt the American identity will be studied. am as an unhyphenated identity,
is also studied in this section. Maryam is an ekoepas she tries to hold onto her
original identity and struggles in this foreign miyg. Maryam is examined as an
unhyphenated identity in this thesis, as she adogt®wn cultural identity. She does
not want to have an American identity. In fact, ghaware of the importance of her
cultural background. On knowing this, Maryam claines own identity, unlike Ziba
and Sami. Tyler’s this novel is important, in thitashows Ziba and Sami Yazdan’s

search for identity in a foreign counry.

As a result of this thesis, | have aimed to shioevlbss of cultural identity of
the Iranian characters by examining the backgrowifdthe prejudice and
discrimination towards Iranians. On examining thasean be said that both the
historical developments, among which are the Irmamastage crisis and September
11" attacks, and the ideological tools are effectivéhie animosity towards Iranians.
So, the lIranians facing prejudice and discrimimatiexcept Maryam, start to feel

alienated to their cultural identity and try to aibt other identities.



CHAPTER ONE

IRAN AT THE CROSSROADS

1.1. Shah Reza Pahlavi Period

America has long been in conflict with a large nembf countries. Iran is
only one of these countries. In order to have arcpecture of the disagreements
between America and Iran, one should primarily takeok at the political history of
both countries, beginning with the Shah periodranl Below will be examined the
dissatisfaction of Iranian people with the Shah &uwiv Iranian and American
relationships became so tense.

The Shah was in power in Iran during the gkehbefore the Revolution. But
people were not pleased at all with this adminigtraand they thought the Shah in
power should be replaced. “Mohammed Reza Pahlasith@king of Iran, known as
the Shah, between 1941 and 1979 [...]. He was baalkdélde way by the British and
American government. But many Iranians were angérethis autocratic rule and
the spectacle of rampant corruption throughoutgoigernment” (Leigh and Evans,
2007) In the 1970s, the gap between the rich amgdlor was increasingly becoming
larger. Land reform, at the expense of impoverghpoor landless peasants,
eventually served agriculture and landowners insegtors which turned even more
capitalistic. In addition to farm hands, factorynda who were working in difficult
conditions without any social security were alsotimized. The economy of the
country was deteriorating day by day. The Shahthenother hand, was trying to
strengthen the social and economic relations witheAca, which made Islamists
extremely angry. These Islamists, followed by Khomebelieved that such
modernization movements would hamper public’s relig beliefs. “Khomeini
sensed that the Shah’s alliance with—and dependemeghe United States was a
weakness he could use to unify disparate Iraniangyg, both secular and religious,
against the Shah’s regime. The American militarynuimity agreement was the stick
he would use to beat the Shah” (Farber, 2004:@éheral public, on the other hand,
believed at the beginning that Shah, this new leadeauld be different but beneficial



to his country. So, a new group of people emerggihat the Shah as a result of his
oppressive administration, corruption in the gowsent, uneven distribution of oil
revenues and the secret police organization SAVBRposition movements turned
into hostility and uprising. The members of the egipon gathered around religious
cleric Khomeini. Disturbed by Khomeini’'s presentke Shah persuaded Iraq to
deport Khomeini. Following the deportation, Khomesettled in Paris, which
contrary to expectations enabled him to influenablip opinion worldwide more

effectively.

Khomeini on the other hand was beginning to ggtianand angrier because
interference in Iran by other countries was totallyacceptable. In his view, the
efforts of modernization and submission to foregguntries were against Islamic
values. He said: “Mr. Shah, dear Mr. Shah, abartiese improper acts. | don’t
want people to offer thanks should your mastersdeethat you must leave... Listen
to my advice, listen to the clergy’s advice, nothat of Israel. That would not help
you. You wretched, miserable man” (Farber, 2005. Bdnerican officials, on the
other hand, thought that Iran’s strategic locati@muld gain considerable importance
in their relations with Iran. America and USSR wardostile terms during the Cold
War. For America, who was very concerned about wwldwide spread of
Communism, lIran’s attitude was very important beeadran could prevent
Communism from spreading to the other Middle Easintries. The Shah, who was
in power in Iran during the Cold War, supported Aitee in this respect. For, the
Shah’s own interests were in question. The Shahgthtothat if he effected intimate
relationships with America, he would invest in taemy, which was his biggest
support. As Pollack explains: “The Shah decided tha only way to convince
Washington to give him what he wanted was to makesélf a key ally of the
United States in the Cold War with Russia” (Polla2@04: 76). As a matter of fact,
what was expected came true and aid came from tBefdd Iran to enhance her
military power. “Between 1953 and 1961, the Unitsthtes provided Iran with
approximately $500 million in military assistandet allowed the Shah to expand
his armed forces from 120,000 to 200,000 men. B361%an hosted the largest U.S.
military aid mission in the world” (Pollack, 20046-77). However, The Shah’s



acceptance of the American aid angered pious siréte to these circles American
values served only to corrupt Iran. In additiomnians, who wanted expenditure on
their social lives rather than on the military, aked American officials. “[These]
people also didn't like the way that U.S. aid cdnited to corruption in their
government [...] they blamed Washington for Tehsdmeavy emphasis on spending
on the military rather than on education, sociadgpess, and economic reform”
(Pollack, 2004: 77-78). It was therefore time tK&iomeini had acted. Unlike the
Shah, Khomeini carried out a campaign of returiongonventional religious values

in a way to appeal to public sentiments.

While the case was so in Iran during the Shah’siaidtration, the hitherto
smoothless relations began to deteriorate owir@atider’s anti-lIran policy. Yet Iran
had played an important role for Western countnesistory before Carter. For this
reason, the U.S. tried to maintain friendly relasowith Iran until Carter’s
presidential term. Carter, however, rather tharsgmeng hitherto well maintained
relations, angered and offended Iranians. Thisud#i of America turned Iranians
against America but moving them even closer to KéiaimCarter was reiterating his

humiliating remarks at every opportunity.

Towards the end of the 1970s, extensive attgiolence throughout the
country were staged against the Shah Reza Pahlagise. Political and social
instability brought on a large number of generekss. Now, the Shah had to leave
the country with his wife for good. After the Shalt¢aving the country, Khomeini’s
supporters went as far as to knock down the Srethtsies throughout the country.
Now, in the following, the details of the Iraniarew®lution and the hostility of

Khomeini towards America will be explained.
1.2. The Iranian Revolution
The Iranian Revolution is one of the most significaistorical events that

have left their marks on Iranian history and th& 26ntury. With this revolution all

balances have changed and a religious leader lgndifféerent from the Shah has



come to power. Iranian Islamic Revolution matezedi in 1979 with the collapse of
the Shah Reza Pahlavi monarchy and the establigthofiean Islamic Republic in
Iran under Khomeini’'s leadership. Following are thecounts of the Iranian

Revolution and concurrent events in Iran.

A reference to some events is primarily necessaryafbetter understanding
of the revolutionary process given the fact thatvais realized against the Shah and
the Shah monarchy in particular. As mentioned eartlisquiet and dissatisfaction
prevailed in the Shah period. “Between 1953 and3l1@8fuch poverty remained
among the Iranian people, and the gap betweeni¢heand poor grew” (Smitha,
2007). While the Shah family was getting richeotigh bribery, the grass roots were
becoming increasingly impoverished. While shieldargl watching his own family
and supporters, the Shah was subjecting his opp®nen countless gruesome
tortures. During the infliction of these oppressidie Shah’s secret police was
SAVAK. “[...], the Shah was increasingly forced tdyr®n repression to maintain
control over Iranian society. SAVAK began to sprel@éper and deeper throughout
Iranian society, and its methods became more ané brotal” (Pollack, 2004: 88).
The members of this secret police organizatiordinssly penetrated all levels of the
society and either tortured or killed those whoevagainst the Shah. Thus, SAVAK
became people’s nightmare. One of the reasons dople’s uprising against the
Shah is undoubtedly SAVAK. The Shah was not awaat $0 big a crowd turned
against him when he established this organizabasilénce his foes. While SAVAK
members were perpetrating their oppression, people getting angrier. The Shah
thought that he would be able to retain his monatohusing violence. Among the
factors to displease people, apart from SAVAK, wesefforts of modernization the
Shah was trying to introduce. However, when thehShes mentioning such
practices of his, he had great confidence in hifresed believed that he would move
his people to an advanced level in every way. “Yiaaome should be such that you
and your family are full. That you will have smaltthes. That you will have a nice
house. ‘Before long’, the Shah pointed out, ‘ounrtoy will stand out as a rock of
stability and security in this rough and stormy "séAnsari, 2003: 158). Also,

America’s role in the Shah’s reassurance being igb was undoubtedly great.



Flattered by the praise from America the Shah kepaddressing meetings with his
people assertively. “In the words of Time magazitme Shah had become ‘The
Emperor of Oil'. The very real power the Shah ex@ron Western economies
through his control of oil prompted Associate Edibd Time, Spencer Davidson, to
argue that ‘The Shah’s power is exploding and Acaars would be wise to pay
attention to his dreams™ (Ansari, 2003: 183). T8hah would make continual
promises and claim that Iran would soon be amongeldped countries. The
economic power of the country had been consideratghyoved by virtue of oil. The
most important foundation of the Shah’s argumerg wadoubtedly oil but the grass
roots were by no means able to benefit from this.Aksari states: “The last ten
years of Mohammed Reza Shah’s reign witnessed dhsotidation, growth and
extension of the Pahlavi state and the apogee eofStah’s personal power. The
political and economic power of the state, exaggerédy a dramatic increase in oil
revenues in the 1970s, masked the weakness oil itsuadations” (Ansari, 2003:
166). The Shah, on the other hand, disregardingubgects in poverty desired to be
rememberd as an intellectual. In his speeches leddis aim as to raise the level
of his subjects’ well-being. “[...] he increasinglitempted to associate himself with
Iran’s liberal intellectuals. Rather than a degpoipped up by a powerful army and a
traditional, landed autocracy, he wanted to be seea leader of the vanguard of
Iranian society, forging a path toward enlightentmamd greatness for his people”
(Pollack, 2004: 86). In addition, the Shah wouldenrine that Iran should not
depend on her imports and that importance shouldttaehed to industry for his
country to make a favourable image. “The Shah aBgan a major campaign to
industrialize the Iranian economy. Like his fath#dre Shah was obsessed with
building a modern industrial base for the prestigadiversify Iran’s economy, and to
reduce its dependence on imported manufacturedsgd¢bBollack, 2004: 87). Apart
from this, the Shah would listen to Jimmy Cartetled U.S. to the annoyance of the
circles of pious people. He would act, so to spaskf he had been the mouthpiece

of America.

In early 1977, Jimmy Carter became President ofUh#ed States,
and he put human rights into his foreign policy ratge The Carter
administration suggested that if Iran did not inya&rdats human rights
record, aid, including military assistance, migla terminated. The



Shah acted on Carter's wishes. Some would viewptigissure on the
Shah and Carter's reluctance regarding the Shahiogiopponents as
responsible for the Shah's fall (Smitha, 2007).
The Shah would say he would introduce reformsnbdernize his country.
Only these reforms were peremptory and inappraptiatthe cultural and religious
constitution of Iran and therefore unacceptabléht public. The general name for

these reforms were ‘White Revolution’.

The ‘White Revolution’, as it came to be known, vpasnarily an act
of political rather than economic necessity, inehdo serve and
sustain ‘a particular conception of relations ohmimation’ centered
around the Shah. It was a revolutionary strategyediat sustaining a
traditionaal system of authority (Ansari, 2003: 148
This revolution comprised land reform and the rsghtanted to women. The
Shah was in favour of women being educated, sedheansociety, their suffrage
being granted and their refusal to wear veil. “Tpeasantry were enthusiastic
supporters of the White Revolution when it wastfiniaveiled. They wanted land
reform to continue and also saw advantages in Rigem]. Many women were
pleased to finally have a political voice, and ithea of profit sharing did appeal to
the small but growing cadre of industrial worke(Follack, 2004: 87). The rights
intended to be given to women enraged conservatwgans since these rights were
against Sharia. “In 1967 new laws gave women thiet tio apply for divorce without
the husband's permission, a man had to secure ifé%s wonsent before taking a
second wife, and legal matters involving familiesrevtransferred from religious to

secular courts” (Smitha, 2007).

The White Revolution included land reform alsdneTland reform meant
further impoverishment of the poor landless peasawtith industrialization and
urbanization people moved in large numbers tosiiethe weakening of agriculture
and the gradual multiplification of the jobless s&s “The group that opposed the
White Revolution most vigorously, however, was memsbof the clergy. Land
reform cut into the wealth of religious establismtseand hurt the village landlords,
who were often the mullahs’ most important patroiBollack, 2004: 88). The
mullahs whose interests had been damaged, took atheir side claiming that



those reforms were against Islam. Thus, opposttathe Shah grew even stronger.
“[...] By making clear their animosity to the WhiteeRolution and insuniating that it
was somehow against “Islam”, the mullahs reverBedsentiments of many peasants
who had initially seen land reform as beneficidPollack, 2004: 88). People no
longer trusted in the Shah, for he would not mouea America’s control. In the
eyes of the public, the Shah disowned his countrglies and drifted Iran to a

catastrophe.

Khomeini, too, would exacarbate the clash. Vilityithe White Revolution,
Khomeini would say that he deemed those reformgxdremely grave menace to
Islam, and trying to get the power gradually, bypeading to mullahs’ religious
sentiments. “Beginning in March 1963 with a writtstatement, Khomeini blasted
the White Revolution. He called it “a serious threalslam”. He claimed that it was
the product of a Jewish, Baha'i, and American coasp to humiliate and subvert
Islam” (Pollack, 2004: 88). In addition, accordittga research, Iranians opposed to
the Shah would accuse America, and the aid from rismevould only harm Iran,

since Western countries had their eyes set on Iran.

A 1983 poll of young Iranians by a West German pubpinion group found
that 95 percent thought that American aid to Iremorked to make rich richer” and
only 8 percent thought it “improves the standarthang of the many.” Half of those
polls said that the United States “is too much lom $ide of having things as they
are.” Finally 33 percent saw America as “aggressigempared to 19 percent who
thought the same of the USSR (Pollack, 2004: 89-90)

In the end, the Shah’s “White Revolution” endediasco. The grass roots
believed that the revolution would be successfolwklver, it did not turn out as they
had expected it to be. On the contrary, it onlwsérto worsen their lot. “Overall,
[...], the White Revolution failed to deliver on ifgomises. Many of its failures
would not manifest themselves until well into th@7@s, but some were apparent
within just a few years of the start” (Pollack, 20@1). Thus, pious Iranians refused
to adopt the efforts of modernization, because tpeyceived these efforts as

imitating the West, particularly America. That wpsecisely what the Shah was



doing. In other words, he delivered the faith oé ttountry to the hands of the
Western powers. This was not something acceptabtbe religious circles. “The

Shah increased Iran's tie with the United States.agreement with a Western oil
consortium annoyed many, and some were annoyedhéyptesence of many
Americans. Some Iranians saw the United Statesaamdn taken the place of the
British” (Smitha, 2007). This behaviour of the Sheds causing the mullahs to come
closer to Khomeini and paving the way for the Skatownfall. Khomeini, on the

other hand was voicing his opposition to Americal aondemning the Shah'’s
reforms. “Ayatollah Khomeini issued a fatwa (retigs edict) against his reforms.
The government-owned radio station responded witieule. The Shah announced
that his reforms would take Iran into the jet agglevthe mullahs wanted to remain
‘in the age of the donkies™ (Smitha, 2007).

The most propenderant groups of people to dirgtiShah movements were
leftists and mullahs. In addition, university stotse were also supporting this
opposition. Since the Shah did not consider pesplMshes and suppressed them,
the slogan of this segment of the public was “de@ocand freedom”. Furthermore,
the Shah’s opulence was based on oil revenueswaanan oil-rich country but the
grass roots were by no means able to get rich aidtirough. “Programs of
agricultural and economic modernization were putsubut the Shah's Plan
Organization took charge of economic developmesdyihg very few benefits to
reach the ordinary citizen” (Leigh and Evans, 20@Qain people blamed the Shah
on this account since the Shah would buy weapam fthe U.S. with the revenues
from the oil, which, to people, was unnecessary serded only to enrich America.
Therefore, by going on strike the people reducégrduction with the purpose of
diminishing the Shah’s political power. The greatgsposition to the Shah was put
up by Khomeini. On realizing that, the Shah senbidRini into exile first to Turkey

then to Iraq and finally to France.

However, Khomeini was moving forward slowly but esuof himself.
Khomeini was in favor of Sharia and definitely amemy to the West.

Propagandazing through the media in Paris, Khomeas calling for democracy.



Castigating the Shah and his partisanship for AcagiKhomeini succeeded in taking

a great majority of the people, particularly piairgles, in his side.

Despite growing prosperity, opposition to the Skads widespread,
fanned mainly by conservative Shiite Muslims, whanted the nation
governed by Islamic law. They were directed, fromari€e, by
Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini (Ruhollah ibn Mustafa usawi

Khomeini Hindi), a Muslim clergyman who had beenlexkin 1963

(Leigh and Evans, 2007).

Now Iran began to be shaken by successive exeesutibhe terror acts
perpetrated by mullahs knew no boundaries; theyewooting to kill the Shah’s
supporters. With the massacre perpetrated preyitnysBAVAK and the subsequent
terror acts perpetrated by the revolutionaries lvaname almost a battle field. As
Pollack says: “[Khomeini's] words were so powertinat they inflamed a number of
his most zealous followers to create street distucbs” (Pollack, 2004: 88). At the
chaos, the Shah declared martial law in the coumtitystill protestors gathered in
Tehran. Upon this, war was waged on the protestodsmany people were killed.

This incident made history as “Black Friday”.

On the first day that martial law returned, tro@sl tanks attacked
crowds of protesters and others on the south dideeocapital. The

troops had been ordered to shoot to kill. Theyckttd, and assisted
by helicopter gunships they drove people down marmstreets

radiating out from the city square. Barricades wgnaround the city,
and people armed themselves with Molotov cocktailee day

became known as Black Friday. The government cldithere were

168 casualties; organizers of the demonstratiommeld 2,000 or

3,000 (Smitha, 2007).

In addition to this, appealing to the religiossntiments of the people,
Khomeini turned the Karbala incident to his advgetawhile depicting himself as
Husayn killed, he depicted the Shah as Yazid, Husagnemy. Khomeini incited
people making use of Shiitism. Aware of the impmfrthis incident, in his speeches

Khomeini referred to Karbala incident.

Generations had grown old wishing they could haveenb
beside Husayn at Karbala—the Iranian Revolutionegéwem the
opportunity. Keeping the memory of the martyrs ocdrisala and
Husayn alive is seen as an act of Shi'a piety. Kéiomwas well



aware of the importance of Husayn, thus he contiroeemphasize
the imagery of Karbala in his speeches (Struempd4 2

Inspired by Khomeini’'s speeches, people bacame en@e enthusiastic. The
approach of the month Moharram, in particular, nbedne conflict would be
intensified since in this month Shiites remembetteel Karbala incident in which

Husayn had been killed. Now, it was impossibletop snillions of people.

The month of Moharram was approaching, the monthhich Shi‘ites
traditionally celebrate the martyrdom of Husayrisla passionate and
highly religious month, and since the protests ragjaihe Shah were
largely religious in nature, everyone knew that¢bantry was on the
verge of exploding. Moharram began on December 2h wi
demonstrations, and these demonstrations would incent all
throughout the month (Hooker, 1996).

The Shah was gradually losing power, anti-desrations were going on and
thousands of people were being killed. His downfals approaching and Khomeini
was coming closer to victory step by step. “Thelthad been diminishing in power
by his method of trying to retain it. He declaredrtral law and moved against the
demonstrators [...] It was too late. Too many of thado had at least tolerated the
Shah's rule had been lost. Demonstrations contini@ditha, 2007). The Shah had
to abandon his country realizing that he could owgér tolerate what had been
happening. But before his departure he set up gdery government in the
leadership of Shahpour Bakhtiar. As soon as cortongower, Bakhtiar did many

things such as, abolishment of SAVAK and moderimradf Iran.

The Shah agreed to go abroad for a vacation. Heptedt a new
government led by an old opponent, the head oflibsadent National
Front, Shahpour Bakhtiar. On January 6, 1979, Bakipiedged to
launch "a genuine social democracy" and to endctreuption and
abuses of the past. On January 16, 1979, the Sithhis family left
for Egypt (Smitha, 2007).
The Shah’s departure from and Khomeini’s returnthe country was
celebrated exuberantly. Many people participatedh& revolution and held anti-
Shah demonstrations. After the appointment of Bakhty the Shah, Khomeini

appointed Mehdi Bazargan prime minister and askedple to obey him.
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Furthermore, Khomeini said that Bazargan’'s goveminaas based on Shiitism and
therefore had to be obeyed. Khomeini appointedoinie competing interim prime

minister Mehdi Bazargan on February 4, with the psup of the nation and

commanded Iranians to obey Bazargan as a religiig. While the Bazargan

government was in the process of being formed, Kdondid not waste time and
began to blaken the Bakhtiar government. Khomeoing much too farther and
making political capital out of the religious vatuevas criticizing the Bakhtiar

government so that his own government could surwVhile the chaotic situation

was going on, the Revolutionaries were destroyimeryghing connected with the
Shah, and raiding the government buildings to vhnelshem.

Khomeini asked America to expatriate the Sthirch initiated the Iranian
hostage crisis. The American Embassy in Tehran magded and 53 American
diplomats there were taken hostage. “Khomeini dallee United States the "Great
Satan" and the U.S. Embassy a "den of spies."dlliewers seized the Embassy and
held 53 Americans there hostage, demanding thdt/t8edeliver to Iran the Shah as
an exchange” (Smitha, 2007). The 444-day captieitythe American diplomats
came to an end when the crisis was settled, an8hhl, who was cancerous, died in
Egypt. Following the hostage crisis, the Bazargamvegnment resigned. Now,
Khomeini had the political arena all for himselfanians preferred an Islamic
Republic to monarchy at the end of a referandumni@ag support from the public,
Khomeini founded a state based on Islam.

1.3. Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini Period

It would be appropriate to learn who Khomeini wasstudy this period in
Iranian history. Kohmeyn born Khomeini, an Iraniatigious political leader, who
in 1979 made Iran the first Islamic Republic, beeaanreligious scholar and in the
early 1920s rose to become an ‘ayatollah’ a term doleading Shia scholar.
Khomeini had been in exile in Iraq since 1963 aocoaat of his opposition to the
Shah. At that time, there were anti-Shah protéstsong the reasons for the Shah’s
authority being shaken were the effects of Khon®ipropaganda combined with

the Shah’s political wrongs. Khomeini, using theame provided by European
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countries, set about conducting a propaganda campmhiected to terminating the
Shah administration in Iran and to establishingtatesbased on Shiite beliefs.
Khomeini left Iraq for Paris to set up his headder@ and follow the uprisings from
there. Unable to contain the situation, the Shafidee to leave the country. In the
end, on January ¥61979 the Shah and his spouse Farah left Tehragdiod and

thus monarchy in Iran virtually ended. An admirastsn without Shah began in Iran.
The Shah’s departure from Iran and Khomeini’'s metdirom the exile were

celebrated victoriously.

After establishing a Shiite based republic in Ir&iomeini eliminated his
opponents in turn and had thousands of peopledkilie sent to prison. While
Khomeini was trying to consolidate his own regimdran, his relations with some
countries began to deteriorate day by day. This regwme of Khomeini gave rise to
several problems. One of these is the deterioratibriran’s relations with her
neighbors especially those which are predominarBiynni Arabs. Having
deteriorated relations with Irag, Khomeini led Ifaad been fighting with this close
neighbor of hers for eight years, and had causedyn@sses of lives. Khomeini
refused to seek solution for a long time during tiwar and declared that the war
would continue until Saddam was overthrown. Asfor of religion has always
been dominant in Iran, Khomeini supported the 8hitilitants living in various
Middle East countries, causing the terror in thgioe to escalate. Mullahs and
ayatollahs have always made their importance ffethe society and thus increased

terrorism using the factor of religion.

Khomeini, who was trying to materialize his dreanfsSharia, began to
suppress people in Iran. Khomeini started withgbeal life and obliged women to
wear the veil. He was trying to do the diametrigalpposite of what the Shah was
trying to do in behalf of modernization. Therefohles was not different from the
Shah as they both tried to suppress the publithérfollowing, Smitha summarizes

Khomeini’'s “reforms”.

On March 3, Khomeini announced that no judge wasetéemale. On
March 6, he announced that women were to wearht#jab head
covering. Khomeini declared that all non-Islamacces were to be
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removed from the government, the military, judigiapublic and
private enterprises and educational institutionsrdpt behavior and
customs were to be ended. Alcohol and gambling weidge banned
and so too were nightclubs and mixed bathing (Sm&007).

Now Khomeini was stressing that his country woutit he humiliated by
foreign powers. In his opinion, people should natvén yielded to American
oppression now that the Shah had gone. Khomeirti ikiq@ducing his innovations
in every field of life. He was to impose restricto on everything: from public

transformation to schools, radio and televisiord aewspapers.

Men and women were to be publicly segregated, wotoeenter
busses through one door, men through another, walha separate
seating section. In school classrooms prayers werebecome
mandatory. Khomeini spoke of music corrupting youihd he banned
all music on radio and television and closed twdnty opposition
newspapers (Smitha, 2007).
However, some people of middle and upper classndidwelcome these
restrictive innovations and therefore thought tihair rescue would be to flee Iran.
In their opinion, Iran had become a country govdrastirely by the laws of Sharia

where people (especially women) were suppressed.

Tens of thousands of Iran's middle class had faouhdst to flee Iran.
Stoning to death for adultery was in the offing,dadeath for
homosexuality Many films, Iranian and foreign, webanned or
heavily censored. Movie theaters were denouncedhasnels for
Western propaganda, and hundreds of theaters wereed to the
ground. Patrols were formed to confront violatigugeh as women
showing their hair or wearing lipstick (Smitha, Z00
Khomeini now established Iran Islamic Republiodawas proclaimed
political and religious leader of the country fdel Thus Khomeini period in Iran
started. After the Islamic Revolution, Iran wentaiigh these developments. A
completely different future lay in store for Iranw. Their leader was different from
his predecessor. The inevitable was that both SA\GiKng the reign of the Shah
and the conflicts during Khomeini’'s administratibad cost many lives. With the
Islamic Revolution a new chapter bagan in the itat between America and Iran
and undoubtedly the Iranian Revolution dealt a iddow to the relations between

America and Iran. As Gerges points out: “The fdlltbe Shah” stated former
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Assistant for National Security Affairs BrezinsKiyas disastrous strategically for
the United States and politically for Carter hinfis¢qtd. in Gerges, 1990: 60).
Towards the end of the Shah period, American emonlathich lasted until Carter’s
presidency came to an end. Iran was now an Islawven hostile country before
America. Thus the tensions in the bilateral retegioulminated. Iran’s relations with
America were not running at all smoothly. In thieripd while anti-American
sentiments increased with the Khomeini’'s supportfi-l@anian sentiments in
America gained impetus. In fact, Iran was desighate American authorities as the
supporter of terrorism because she started thes @ishostages on November 4th
1979, as an indication of this animosity which Wfhericans in a difficult situation.
Hence the Iranian hostage crisis left its marksktiomeini period. Also, in the
following years, Iran would be declared in the &xif evil’ by George W. Bush on

September 1 attacks.

In conclusion, Khomeini dealt a serious blow to Aice-Iran relations. As
Jenkins states: “In exchange for a dictatorshignfily to U.S interests, the
administration had obtained a far more ruthlespalesm thoroughly hostile to the
West” (Jenkins, 2006: 154). Manifesting Americamagionism at every opportunity,
Khomeini declared America arch-enemy. America thiel $ame for Iran. So, it can
be said that the foundations of the hostility, whied to September f1attacks,
were laid by Khomeini.

CHAPTER TWO

HARD TIMES OF AMERICA

2.1. Jimmy Carter Period

Jimmy Carter was elected thé"3@esident of the U.S. in 1977 and served as the
39th President of the United States from 1977 t®11Garter was a democratic and
he came to power with high expectations. “Jimmyt€awas the apotheosis of all
the good will and liberal thinking that had made temocratic party of the United
States the majority party for forty years” (Whii€©82: 196). He wanted to make his

country a full-grown one in the world. So he triedmplement new reforms. Giving
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priority to human rights, Carter said the followimghen he took office: “Human
rights is a central concern of my AdministratiorecBuse we are free, we can never
be indifferent to the fate of freedom elsewhere.uYuoay rest assured that the
American people and our goverment will continue fium commitment to promote
respect for human rights not only in our own coyiut also abroad”Tlhe Annals of
Americg 1987: 17-18). Only Carter's agenda was dominétedhe tensions with
Iran rather than human rights. Carter encounterethymproblems during his
presidency both in domestic and foreign policy. olghout his presidency,
America’s relationship with Iran remained on therdga for a long time. Following
Is the study of Jimmy Carter’s diplomatic relatiomish Iran and the Iranian hostage

crisis caused by these strained relations.

When Carter took the head, he immediately dealh Wiin. He visited the

country but faced anger from those who opposed ést&/nization.

Carter began directly meddling with Iranian Affaiadter he took
office in 1977. On New Years Eve of that year, Riest Carter
toasted the Shah, Mohammed Reza Pahlavi, at a diater in

Tehran, calling him “an island of stability” in thieoubled Middle

East. What the president also knew, but chosertorgg was that the
Shah was in serious trouble and his trip to Irasated anger toward
the United States amongst the Iranian people (M#@07).

There occurred two important developments duringtefa presidency:
Firstly, the Shah Reza Pahlavi administration wepdaced by the Islamic Republic
in Iran and secondly the U.S Embassy in Tehran na@®d by a group of Iranian
students, and Embassy staff members were takeadeost be held precisely 444
days. The hostage crisis continued until Carteast Iday in office, which had
undoubtedly had a negative impact on his not beiegted president for a second
term in 1980. The hostage crisis served Reaganig)leected president in 1980.
This is because Iran was deemed to be a terranstty even then and Reagan won
the elections by fighting against terrorism. Rond&@agan probably became
president of the United States because of evenasitidnis political opponents called
“terrorism”. The Iranian hostage crisis soon becamgolitical catastrophe for the

administration of President Jimmy Carter.
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However, in the period before Carter, relationshwitan were running
smoothly since the Shah was in favor of America a@ag trying to Westernize his
country. Only Carter failed to sustain these relai Shah had had support from
America for years: He had demanded lots of weap&om the U.S. There was no
problem between the two. Saying at every oppomnutiiat Iran was dangerous,
Carter had difficulty deciding whether to suppdre tShah and thus suppress the
revolution or remain indifferent. In the end, hel diothing. Now it was a case of a
fait accompli: Revolution was realized in Iran ddgdomeini came to power. A large
number of Americans still condemn that Carter didl support the Shah but rather
let Khomeini come to power and regard this as nestation. Iran, regarded as a
strong country in the Middle East, was now lostcsilran had a completely anti-
American leader, called Khomeini. With the overthinoof the Shah, not only the
balances in America-lran relations but also in Wwld changed. When the Shah
was overthrown, the Soviet Union invaded Afghamstad Iraq tried to invade Iran,
which led to a long war called Iran-Iraq war. Indagbn to this, a man called Alan
Peters believed that Carter was wrong when hééeBhah fall. Because it gave rise

to several important wars in the world like Iraagrwar.

If the Shah had remained in power, it isn't likéhe Irag-lIran War,
with upward of a million casualties on both sidaswar that saw
Saddam Hussein first use mass-murder weapons, waid taken
place.Iraq had tried once before, in the time of the Shahnvade
Iran over the dispute of the Shatt-Al Arab rivertvbeen the two
countries. This lasted all of four days before SeddHussein's forces
were driven out with their tails between their lefthing like the
eight years under Carter's Khomeini (Peters, 2009).
After the Vietnam war, Carter did his best to keage with the new world.
“The first post-Vietnam president, Jimmy Carter,dmaleliberate efforts to adjust to
the new world conditions. To restore a moral congmbrio U.S foreign policy, he
vowed to support human rights across the worldr(@aand Herring, 1986: 223).
Carter’'s main concern was human rights but somelpeargued that he made his
biggest mistake in his presidency by letting Khamewverthrow Shah. “In the name
of human rights, Jimmy Carter gave rise to onéhefworst rights violators in history
—the Ayatollah Khomeini. And now Khomeini's sucaasis preparing for nuclear

war with Israel and the West” (Peters, 2009). CQaried to improve the conditions
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of people in the world by launching a war on vimatof human rights. Carter talked
to the Shah about the importance of human rights tae Shah took that into
consideration immediately and he tried to keep waehations with the U.S. As

Miller states: “When Carter became president hatecka special Office of Human
Rights which sent a letter to the Shah of Iran gmoéte reminder” of the importance

of political rights and freedom. In response theatSmeleased over 350 Islamic
fundamentalist prisoners who whould play roleshia tslamic Revolution and Iran
Hostage Crisis” (Miller, 2007). However Carter hamme into power with the hope
that things about human rights would be better Aedbelieved that this new
movement would change the world for good.

In conclusion, even in our time Americanlraelations have not been
restored. Iran is regarded as America’s arch-enandy Americans even think that
Iran is trying to destroy America. Now these twaiies accuse one another of
recent political events in the world. Thus, theaisted relations have led to some
problems between these countries like the Iran@stdge crisis. The atmosphere in
which the Iranian hostage crisis happened wastlige America with the leadership
of Carter viewed Iran as an unprogressive natioow Karter and Khomeini were
face to face. Much more difficult times had beganGarter: He both had to save the
prestige of his country and the lives of Americérzens. In order to understand the
situation Jimmy Cater was in, the Iranian hostagsiscwill be explained in the

following.
2.2. The Iranian Hostage Crisis

It's quite an important political event for Khomein the history of Iran on
the one hand, and Jimmy Carter in American historythe other hand. Especially
after World War 1l, America stressed Iran’s stradegpolitical and economic
importance in foreign policy. Every American presitibefore Carter had wished to
effect good relations with Iran and to protect A& interests in the Middle East.
Following the World War Il, America aided Iran fimgally and militarily.
Furthermore, America allowed many Iranian studémtiave education in the U.S.
But, such friendly relations broke down when Khoméook office as a result of the
Shah'’s oppressive regime and Westernization effemt@ddition to these, Carter’'s
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failure to sustain the previously good relationgquhathe way for the Iranian hostage
crisis. With the Iranian hostage crisis, the twardoies’ relations were frayed to
breaking point. The relations with Iran from themwere not to be favorable since

America declared Iran a terrorist country.

The Iranian hostage crisis was the most difficedt ttor Carter’s presidency.
The event is Iranian students raiding the U.S. EBsp& Tehran and taking hostage
diplomats present. “On 4 November 1979 several fachttanian students managed
to storm the American Embassy in Tehran and ta&eEtinbassy staff hostage, thus
precipitating one of the longest and most diplooaly damaging crises in both
American and lIranian history” (Houghton, 2001: Basically Iran asked that the
overthrown Iranian Shah, who is under treatmentéorcer in America at that time,
be extradited. “[...] the former Shah’s health wasederating and that he would
require diagnosis and treatment of a kind availably in the United States and in a
few other countries that were not willing to adrhitn” (The Annals of America
1987: 177). Despite the initial moderate reactignAmerican public, the already
anti-American leader of Iran, Khomeini, did not rech his archenemy’s being
welcomed by America. “Gradually, Iranian leaderscluding the Ayatollah
Khomeini, sharpened their criticism of the Unitetht8s for having admitted the
Shah” The Annals of Americd 987: 178).

So what was the problem between the Shah and KingMmé&Vhy did
Khomeini and his supporters hate the overthrownh3h&he oppression and the
Westernization policy put up by the Shah in Irargexed Iranians, especially
Khomeini supporters. In addition, the Shah’s militsspending amounting to
millions of dollars, his failure to secure economgcovery, and his restrictions on
personal liberties turned the public against th@hShAs for Carter, instead of
supporting pro-American Shah, he thought Khomeiould be better for Iran.
“Carter preferred to believe that the Ayatollahsome strange way, represented the
will of his people and that the Islamic republic&rolution would lead to an Iranian
expression of democracy and human rights in its waahition” (Carroll and Herring,

1982: 224). However, Carter was mistaken because howas faced an entirely
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anti-American enemy. Khomeini, who had just retdriiom exile, expressed his
anti-American sentiments explicitly. For him wesieation meant distancing
oneself from religious values and those who wespaasible for this had to be
punished immediately. Thus, Khomeini had to getkbidbke Shah who had been a

refugee in America and receiving treatment.

America had two prioritized objectives in settlitigs crisis, e.i. to preserve
the country’s prestige, and to recover the hostagés and sound. For Carter, it was
a hard period. America, superpower was obligedmobake concession to Iran and
could not stomach defeat. Besides, the lives otchimens were in question. He was
on the horns of a dilemma: on the one hand, hadadbmit the Shah to Iran on the
other hand; there were American citizens held lyestdhat was why America had
to make a difficult decision. Americans, who wemdldwing the events closely,
thanks to media, began to feel uneasy and lose toeifidence in the president.
Carter however was trying to convince people tratwas doing his best despite
everything. But, the prolongation of this captivagd Carter’s inability to settle this
crisis angered the public.

Carter stopped the import of Iranian oil, broke diiglomatic relations, asked
the United Nations to intercede and finally seritestors to Tehran, all in vain.
Also, Carter made a lot of attempts, one of whia@dswommando raid on 24 April
1980, to get out of this crisis. However, his apsfailing, he shook the prestige of
his own and of his country. Americans, who werdofeing the events closely,

thanks to media, began to feel uneasy and losedbefidence in the president.

Carter ordered a commando raid to free the hostages operation
was a fiasco. Helicopters flying to the capitalyciof Tehran
malfunctioned, killing eight American soldiers amebunding five.
The hostage crisis dragged on for more than a yéany Americans
felt humiliated by this defeat and the blame fejuarely on Jimmy
Carter (Kallen, 1999: 9).

This unsuccessful rescue attempt was a disasteraal sense for Americans.
The other precaution taken by Carter administraivas freezing the Iranian assets,

in addition to his commando raid. Despite thesegugons Iran didn’t give in, upon

19



which Carter realized a rescue attempt resultinflasco and affecting his prestige
with the public and the world. Apparently Iran wessolute in her desire and
wouldn’t release hostages until the onset of Ira-lwar. Iran, attacked by Iraq,

ruled on the termination of the 444-day captivibdar the influence of Shah’s death.

On the other hand, people’s perceptions of thentsvevere different.
Americans, hostage takers, hostages and even #ie &hnceived this political issue
differently. In the eyes of American politiciangam was completely at fault and
wrong in her case because Iran was the evil onabéling the seizure an act of
kidnapping, blackmail, and extortion, Carter mamtd the embassy takeover
constituted “a criminal act”, “an illegal incarcéom”, and an “illegal and outrageous
holding of the innocent hostages” (Winkler, 2008).4But from the perspective of
the hostage takers, this event was much more eliffefn their opinion, America
made a mistake and had to be punished becauseadiwdd a traitor like the Shah.
For the Americans, in this event, American hostage® the victims. In addition to
this, captivity was even more difficult for the sanwhich had entailed health
problems. The uncertainty of their eventuality Isoaanother psychological torment.
So, in the eyes of the American public, the hostdwg been victimized and those
who had done this were religious fanatics. Agairthi@ opinion of public, this was
premeditated and therefore unforgivable. Upon theason being tense, there were

rumours that the Shah, while ill, would leave Amarfor Mexico.

The Iranian hostage crisis finally ended with bnset of Iran-lrag war which
was to continue for eight years. In conclusion, Aoan-Iranian relationships had
been frayed. Thus the hostage crisis which stankjemmeini reign, happened to
have triggered America-lran hostility. For thissens, in the opinions of Americans,
Iran was in the “axis of evil”, and therefore waseasupporter of terrorism. As a
matter of fact, the hostage crisis was also afistrattack in nature. Especially with
the Iranian Revolution beginning and Khomeini aes ithler, bilateral relations were
not to be as they had been in the Shah’s period. €ftects of the Iranian hostage

crisis would long be felt. Iran was now a terrogsuntry and in the ensuing years,
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she would take her place among the countries dmtlavil in America’'s enemy

search policy especially after September 11th.
2.3. Iran-lraq War

Iran-Iraq relations did not run smoothly throughthé Cold War. There were
some problems between the two countries so ondefiargest wars of the 90
century, Iran-lraq war, began in 1980 to continae 8 years. With Khomeini in
power, the Iran-lraq relations deteriorated sulithyn In addition to Khomeini
administration, the factor of religion also playadrole in declining Iran-Iraq

relations.

Iran and Iraq, two important countries in the Meldiast, entered war with
each other over Shatt al-Arab waterway and becatiseligious factors. The war
resulted in the loss of lives in thousands. In 18d8dam Hussein demanded that the
1975 Algiers Agreement, which put an end to watgrdespute years earlier, be
reviewed. However, Saddam Hussein annulled thigesgent and attacked Iran,
arguing that this waterway belonged to Iraq. “Wigaddam Hussein tore up the
treaty on September 17, 1979, he justified hisoachy claiming to be the defender
of the Arab lands: “We have taken the decisiondcover all our territories. The
waters of Shatt al-Arab must return to their forritagi and Arab rule and be placed

entirely under Iraqgi sovereignty” (Rajaee, 1993: 3)

The religious factor in the war is also importakithough they have the same
religion, their sects are different. Unlike Iraghiah enjoyed a Sunni majority, Iran
was dominated by Shiite majority. Saddam HusseiBaghdad had fears that the
Shia government in Iran would incite the Shia mgjoin Irag against Sunni
government in Irag. So, Iraq had some reservatimait Iran: owing to the Shiite
elements inherent in the country, a powerful anfitotive Iran would not be
welcomed by Iraq. Saddam feared that religious ggapda would be imported to
Iraq and uprisals would occur. However, there wkmesions between the two

countries even before the Iranian Revolution. Qhe change of regime in Iran had
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accentuated the factor of religion. While Saddarh these fears, Khomeini also felt
great hatred towards Iraq. To instigate uprisaksaoh other’s country was the target

of both countries.

Anyway it was the right time for Iraq to act becautere had been a
revolution in Iran and the situation had been utesetwith the country thrown into
internal turmoil and a rather harsh opposition ke nhew regime. This was an
invaluable opportunity for Iraq with Saddam Husseipower. Iraq was planning to
catch Iran unawares. Khomeini, however, aimed $saiinate his religious regime
in the Middle East.

With this war on Iran, Irag aimed firstly to denstli the Iranian regime,
secondly to prevent this regime from affecting 8teites in Iraq, thirdly to solve the
long-lasting border disagreement over Shatt-al-Anaterway in her favour, and
finally to urge the Sunni Arabs in the Khuzestagion of Iran and thus to annex
these territories to her. Iraq thought that this wauld come to an end in a short
time with awards to be reaped. Although initialtgd had the edge, subsequently the
situation was reversed. In the end, however, the @&aled benefiting neither
country. Iraq could not conquer territories whiehthrgeted prior to the war, the war
she waged in Khuzestan came to nothing, and Khanagiministration survived.
Contrary to exportations, Iran achieved internaluséy and under the influence of
the war, had the opportunity to secure the IslaRewolution she previously had
established. In Iragq, however, the war caused ttwnaemy to recede and oll

production to decrease, which caused Iraq to ingubstantial debt.

When looked at the war from American perspectivejefica was never
pleased with the religious regime that overthrewetigan ally, the Shah, and came
to power. Iran’s emergence from the war as a \imbsr country would not be
welcomed by America, which did not know what to @berefore, America regarded
I[ran as a stronger enemy than Iraq and hence twmek vgith Iraq. “Interestingly
enough, Saddam’s policy converged with a tendemaguglly taking shape in the

West: to contain the revolution within Iranian bdanes. Washington viewed the
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revolutionary Iran as the bigger threat to U.Seliests in the region” (Rajee, 1993:
4). Therefore, America began to reshare its diptanralations with Irag which they
broke off in 1967. It provided Irag with arms andaihcial aid. A powerful Iran
under the leadership of Khomeini was not compatdng longer with American
interests. For this reason, in 1986 the U.S. anthiBrprevented the UN Security
Council from making resolutions that would condeirag for using weapons of
mass destruction (chemical and biological) agairest. Thus, America preferred
Irag under Saddam’s relationship to Iran and sid#d Iraq in the war. “Politics do
make strange bedfellows, and gradually the interesSaddam’s Iraq and those of
the West—at least their short-term interests—cdedi (Rajee, 1993: 4). According
to Israel, one ally of America, there was no praomead difference between Iran and
Irag. Both were barbaric, savage and undemocratiatdes. In fact, the only desire
of Isreal and America was to turn these two coastrie. Iran and Iraq against each
other. Only, unlike Israel, America wished Iranthe first place to be contained and
to lose strength. Their wish for Iran to lose sftnwas increased by Khomeini’s
coming to power and the occurance of the Iraniastdge crisis. In that case,
America’s supporting Irag was a more sensible thimglo. “When Iran cast the
United States as “the great Satan” and seizednitsalSsy in Tehran a new element
was introduced, a less rational factor, and evexyfmrgot the real intention of
Saddam Hussein and his anti-Western posturesearonents during the preceding
decade” (Rajee, 1993: 4). Therefore it would notwreng to say that this was
qualified an America-lran war. America-lran hosyilmanifested itself once more.
This time, unlike the crisis of hostages, large bhanof people lost their lives. This
massacre was realized not with conventional butited and biological weapons,

and approximately a million people lost their lives

All in all, warring parties run out of their econanresources. The war did
not change the Iran-lraq border. But the effectthefwar were to be felt for years to
come. As a result of the war, oil productions inthboountries were reduced while
the oil prices increased. Iran’s oil industry reeel a major blow and not even today
was she able to return to its prewar mark. Iragthenother hand, was left with the

loan which she received from the U.S. through Kawahich can be mentioned
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among the reasons for Irag’s occupation of Kuwélte only winners of the war
were the U.S. and lIsrael, which sided Irag and, lr@spectively. The winners
became richer by selling arms and happier becausestonomy of the warring

parties, regarded as the greatest threats in gfh@redeteriorated.

2.4. Irangate (Iran-Contra Scandal)

Ronald Reagan succeeded Jimmy Carter as Amerigasidpnt in 1981.
Americans believed that their confidence shakeditmmy Carter would be restored
by Reagan. But they were wrong. Undoubtedly, onth@fmost important events for
Reagan was the developments in the U.S.-Iran oelsttips: On January 20, 1981,
when Reagan swore in, the Iranian hostage criss swdved which gave rise to
complete tension between the U.S. and Iran. Ondy dHficult period awaiting
Reagan, was again the relationships with Iran #héhsuffering of illegal American
arm sales to Iran which went down in history asariyate Scandal”. This term

derives from Watergate Scandal which stamped Nadministration.

Iran-lraq war, which started immediately after trenian Islamic Revolution
and continued from 1980 to 1988, long occupied Reagforeign policy agenda. As
a result of the Iranian Islamic Revolution and hgst crisis, the relations between
Iran and the U.S. deteriorated to the point of kireg diplomatic ties. In Iran-Iraq
war, America sided with Iraq since “[tlhe U.S. wedhtthe war to end, but in a way
that would not topple the Baghdad regime and dégtatihe Arab oil sheikhdoms.
The U.S. wished to see Iran contained first” (Fayaaesh, 2008: 56). However, in
contradistinction to this, it surfaced in Novemid®&86 that America acted contrary
to the decision taken by the Congress and sold andsrhandedly during Reagan’s
presidency. Also the hostility of America towardan was so obvious that upon
Khomeini’s Islamic Revolution, America imposed ama embargo for Iran. Here
was the most confusing point in this scandal. Whg Wmerica during Reagan’s
administration, despite this embargo, helped Irancipase arms? Because there
occurred an important development during the wawéen Iran and Irag—some

Iranians raided the American Embassy in Lebanomgakome of the diplomats
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hostage. As Shitrit states: “[The Iranian Revolnéines], succeeded in kidnapping
American diplomats from the United States Embassyabanon. The world was
amazed. The Americans tried very hard to figure lmaw to release the hostages”
(Shitrit, 2004) To rescue these hostages was ongdRéa agenda. People’s
confidence was shaken especially after the Watergaandal, which surfaced during
Nixon’s administration. Reagan, aware of this, wdntto get back people’s
confidence in the administration. “As presidentagan felt that "he had the duty to
bring those Americans home," and he convinced Hiris&t he was not negotiating
with terrorists” (Wolf, 1999). In the meantime, wheould be done was being
discussed to rescue the hostages. Iran was gaioggth a hard time. She had been
frayed by the war she fought against Iraq. Polldegcribes the situation Iran was in
with these words: “By late 1985, Iran had real peais. Its economy was straining
under the pressure of the war. Shortages of foodymed hunger and malnutrition,
and housing shortages caused Iran’s shanty towfisuash again” (Pollack, 2004
211). Upon this, America aimed to rescue the hestdxy helping, more precisely by
selling weapons underhand to Iran, which was gtiimgugh a difficult period. To
prevent its surfacing, America sold weapons throughael. “The Reagan
administration, prompted by Israel, determined aswime to build bridges toward
the government in Iran. The escalation of hostagey, the state of the Iran-Iraq
war and concerns about Soviet influence in theoreggeem to have been the

important catalysts, [...] so it was agreed to sefisato Iran” (Williams, 1998: 38).

However, the stand taken by the Congress on Iranfwa. In no way, were
arms to be sold to Iran nor was she to be aidecerfsa was obliged not to submit to
Iran in her face of Iran’s terror attacks. When gggacame to power, he declared
that he would never bow to terrorist attacks andenénave an agreement with
terrorists. However, Reagan neither kept his premisr resisted terrorists. He sold
weapons to Iran and thus violated the resolutierteby the Congress. To this end,
John Poindexter (The National Security Advisor) dnsl assistant, Oliver North
wanted to give President Reagan some advice. Ldtey, began to make secret
contacts in order to release the hostages in rédurselling U.S. produced weapons

to Iran. Oliver North was to be effective in resguthe hostages; he continued to
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make deals with the Iranians regarding weaponsspace parts. “These sales were
arranged by an exiled Iranian businessman and, rieroto cover America’s
involvement, funneled through Israel” (Pattersdd02 209). But America’s prestige
was to be shaken in the eyes of the world, sineeetivas news in the press that
American government had bargained on arms salé.Wéma very important item of
news because the U.S, maintaining that Iran is @n¢he chief supporters of
international terrorism, was following a resolutdigy opposed to the support being
offered to Iran, fighting long with her nearestgiéor, Iraq. In addition President
Reagan had invited America’s allies to refrain fr@@lling arms to Iran. Thus,
learning that America sold arms to Iran, Americaiges and American citizens were

surprised and furious.

Apart from this, this scandal aimed to obtain pestsefrom arm sales to be
used to support the Contras fighting with the Saisth government in Nicaragua.
As Williams states: “In 1981, the administratiorttaariced CIA support and training
for the Contras, Nicaraguan exiles engaged in ailgue/ar against the Nicaraguan
army” (Williams, 1998: 38). Later it was understabat millions of dollars obtained
from the secret sale of arms to Iran had been gteeAmerican backed contra
guerillas trying to overthrow the leftist governmhen Nicaragua. John Poindexter
and Oliver North were responsible for this incidefiPoindextor took over
responsibility for supervising North’s involvementarm sales to Iran and in finding
funds to support the Contras in Nacaragua. The ;cfalrms was organized by a
variety of means and through a number of diffemrganizations and intermediaries”
(Williams, 1998; 39). This greatly angered the Qesg people, who had banned
direct or indirect arms sales. In the eyes of Acgerthe Sandinista government was
a supporter of Communism, unlike contras who wezedom fighters. As Patterson
states:

Reagan was eager to do all he could to help th&raim order to
avert the spread of Communism in Central Americamid-1985,
Reagan proclaimed that the contras were the magravaent of the
Founding Fathers. [...] the Soviets, Cubans, andelot#iements of
international terrorism,” he exclaimed, were dimgtvast Communist
activities in Central America that would ultimatelpdermine Mexico
and threaten the United States (Patterson, 20®j: 20
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Israel’s part in the incident also surfaced laterael served as a bridge in
selling arms to Iran. “To conceal American involvamy arms were initially shipped
to Iran by Israel using its own stocks of Americande weapons on the
understanding that the Americans would replenisisehlsraeli stocks” (Williams,
1994: 39). Upon this, the Congress and the Serateched an investigation to
gather evidence. By the same token, a committeeestblished in Israel as well.
Uri Shitrit explains this situation with these werdlsrael’s name was brought into
the affair also [...]. In Israel a team was estal@dgho collect materials and
testimonies, and it prepared a detailed reportaelsrformally confirmed its
involvement in the weaponry transactions, but d#mi® connection to the contras’
rebels” (Shitrit, 2004).

In the end, Iran-Contra affair left a lot of questimarks behind. This scandal
is still full of the unknown. Reagan denied hisateinship with this scandal only to
shake his authority. Also “polls indicated thatyf¥ percent of Americans thought
Reagan was telling the truth about Iran-Contra, hisdapproval rating had sunk
from 60 to less than 40 percent” (Liebovich, 20041). It can be said that with this
scandal Reagan yielded to terrorist blackmail. Adgter this scandal the White
House chief of staff, Donald Reagan and his Natiddecurity Adviser, John
Poindexter, were forced to resign. Was Reagan awfambat happened? If not, how

come so0?

In conclusion, this is an abysmal period in Amaemidareign policy as a
fundamentalist regime came to power in Iran and $amdinista revolution in
Nicaragua was successful. Thus, America failedetstabilize the Middle East. With
this incident America’s worldwide credibility wahaken. Also, this incident is

important in that it made American-Iranian enmibyimus.
2.5. Milestone for America: September 14 Attacks

America suffered the greatest attack of her historySeptember 112001.
These events made history as the most importardritgr act in which America’s

defense and political centers are targeted. Theatawas a major blow, in the eyes of
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both authorities and ordinary citizens, to supemo®merica which had only been
attacked only once in her history (Pearl Harbon). $ptember 112001, of four

passenger planes in America, two hit the World &r@eénter in New York, one the
Pentagon in Washington and the last one crashedPeninsylvania. “They had killed
about 3,000 people—mostly civilians—and toppled aofe the most famous
structures in the world. The World Trade Center waswering symbol of American
pride and influence” (Langley, 2006: 22). In order understand the strained
relations between the U.S. and the Middle-Eastewmtries, we need to look at
September 14 attacks. So below will be examined Septembéf aftacks and

America’s attitude towards other countries (espbciaan) in the aftermath of the

attacks.

According to the investigation by America andepart by September 11
commission, the passenger planes had been hijdnkd® members of al-Qaeda,
terror organization led by Osama Bin Laden. It wasoborated through this report
that this was a terrorist attack and those who qieafed the attacks were Islamist
fundamendalists. Then, who were those people? A&schdr describes: “These
militants consider everyone who does not followirttstrict interpretation of the
Koran-the Muslim holy book written more than 1,3@&ars ago-as the enemy. They
feel the Koran instructs them to kill the enemyG@nd’s name” (Haulley, 2005: 6).
After the attacks, everybody wondered where thack$t came from and why. To
Bush, who perpetrated these was certain but fot véason? To American officials,
the reason for this was very simple. America’s sesfsdemocracy and human rights,
as well as her being a superpower in the worldeesd “uncivilized” countries.
Apart from this, Middle East countries were beingled by undemocratic
governments. In such governments, oppressive regiasein question and America
was supporting these countries with such regimesause of her strategic ve
economic interests. “When the people of these cmsnsee that they have no basic
rights and are often desperately poor while tresaders live like kings, they look for
someone to blame” (Haulley, 2005: 6). In additiontltese, there were also those
who argue that the attacks could be ascribed tgigalfactor. In their opinion, there

were differences between three popular religionsdaizum, Christianity, and Islam.
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It was this difference that triggered those attatkkwas therefore that some Islamic
countries attacked America, a Christian country.

Then how did Americans, that is the victims of ®emter 11 attacks,
interpret these attacks? In their opinion, thecagaperpetrated by the terrorists,
would never be acceptable and these attacks mgdnikso, to American public
what mattered was not the magnitude of the eveautthrdw people reacted to these
attacks. The more you let your reaction be knoWwa,more the perpetrators achieve
their aims. This is exactly what happened. ‘War T@rrorism’ declared by the
president Bush after Septembef"l4ttacks is one of the greatest indicators of the
increase in terrorist acts. Furthermore, Septentirattacks have incriminated a
large number of Islamic countries including Irarddraq. After these terrorist acts,
the Muslim minority in America was unjustly incringted and the attacks on them
were on the rise. People perceived to be MiddledEasvere as likely to be victims
of hate crimes as followers of Islam in AmericaeTHuslims living in the United
States have found themselves in such a diffictltaion that they now began to
regard themselves “the other group”. One of theberogroups is Iranians. Now,
Bush administration desires, after warring with Bdgistan and Iraq designated as
terrorist countries, to wage war on Iran, on argjea terrorist country. Only Iran’s

being a powerful country troubles America. As Doliates:

[...] now the Bush administration wants to fight Iralespite the
obviousness of one overriding fact: America hasheeithe troops nor
the dollars to occupy that nation. After five yeaits still hasn’t
pacified Iraq, a much smaller nation. So what Wi# plan be against
Iran? Bomb them back into the M@entury and just walk away?
(Dollan, 40).

Iran hasn’t been occupied by America yet, but Basiliving in the United
States have undoubtedly suffered. Iranian-Ameri¢atsto make a greater effort to
be adapted to American society. However much Iriga to show that she was not
in favor of terrorism but was against it, she faii@ her efforts. Iran’s being an
Islamic country, which opposes America, causedttdye included in the “axis of

evil’ in Bush’s words after September™1 “As a response to September 11, the
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U.S. President George W. Bush promised on epocheafor War, expanding the

Bush doctrine to not only go after terrorists amolse who harbor terrorist groups but
to include those countries which are making weapminsass destruction.” (Tepe

and Karatay, 2005: 5). Consequently, Iran has lsmsmed a great threat, and
blacklisted by America. Therefore Iranians livimgthe U.S. are seriously concerned
about their civic rights and security. George WsBuUn a speech he made said:
“Three countries, North Korea, Iran, and, in paitiae, Iraq, which has something to
hide from the civilized world, posed just such se#t. States like these and their
terrorist allies, he held, ‘constitute an axis wil,earming to threaten the peace of the
world™ (Fraser and Murray, 2002: 299). These woatso offended Middle Eastern

countries.

Now Bush had to protect his people from certairedts. Bush’s policy of
neoconservatism served him exactly at this poitd: protect people against
unprecedented threats’. In order to realize thasydver, he had to free the world of
terrorism. Being a superpower determined not ttdytie terrorist acts, America now
had to assume the duty of policing the world. “ii® ‘great objectives’ were, he
explained, to ‘shut down terrorist camps, disrgstdrist plans, and being terrorists
to justice’, and to prevent the terrorists and mezg who seek chemical, biological or
nuclear weapons from threatening the United State$ the world” (Fraser and
Murray, 2002: 299). Today, nearly all wars are taugecause of terrorism. Well
then, where did the concept of “terrorism” comenffoBush used the phrase “War
on Terror” quite often and thus it has become v@smon in our time. “War on
Terror” is a term for the military, political, legand ideological conflict against
Islamic terrorism and Muslim militants, and spemfly used in reference to
operations by the United States, since the Septedihe2001 attacks. Was there
such a thing as “terrorism” before Septembéf?LThere were terrorist attacks even
before September T1which means that this is not a new concept atidcamtinue
to be a problem in the future as well. As Hoffmaates: “The bombings of the
American Embassies in Kenya and Tanzania in Audi®88 demonstrate that
terrorism is—and will remain—a central threat tdemmational security as we

approach the 21st century” (Hoffman, 1999: 7). Lamgstence of this concept
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indicates that we will witness many more wars. iBarder to get rid of terrorism,

Western countries primarily the U.S, will combimeir military forces.

Terrorism as a political tool came into fashiorthe midst of the Cold

War and the advent of modern media telecommunitstiblowever,

in recent years, predominantly due to the religypursspired advent

of Al Qaeda and its extreme animus toward the Wniates and
Western culture, terrorism is growing in lethalggd destructiveness
as time progresses and the world emerges intoase@old War era

(Cetron, 2000).

On the other hand, following the attacks, some [geap and out of the
United States speculated that American governniself idesigned and perpetrated
these events to initiate the occupation of Iraq Afghanistan. Also after this theory
of conspiracy was heard of, it is known that Aman largely lost their confidence
in their government and thus demanded that the tevefi September i be
investigated anew. Furthermore, a large numbeilwisfand documentaries have
been made regarding these events in which the Aarergovernment is accused
clearly. Among these films and documentaries amde Change’ and ‘Fahrenheit
9/11'. These films are still watched by millions méople. On the other hand, there
are also films intended to exonerate America ankligblight American nationalism
and heroism among which are ‘Screw the Loose Chafigieited 93" and ‘World
Trade Center'.

After September 1 attacks, America occupied Iraq and Afghanistamgisi
these events as pretext. However it has been dafathe America occupied these
countries with the purpose of “bringing democraty”these countries and taking
revenge of Septembertﬁ_llt’s known that some circles maintain that Amarttad
her eyes on the countries such as Afghanistan, Bgga and Iran. According to
American authorities, these countries and they Vi@stering terrorism. As known,
George W. Bush declared “War on Terror” on thesenties. Then, what were
among the aims of “War on Terror” and what kindoadmise did Bush make for his
people? Bush, would, in the first place, imposeneocasic and military sanctions on
the countries that foster terrorism. Thus, theistfitarget would be to eliminate

Taliban in Afghanistan. Also, Bush promised to podt his people, with the
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metaphor “War on Terror”, from threats and to phrtise terror perpetrators without
fail. Bush, who made a special reference to thestemce of a terror organization
called al-Qaeda, promised to eradicate al-Qaeda fhe face of the earth, for it was
that organization which was responsible for thetaclks and the perpetrators had to

be punished.

President George W. Bush did not adopt a careti@tegic approach
to terrorism following the 9/11 attacks. Understaiolgt at first, though
less so as time passed, he and his administravenreacted to
terrorism and clung stubbornly to the “war on tetrmetaphor, even
as his administration pursued al Qaeda by both tanyli and

nonmilitary means (Preble, 2006: 490).

Bush, while braving al-Qaeda on the one hand, toddeep under control the
countries which were capable to produce weapomaass destruction on the other
hand. To Bush, the countries which produced thes@pans were those which had
the potential to annihilate America and the wholerld: “Controlling access to
weapons of mass destruction and their precursoadse vital. Taking reasonable
precautions to secure against likely vectors ofcktton infrastructure is also
important, as is preparing for attacks and theierafaths” (Preble, 2006: 490). In
addition to these measures, the U.S. passed aJaW,PATRIOT Act which aimed
to prosecute terrorism. The full form of this agronwas Uniting and Strengthening
America by Providing Appropriate Tools Required hatercept and Obstruct
Terrorism. Thus, America wanted to bring her victation to the attention of
international community since, after all, she hadrbattacked and had to take some
measures in this regard. By virtue of this, wortiimmtries would acknowledge the
U.S. and condemn terrorist acts. In other wordspewver was not in the side of
America was called terrorist. Thus, Bush won thegpsut of the world. That is what
he wanted to do: To intervene the countries whigdrewnot in her side and to

legitimize the use of military force.

‘Our war on terror begins with al Qaeda, but ieglaot end there. It
will not end until every terrorist group of glob@ach has been found,
stopped and defeated.” The Bush administration tadopa
multifaceted approach to fighting terrorism, conitgn intelligence
analysis; traditional law enforcement; and, at 8ithe use of the U.S.
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military, including the high-profile missions in giianistan and Iraq”
(Preble, 2006: 491).

In conclusion, the U.S. has been seriously weakasa result of these
attacks. America is no longer a country which carbetouched or attacked. “The
critical lesson for Americans of Septembel” Ettacks was that they were ‘no longer
protected by vast oceans.’ It was not reassuring, in the circumstances, could it
have been” (Fraser and Murray, 2002: 299). Septerhi attacks have changed
global balance: It is for this reason that Afghtamsand Irag were occupied. Things
for Muslim minorities in the U.S. have become marel more difficult. There is a
harder life awaiting them. 9/11 is still full of migries, and theories of conspiracy

are still being produced targeting Bush adminigimt

CHAPTER THREE
IDEOLOGICAL TOOLS
3.1. A Necessary Evil: Neoconservatism

Previously, mention was made of Septembé? étents and the concept of
“War on Terror". Some people claim that 9/11 attackere organized by the
American government itself. To understand this nolabetter, it is necessary to
understand the underlying ideology. This ideologycalled neoconservatism. It is
necessary to be familiar with this ideology and viesvs it advocates in order to be
able to understand and interpret the American gorepolicy. To put it simply,
neoconservatism is a continual search of enemguoiival. Who this enemy is does
not matter. What matters is the permanent presenhttés enemy and that it evokes
sufficient fear. Therefore, how neoconservatisnypla significant part in American
policy and how it drifts the world to a catastrogre worth mentioning.

Then what exactly is neoconservatism and how e¥edt is in America?

Neoconservatism basically aims to spread Americnes and to make the U.S. the
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only dominant power in the world. To be able totHat neoconservatism declares
America the world police and assigns it the missmdestroy the enemies which, in
fact, do not exist. This ideology is one of thents that have shaped current
American foreign policy. In order to understandthetter, one should learn how this
ideology came out in American history. It coincideish Reagan’s presidency, from
1970s to 1980s with the biggest factor being thetndm War, which ended during
Nixon’s administration. In the eight-year war, frdf65 to 1973, America received
a serious blow. America, which did not want Commsumito spread during the Cold
War, set its eyes on South Vietnam. In this wann&tand the USSR, which were
Communist countries, sided with North Vietnam, whihmerica with South
Vietnam. Only America obtained nothing from thisrwahe Vietnam War cost
America not only material loss but also loss ofesivand prestige. This loss of
prestige did Reagan a service, and he lost no tonesearch for an enemy:
Communism. Now, Reagan’s duty was to extirpate Camam from the face of the
earth. Reagan, who believed that America will rezothe prestige it lost in the
Vietnam War, convinced people that this was soséen, just as enemy is the sine
qua non for the war, so is war for neoconservatiginsence of enemy means
absence of war and absence of war, in turn, mehssnae of the ground for

spreading American imperialism.

Also in Reagan period, this ideology designatedmfr USSR and
Communism as an enemy during the Cold War. Reagauarn, could survive since
he assumed the mission of eliminating this enenfterAall, American president had
to protect his people against threats. Americachhdefeated” USSR, now had a

transition to a unipolar period.

With the fall of the Soviet Union, America becanhe tworld’s sole
superpower; the U.S. had entered its “unipolar narh&he neocons
believed that this historical development had to gveeted with
enthusiasm by American politicians. Following theldCWar, the goal
of American diplomacy should have been to turn thisipolar

moment” into a “unipolar era”(Ayyash, 2007).

After the elimination of the fear of USSR, Americeeded a fresh enemy and

that period coincided with the period of George BUsh. Bush had to protect his
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people against threats, just as Reagan did. Jubtsapoint, September flevents
reinforced the philosophy of neoconservatism. Nomefica had a fresh enemy.
That fresh enemy was “global terror”. For neocamso are in the habit of excluding
“the other” (Islamic states), paving the way foe twar was important. Now it was
much easier to wage war by virtue of this new eneAfier all, the U.S. was a
superpower which had been attacked on SeptemBeard had to take revenge of
this attack. That was because in the eyes of th&dwibe U.S. had been victimized
and now vulnerable. Now, she had to convince Amaerjgublic of this victimization
to delude them. The “white lies” she used to delpdeple are called “noble lies”.
These lies can be summarized as production of weaplbmass destruction by some
Islamic countries, their effort to annihilate Antaj the organization and staging of
September M events by some terrorist countries having conaestivith al- Qaeda,
and finally a “democratic” country such as AmerimzgEing envied by some countries
devoid of democracy. At this point, Bush had an ontgnt task: “Extirpation of
terrorism from the world especially from the Middiast”. Bush wanted to create
division of “friend and foe” using the slogan “Yauwe either with us or against us”.
This is the rhetoric which belongs to neoconseswatiTo neocons, there is no such
thing as policy without enemy. In addition, an aggive foreign policy is always
legitimate and it should be so. Neocons, who afect¥e in foreign policy in
particular, self-appointedly assumed the missionspifeading supposedly moral
values (democracy) to the world, establishing Aggeri hegemony and changing
regimes in some countries. In order to achieveetludgectives, neocons creating a
compelling enemy, was trying to legitimize in theee of the public, the invasion of
Irag and Afghanistan. Their so-called aim in invadihese countries is to erase al-
Qaeda, terror organization and to introduce “de@ogr to these undemocratic
states. The enemy here is actually Islamic couwsiace Islam is not compatible
with democracy and it is even hostile to the Wddterefore, as a superpower,
America wished to show these countries what “deamcr was by killing the
millions in wars. In a statement, America pointed that they invaded Iraq with the
purpose of introducing liberal democracy and libe@nomy. In fact, they did this
by using September Tlevents and their victimization as a pretext. Naltyrin this

invasion a large number of people from both Amercal Iraq were killed. In
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Afghanistan, too, similar things occured and miBoof Afghani were killed. It is
clear that this ideology did not beget anything djoblow, America became a
belligerent country which can invade any countryaimliscretionary way any time
they wished. As seen clearly, the cause of thetevardangered world peace. Iran is
also included, in addition to Afghanistan and Iregthe “axis of evil”. As is known,
Bush used the phrase of “axis of evil” followingetBeptember 1levents in order
to divide the world into “evil and good”. After Afgnistan and Iraq, the U.S. now
targeted to bring about disorder in Iran. After &thn is an Islamic country capable
of producing nuclear weapons. This project of Badiargeting these countries is
called “Great Middle East Project”. As it is clemeoconservatism now became a

new form of imperialism. So, neoconservatism becamesk for imperialism.

On the other hand, Adam Curtis, aiming to raise scausness of
neoconservatism, made a series called “The Powdrgbitmares” shown on BBC. It
was argued in this series that America had beeeanch of enemy and in fact there

had been no such thing as al-Qaeda organization.

The Power of Nightmargs..] is a 2004 documentary series by Adam
Curtis, which seeks to overturn much of what iselydelieved about
Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda. The latter, it argigesiot an
organized international network. It does not hawsnbers or a leader.
It does not have "sleeper cells". It does not lveverall strategy. In
fact, it barely exists at all, except as an ideaualzleansing a corrupt
world through religious violence (Beckett, 2004).

This series which based the story on the preseficev@ groups: the
American neo-conservatives and the radical Islaniattempted to explain, by
providing historical references, how the world alpeah According to these series,
America’s previous enemy was the USSR which had lsfeated by America.
Now it was necessary to look for a new enemy aaddtism” was a perfect enemy.
America had targeted Osama Bin Laden and they ddwjiit against him. After
finding the scapegoat, the U.S. and Britain cangetteer and spent a long time
locating the hideout. According to these serieQatda, terror organization, was
just a figment of their imagination. Nevertheldssyas necessary to frighten people.

This series underlines how seriously politiciamghfito stay in power and how they
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take advantage of these nightmares. According t&sethseries, which makes
reference to September™ attacks, the leader who creates fear becomes tis¢ m
powerful. Thus, Curtis completed the series in oblogical order presenting
concrete evidence. Underlining that neoconservaissextremely dangerous, Curtis

feels that the world is deteriorating under théu@hce of this ideology.

Then who are those people who are in favor of ithe®logy and who are
called neocons? Neocons are mostly those Jewishaahbto have a say in foreign
policy in particular. They try to create a permaneerception of the presence of an
enemy in American community. The godfather of tenlogy is Leo Strauss, a Jew.
“Leo Strauss (1899-1973) was a Jewish-German énfiigné the Nazi regime who
eventually landed at the University of Chicago vehbe developed a following that
has achieved enormous prominence in American eglifWalsh, 2005). He is an
American political philosopher who classified meoi three groups: philosophers,
leaders and masses. Philosophers are supposedate aleas that will protect the
state. Leaders, on the other hand, are supposadply them to masses. As Lobe
states: “While professing deep respect for Ameridamocracy, Strauss believed
that societies should be hierarchical—divided betwan elite who should lead, and
the masses who should follow” (Lobe, 2003). In &ddi to Strauss deception is one
of the most important tools of politics, in fachacessity. It is because only in this

way can masses be deceived and convinced of teergre of imaginary enemies.

[...] Strauss's idea of hidden meaning, "alerts onthéopossibility

that political life may be closely linked to decept Indeed, it

suggests that deception is the norm in politidal, land the hope, to
say nothing of the expectation, of establishingitigsl that can

dispense with it is the exception. [ ...] Not onlyldstrauss have few
gualms about using deception in politics, he sawsita necessity
(Lobe, 2003).

In addition to this, Strauss gave the name of “adigs” to the lies which he
used to deceive people. For him, what is done (wansld be justified only by virtue
of “noble lies”. Strauss borrowed the term of “rebes” from Plato, but he distorted

it. To him, if these lies are not told to the peppind they are not convinced, the
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foreign policy followed cannot be justified in teges of the people and international

community.

[Flor Strauss, these lies are necessary for theodmfunction of
society and triumph of one's own nation in war. ¢tefor Strauss, the
lie becomes "noble." But in Strauss's hands thélénbe" becomes a
way of deceiving the herd. Strauss's "noble liesfar from "noble".
They are intended to "dupe the multitude and sepawger for a
special elite" (Walsh, 2005).
Strauss also distorted the ideas of a prominenogtpher, Thomas Hobbes,
and adapted them to his own worldview. Straussenduilvocating, like Hobbes, that
human nature is evil also advocated that peopleldhiight each other. In other

words, it is to favor and legalize war.

Like Thomas Hobbes, Strauss believed that the émtlgr aggressive
nature of human beings could only be restrainedabpowerful

nationalistic state. "Because mankind is intrinycaicked, he has to
be governed,” he once wrote. "Such governance aaly be

established, however, when men are United—and ¢tagyonly be
united against other people (Lobe, 2003).

As is seen, in addition to deception, perpetual iwatso very important since
only then can America be a superpower and the wieldhanaged by America. It is
one of the most dangerous aspects of neoconsenvatisce in other words this
ideology legitimizes America’s aggressive foreigoligy. "Perpetual war, not
perpetual peace, is what Straussians believe iné. ifiea easily translates into an
‘aggressive, belligerent foreign policy’, of thenki that has been advocated by
neocon groups” (Lobe, 2003). As is understood, USs@ns believe their ideas so
firmly that they do not refrain from distorting tfi@oughts of prominent philosophers
like Plato and Hobbes.

Straussians are also interested in the religaotof. In their opinion, to spread
religious values and to encourage people to dig¢hfeir country are very important.
At this point, religion has become an importantl th@at serves neoconservatism.
“The combination of religion and nationalism is their that Strauss advocates as
the way to turn natural, relaxed, hedonistic meo gevout nationalists willing to

fight and die for their God and country” (Nimmo,(8). Thus, for Straussians the
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following picture unfolds: These people encouragasses to fight wars using
religion and foreign policy. This totalitarian rege plans to make America the only
dominant force in the world and it deceives peaplth “noble lies” to achieve this.

The deceived people consider fighting wars judiléasince they think they are in
danger. As Steinberg points out:

The hallmark of Strauss' approach to philosophy wasatred of the
modern world, his belief in a totalitarian systemun by

"philosophers,” who rejected all universal prineglof natural law,
but saw their mission as absolute rulers, who hed deceived a
foolish "populist” mass, and used both religion aotitics as a means

of disseminating myths that kept the general pdmriain clueless
servitude (Steinberg, 2003).

But Strauss’ death did not cause this ideologydme to an end. To the
contrary, it became more effective in American ignepolicy since the authorized

people in foreign policy were Strauss’ former stitde

The leading "Straussian" in the Bush Administratien Deputy
Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz, who was traing@&trauss' alter-
ego and fellow University of Chicago professor Alle&Bloom.
Wolfowitz leads the "war party" within the civilidoureaucracy at the
Pentagon, and his own protégé, I. Lewis "Scootebby, is Vice
President Dick Cheney's chief of staff and chidfamal security aide,
directing a super-hawkish "shadow national securdyncil® out of
the Old Executive Office Building, adjacent to théhite House
(Steinberg, 2003).

These people always justiied America’s intervemtion Irag and
Afghanistan. As Strauss said, “philosophers” lika lgenerated ideas and the leaders
like Wolfowitz put these ideas into practice. Apdrom this, there are some
important people who were effective in the emergent Second World War.
“Earlier Strauss allies and protégés in launchihg post-World War Il neo-
conservative movement were Irving Kristol, NormadRoretz, Samuel Huntington,
Seymour Martin Lipset, Daniel Bell, Jeane Kirkpeltri and James Q. Wilson”
(Steinberg, 2003). Samuel Huntington among thesplpecame to the fore with his
article entitled “The Clash of Civilizations” andahe Kirkpatrick gained importance
with her activities during Reagan’s administraticknother important person is

Irving Kristol, who is one of the people remembergen neoconservatism is
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mentioned. Kristol, one Straussian, dwelt upon fdetor of religion considerably
since religion is the greatest tool that enablesriplementation of moral values and

only by means of religion can the masses be keg¢muconrol.

Among other neoconservatives, Irving Kristol hasgaargued for a much
greater role for religion in the public sphere, m\&iggesting that the Founding
Fathers of the American Republic made a major esthy insisting on the
separation of church and state. And why? Becausausd viewed religion as
absolutely essential in order to impose moral lawtlee masses who otherwise
would be out of control (Lobe, 2003).Kristol, likBtrauss, has been a strong
proponent of the idea that lies should be tail@ecdording to different people since

for him there is no truth acceptable to everyone.

All in all, neoconservatism, which arose during gaas administration and
peaked with September M1attacks during Bush’s administration, is, as seen,
pernicious as far as world peace is concerned. ii2eSrauss’ death, even in our
time neoconservatism has a wide currency. Neoceatgm, which has effects on
foreign policy and military interventions, has begpread by the elite. Neocons
operate to spread imperialism under the cover tbducing democracy to the
Middle East. Unless neoconservatism weakens, apibparthere will occur many
more wars and many more people will lose theirdiv@espite so many wars and so
many loss of lives she caused, the U.S. desirirtgeta superpower, should follow a
more prestigious foreign policy not based on lees] must heal its prestige injured

by neoconservatism.

3.2. The Clash of Civilizations by Samuel P. Huntigton

Neoconservatism is only one of the methods the t&&rts to be the leader
in foreign policy. Following the September™ attacks, the U.S. made use of, in
addition of neoconservatism, the article “The Cla$tCivilizations” by Samuel P.
Huntington in 1993 to create the concept of “thieedt In this article, Huntington
argued wars may arise owing to the differenceswlizations. To him, the greatest
contrast would be between Islam and the West. Usiilsgconcept of “otherness” for
her own advantage, the U.S. waged war on Islanoviatlg the September 11th
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attacks. In the first place, it is necessary tagtduntington’s arguments in order to
understand how the U.S. adapted this article to “kmtimization”. Therefore,
Huntington’s arguments and how America took advgaiaf them will be presented

below.

Samuel P. Huntington of the U.S. is a politicalestist. He came to the
limelight with his article “The Clash of Civilizains” which was first published in
the “Foreign Affairs” magazine and it became on¢hef most debated articles of the
last decade. This article of Huntington’s has beamtroversial since its publication.
In the aftermath of Cold War, people were inter@stethis article because they had
been anxious to learn what kind of a world wasdyim store for them. This article
was presenting predictions about the new world roréeople in the press and
politics needed a thesis like this to be able tkenaterpretations about politics.
That is why people took great interest in thiscéetiIn his opinion, ideological war
was fought during the Cold War: Capitalism v.s Camiem. The U.S. emerged
triumphant from the Cold War. Then, in what direatiwill the world politics go
after switching over to a monopolar world orderntigton answers the question
saying that it will be a “clash of civilizationsHe says: “It is my hypothesis that the
fundamental source of conflict in this world wilbinbe primarily ideological or
primarily economic. The great divisions among hukmath and the dominating
source of conflict will be cultural” (Huntington20). According to Huntington, who
defines civilization at the beginning of the aricthe differences such as language,
religion, ethnicity, and history will be the causd#ghe wars to come. “[Civilization]
is defined both by common objective elements suhaaguage, history, religion,
customs, institutions, and by the subjective gighitification of people”
(Huntington, 122). Huntington mentions the presewteseven or eight major
civilizations in his article. These include Weste@onfucian, Japanese, Islamic,
Hindu, Slavic- Orthodox, Latin American and posgibAfrican civilization.
According to Huntington, the consciousness of @ation between communities
will increase gradually. In this conscious-raisihg West will assume the greatest
role. It is natural that the West should be enviedjt has the greatest power. Non-

Westerners also will envy and fight against the WWesng to shape the world as
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they wish. “A West at the peak of its power confsonon-Wests that increasingly
have the desire, the will and the resources toeshiazg world in non-Western ways”
(Huntington, 124). Through this rhetoric, world peoare being polarized: “For us
or against us”, “good or evil”. As people defineithidentity in ethnic and religious
terms, they are likely to see an “us” versus “themafation existing between
themselves and people of different ethnicity oigieh. This polarity and tendency
of the West to spread to the world its own valuekkenwars inevitable. The most
recent example of this is Septembef" Idttacks. The U.S, after being attacked,
presented her own values as if they were univgrsaiteptable and waged war.
“[...] the efforts of the West to promote its valuesdemocracy and liberalism as
universal values, to maintain its military predoamge and to advance its economic
interests engender countering responses from othiéizations” (Huntington, 127).
Thus according to Huntington, the clash of civiliaas consists of two levels. The
first is the clash closely bound cultural groups ervolved in, with the purpose of
gaining territory. The second, however, is the posteuggle of different cultural

groups in international arena.

The clash of civilizations thus occurs at two lsvélt the micro-level,
adjacent groups along the fault lines between izatibns struggle,
often violently, over the control of territory arehch other. At the
macro-level, states from different civilizationsngoete for relative
military and economic power, struggle over the pantof
international institutions and third parties, amanpetitively promote
their particular political and religious values (Hington, 127).

In this article Huntington tries to reinforce hisgament through examples,
after explaining why civilizations clash. AccorditgHuntington, the termination of
Cold War also means the termination of ideologveat. Now that ideological war is
over, cultural war will start. “As the ideologicdivision of Europe has disappeared,
the cultural division of Europe between Westernislianity, on the one hand, and
Orthodox Christianity and Islam, on the other, fremmerged” (Huntington, 127). To
him, the greatest war will take place between thesttn and the Islamic
civilizations because the basis of this polaritg haots in remote past. For instance
while Arabs supported Saddam Hussein during thé ®&ak, the Western countries

were against him. According to Huntington, the does with the same religion
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support one another, while those with differenigiehs are against each other.
Again to Huntington, concept of Western democraggeas non-Western countries
and reinforces the idea of opposing the West. Hm Arab world, in short, Western
democracy strengthens anti-Western political farcékis may be a passing
phenomenon, but it surely complicates relationsveen Islamic countries and the
West” (Huntington, 130). Continuing his exempliticen, Huntington now refers to a
detail concerning Iran. According to an Iraniangielus leader, Islam has waged a
holy war called “jihad” on the West. This war isufght for American imperialism
and Iran, an Islamic country, wanted to put an tenttis greed. “[...] Ayatollah Ali
Khamanei, called for a holy war against the We$hée' struggle against American
aggression, greed, plans and policies will be cediiats a jihad, and anybody who is
killed on that path is a martyr” (Huntington, 13%urthermore, Muslims did not
ignore the massacre of Bosnians by Serbs. Accorttingluslims, Israel did not
comply with the U.N resolutions. That is why Isl@angiountries decided to cooperate
to help Bosnia. This approach, in Huntington’s amin is what it should be, for

these countries belong to the same civilizatiorebgion.

Islamic governments and groups, on the other haastigated the
West for not coming to the defense of the Bosni#agian leaders
urged Muslims from all countries to provide help Bwmsnia; in
violation of the U.N. arms embargo, Iran suppliegapons and men
for the Bosnians; Iranian-supported Lebanese greeps guerillas to
train and organize the Bosnian forces (Huntingi@h).

It was of great importance for Muslims to save liies of those who were in their

side in this war. According to a Saudi editor “fife who died [were] regarded as

martyrs who tried to save their fellow Muslims” (ktington, 135).

Furthermore, what the West did was being preseadeifi it were the wishes
of all the other people in the world. This is ekathe West’s efforts to impose their
own values on the rest of the world. “Decisions eatithe U.N. Security Council or
in the International Monetary Fund that reflect thierests of the West are presented
to the world as reflecting the desires of the wartdnmunity” (Huntington, 137).
America is trying to impose her economic policies anly through the U.N Security

Council but also the IMF. As is seen, the Westngighe most effective means
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available, is trying to to apply Western valueshe rest of the world as if they were
what should be. According to Huntington, this effof the West will anger non-
Western countries and wars will arise from thiged#nce of civilization. “The West
in effect is using international institutions, rtaliy power and economic resources to
run the world in ways that will maintain Westerregominance, protect Western
interests and promote Western political and econovalues” (Huntington, 137-
138).

However, Huntington does not mention the existentea civilization,
appropriate for everyone. Those who argue aboutxisience of such a universal
civilization are the U.S. and the other Western @mw Naturally non-Western
Muslim countries cannot keep silent in the faceswéh an argument since what is
tried to be achieved by the Western countries iappropriate and Westernize the
values of non-Westerners. This is unacceptabld¢olslamic countries which are
closely attached to their values. Therefore, theaetries would like to make their
voice heard through wars. “A top Iranian officialshdeclared that all Muslim states
should acquire nuclear weapons, and in 1988 thedmet of Iran reportedly issued a
directive calling for development of “offensive adéfensive chemical, biological

and radiological wepons” (Huntington, 144).

When September f1is studied, in the light of these arguments of
Huntington’s, we see that Western powers blame hsslAccording to Westerners,
Islamic countries do not know anything about hurtyaand they do not forbear from
killing people. “Islam fundi’'s are better organizéghn previously thought, which is
one of the conclusions of the Septembéf attacks. Islam fundi's do not accept the
general codes of conduct as embodied in interratiommanitarian law, such as the
principle that civilians may never be the object af attack” (Cogen, 2005).
Similarly, Muslims also blame Westerners for chaggand exploiting the world
relentlessly through imperialism, which is hardbterable for Muslim countries.
According to Westerners, to be a Westerner is\al@ge, and Islam can never agree

with modernization since it is based on Sharia laws
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Women are not allowed to drive a car in Saudi Aagliiey have to
wear a scarf and may not participate in public [Aestrict separation
of men and women is obliged in all public placeshsas schools and
universities. Political objectives are central e islam ideology: the
restoration of the caliphate, a theocracy and @mwe of non-
Muslims. Let us not forget that Islam is the mastselyte religion of
our time (Cogen, 2005).
This contrast seems to support Huntington’s argusjene. the U.S. is quite
successful in turning these arguments to her owmargdge. Thus, we understand
why Huntington’s arguments became so important &ptember . To sum up,
it served American officials’ purpose after Septembi" to say “Islamic countries
are against us”. After all, there were differentilations in the world, and now that
wars would happen between these different civilirest, why would these attacks
not be an example of this clash? Bush, was supypttie argument of this article by

saying “This is the war of good and evil”.

On more than one occasion, President George W. Bashilescribed
the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, adefriog “a
monumental battle of good versus evil.” In thistleatthere has been
no doubt in his mind (or in ours) regarding whorsthe side of good
and who is on the side of evil (Naugle, 2002).

In addition to the difference of civilizations, Himgton also mentions
“bloody borders” of Islam. What this phrase meamghat there have been wars
between Islamic countries. This view supports Wests’' argument that Muslims
are tyrant. “Violonce also occurs between Musliorsthe hand, and Orthodox Serbs
in the Balkans, Jews in Israel, Hindus in Indiad@hists in Burma and Catholics in
the Philippines. Islam has bloody borders” (Huntomg 132). This argument came in
handy for America which was looking for a scapegdtdr September 1 As Dunn
points out: “What is more important is the facttftadter 9/11, many of Huntington’s
concepts and definitions—such as his depictiorsiaint’s “bloody borders"—gained
new standing” (Dunn, 2006). Thus, America declaseal on terror. After all, Islam
and Westernization were totally different from easther and this difference was
sufficient to start a war. “It is the way in whiathers have taken Huntington’s
theory and used it to justify or support the ‘war terror’ that are most important”
(Dunn, 2006).
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Apart from the knowledge of Islam, Huntington’s idéfon of civilization
also served America’s aims since through this Acazewas able to make her own
definitions of “civilized” and “uncivilized” counyr. In addition, Bush’s phrase “War
on Terror” was a carefully prepared cover. He wonitd be expected to turn the
Muslim world against himself by saying “War on Isla Therefore, Bush, who had
made right choice by saying the word “terror”, @eetl war on a civilization, which
does not know what it is, i.e. Islam. “Bush outtin@s vision for the ‘war on terror’
stating, “[t]his is civilization’s fight”. Whilst he U.S. government may have
seemingly sought to avoid the notion of a clashvbenh ‘Islam’ and ‘the West’, the
rhetoric of ‘civilizations’ still crept into its @logue” (Dunn, 2006). The use of such
a rhetoric was suitable for the U.S. made use daitidgton’s argument, that there
were different civilizations and thus wars couléser The clash is not between two
distinct ‘civilizations’, but between two powerfstructures for which such language
is beneficial. According to Dunn, it is not fairathAmerica should divide the world
for her own case by using Huntington’s argument and should not be forced to

choose between lining up “with us or against us”.

In a world where wars are inevitable, Huntingsumggests that the West
reconcile with other civilizations and preserve pswer. “West will increasingly
have to accommodate these non-Western modern zaitwdns whose power
approaches that of the West but whose values dacksgts differ significantly from
those of the West” (Huntington, 146-147). After sthsuggestion, Huntington
underlines again that there is no such thing asigetsal civilization but that the
world comprises of different civilizations. He alsaggests that these civilizations

should learn how to live in peace together.

In conclusion, this article also like neoconséem seems to create the
notion of “the other”: “Either with us or againss”y “Either good or evil”, “Either
Western or not”. This article was written beforgteenber 11. However, it is clear
that it gained importance; thereafter, since, ® thS. 9/11 is a war between the

West and Islam. Huntington’s arguments serve Araerimterests at this point.
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Thus, in the eyes of the West, the clash of ciatlans has become declaration of
war by “uncivilized” countries on the West, pautfiarly the U.S.

3.3. Western Perceptions of the East: Orientalism

In Scott Foresman'’s dictionary, Orientalism is defl as knowledge or study
of Oriental languages, literature, etc. Howevers thord has recently assumed a
negative meaning. Edward Said played an importetin Orientalism assuming a
negative meaning. His book entitl@tientalism which he wrote in 1978, assigned a
negative meaning to this word. “A good many schlafrislam or the Middle East
rejected [Orientalism] outright and lamented thet at “Orientalist” had come to
be widely used in a pejorative sense” (Turner, 1244). Since its publication, this
book had strong reverberations worldwide and maple rethink about the Orient.
It is necesssary to understand what Orientalism reality if we are to understand
how it has served the interests of the West andihbas alienated individuals from

their own identities.

According to Said, Orientalism is the prejudicestgeption of the Orient by
the West. It is prejudiced because the Westernmeraa adequately informed of the
Orient. Only with the knowledge available to thein, they try to assign a meaning
to the Orient. Predictably, assigning meaning teealism is not positive. The
Orient, in the eyes of the West is cruel, undentagrand uncivilized. In contrast to
the Orient, the West is modern, democratic, anasoipto other civilizations. This

contrast according to Said, begets the concepthefrivess and is unrealistic.

In his book, Said asks: but where is this sly, desj despotic,
mystical Oriental? Has anyone ever met anyone wletenthis
description in all particulars? In fact, this ideathe Oriental is a
particular kind of myth produced by European thdugispecially in
and after the 18century. In some sense his bddkentalismaims to
dismantle this myth, but more than that Said's gealo identify
Orientalism as a discourse (Singh, 2004).

Again according to Said, the Orient is mysteriond arouses curiosity. What
arouses curiosity triggers the West’s passionrgrarialism. This imperialism is to

dominate the Orient and the Oriental alike in evielyl—from its land to its culture
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and even to its women. According to the West, ther@al woman is weak and
needs to be protected. Now that the Orient is imifethen it can be exploited.
Defining the Orient as weak, the West finds inlitéke power to dominate and
exploit it. Thus, the Orient is discovered by thedVas different as it really is. Said
states that Orientalism is not merely some “airyopean fantasy about the Orient”.
It is, rather, a “system of knowledge about thee@ti (Said, 1979: 133). As the

negative images of the Orient are produced, thmasity of the West also increases.

In order to corroborate his arguments, Said iretlich his book the opinions
of many prominent philosophers including Michel Eault and Derrida as well.
“Said based his approach on the work of a numbeEwfopean scholars and
intellectuals, including Jacques Derrida (decomsion), Antonio Gramsci (cultural
hegemony), and Michel Foucault (discourse, powemMkadge and epistemic field)”
(Macfie, 2002: 6). Said treats Orientalism as disse. From this discourse, come
out the concepts of foreignness and othernessstlaml it becomes easier for
imperialist forces to achieve their goals. “The lgsia of knowledge/power in the
work of Michel Foucault provides the basis for Eddv&aid’s influential study of
Orientalism (1978) as a discourse of difference in which tippaaently neutral
Occident/Orient contrast is an expression of pawkationships” (Turner, 1994: 21).
Said tells about the existence of the term Occalsmh as the antonym of
Orientalism and gives their definitions. “[H]e idd#es the origins of the principal
features of the Orientalist myth — that Orientalistnlike Occidentals, are by nature
mysterious, menacing, irrational, demonic and skixwearrupt” (Macfie, 2002: 86-
87).

Said’s arguments come under the spotlight agatier afie September 11
attacks. Now that the Orientals are qualified abdrdc and savage, then they must
be responsible for these attacks. America, a Westeuntry, managed to adapt the
new meaning of Orientalism to itself and declateel @rientals her enemy. America
occupied Iraq and Afghanistan in revenge for thpt&aber 11 attacks. That is, in
Edward Said’s words, the West exploited the Ori@mierica supposedly introduced
democracy to Irag and Afghanistan, which are dewoidit. In fact, America

exploited these countries. This is what Said melastablishment of the ground for
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the West's exploitation with the Oriental imageni@d by the West. The most recent
example of this exploitation in history is the isi@n of Afghanistan and Iraq. It is
not a coincidence that Afghanistan and Iraq arer@al, Islamic countries. We have
a totally different image of the Orient that haseeged under the influence of
Orientalism and we are being affected by it consgip or unconsciously. It is not
only Westerners who are affected by this prejuditiee Orientals now look at
themselves through the eyes of the Westernersthier evords, they have forgotten
their own identity and they felt ashamed of themre@tal identity. It is because of
this shame that they want to get rid of their idgniThus, the Oriental feels that his
own identity is inferior and tries to belong to superior” culture. This is a kind of

exploitation of the Orient by the West.

While Said mentions this prejudiced and explomatattitude of the West,
some Western academicians raise criticism of SHm most important of these
critics is Bernard Lewis. Lewis claims that Saidisguments are not tenable.
According to Lewis, the Orient mentioned by Said igery limited area and cannot
verify the truth of the argument. “Mr. Said makesnamber of very arbitrary
decisions. His Orient is reduced to the Middle Eastl his Middle East to a part of
the Arab world. By eliminating Turkish and Persistudies on the one hand and
Semitic studies on the other, he isolates Arahidies from both their historical and
philological contexts” (Lewis, 2000: 3). Lewis feethat Orientalism is
misunderstood on account of Said and explains nire tmeaning of Orientalism

before Said’s interpretation of it.

In the past, Orientalism was used mainly in twosssen One is a
school of painting—that of a group of artists, nhp$tom Western
Europe, who visited the Middle East and North Adriand depicted
what they saw or imagined, sometimes in a rathenargic and
extravagant manner. The second and more common imgean
unconnected with the first, has been a branch loblacship (Lewis,
2000: 6).

One of the proponents of Lewis’s argument is BrganTurner, who, like
Lewis, argues that Orientalism does not cover thelevworld and therefore it is not
credible. “[...] Said was a significant critic ofrdhach Orientalism, but he was

particularly weak in terms of German and Britishie@talism” (Turner, 1994: 5).

49



However, according to Turner, Said’s explanationQoientalism has caused great
reverberations and had worldwide acceptance. Naen@dism has become a means
of the West for imperialism. Having explained thealrface of Orientalism, Said
opposes Huntington’s thesis of “The Clash of Caations” and says that this is a
mere myth. Said also says that Huntington is agfittty Bernard Lewis. According
to Said, Huntington’s this thesis, like Orientalisia fraught with prejudices and
certainly serves the exploitation of the Orientthg West. This thesis is qualified as

myth by Said since it does not reflect the culiréhe Orient.

Said thought that Huntington supported his argunagthit tendentious

sources, Bernard Lewis among them (along with negoarnalist

Charles Krauthammer). Indeed, Said revealed Hhatington’s

clarion title, “The Clash of Civilizations,” caméraight from a 1990

essay by Lewis imhe Atlantic Monthlytitled “The Roots of Muslim

Rage” (Richter, 2004).

Understandably, while Said was trying to expldie teal ambitions of the

West, he met with great oppositions from a largminer of Western academicians.
However, he strongly defended his argument, anddbhemeaning of Orientalism
was widely accepted. A. L Macfie, who clearly exptaSaid’s views, says the
following: “Philosophically speaking, Said conclsdehe Orientalism thus created
should be seen as a form of radical realism, whitbmpts to identify the East as
fixed and unchangeable. Rhetorically speakinghdusd be seen as an attempt to
anomize and enumerate the East; and psychologisplgaking, as a form of

paranoia” (Macfie, 2002: 89).

In conclusion, Orientalism, just like “The Clash E@ivilizations” and
neoconservatism, begets the concept of “othern@sslis, the Oriental, restructured
by the West, forgets who he is in reality and ttieslivest himself of his original
identity. In order to achieve this, he is engagedearch of a new cultural identity.
Thus, he is deceived by the Western exploitativeel® The Oriental has now
completely lost his own identity and is vulneraltte all kinds of exploitation.
Leading the Western exploitative forces, Americallfsky uses the following
situation as her ideological tools. First, she la@asnd her enemy in virtue of

neoconservatism after September".1Becondly, she legitimized the East-West
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contrast based on Huntington’s “The Clash of Caalions”. Finally, she declared
the Orient barbaric, aggressive and undemocraticirtone of Orientalism. Thus,
America can easily exploit the Orient both poliliga(through wars) and

ideologically (loss of cultural identity).

CHAPTER FOUR

LOSS OF CULTURAL IDENTITY IN ANNE TYLER’'S DIGGINGTO
AMERICA

4.1. ANNE TYLER AS A CONTEMPORARY WOMAN WRITER

4.1.1. A Short Biography of Anne Tyler

Anne Tyler was born in Minneapolis, Minnesota, oontdber 25, 1941. Her
Quaker activist parents, Lloyd Parry Tyler, a ch&nand Phylis Mahon Tyler, a
social worker moved around the Midwest for sevgedrs (Croft, 1995: 1). Anne
Tyler was their first child, to be followed by tlersons (Bail, 1998: 1). In 1948, they

moved to a cooperative community in the mountafridarth Carolina called Celo.

In this small community, Anne and heugger brother Israel were taught at
home but attended the local school for one yeae iEblation of the community
developed in Tyler both a sense of distance anch#iet of observing the world
objectively as an outsider (Croft, 1995: 1). Hemily lived in a succession of
communes, or experimental Quaker communities, sgelkke Thoreau a “simpler
life"—an alternative to the competitive, materisitislifestyle they saw all around
them (Bail, 1998: 1). Anne Tyler says “I think tFect that | had a fairly isolated
childhood influenced me considerably. | learned¢oalone and to entertain myself
by imagining, and when | left the commune | lookddhe regular world from an
unusually distant vantage point” ( qtd. in. BaB98: 1).

When Lloyd Tyler’s income proved insui@iot to support his growing family,
they moved to Raleigh, North Carolina in 1953 (€r&B95: 1). In Raleigh, Anne’s
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teacher encouraged her writing talent. During pgagod, Anne also discovered her
greatest literary influence, Eudora Welty, whos®iss taught her the importance of
carefully chosen details and showed her the pdisgbiof writing about ordinary
life (Croft, 1995: 1). Upon graduating high schablthe age of 16, Anne continued
her stories at nearby Duke University. She enceoadteeachers who organized and
encouraged her writing talent (Croft, 1995: 1). DAtke, Anne’s major was Russian.
After Duke, Anne headed North to New York City, wheshe attended graduate
school at Columbia University to pursue a mastéegree in Russia. A year later she
returned home to work as a bibliographer in Duk#ggary, having left Columbia
without finishing her master’s thesis. During thime, Anne met Taghi Modaressi,
an Iranian medical student who was specializinghitd psychiatry. Then they got
married. (Croft, 1995: 2). They had two daught&egzh, who is an artist, and Mitra,
who is a children's-book author and illustrator t{lek, 2004). Besides being a
doctor, Taghi was also a writer who published amravwvinning novel in Persian
(Bail, 1998: 6). Because Taghi's visa was expirithgg couple moved to Montreal,
Canada, where Taghi had obtained a residency id gsiychiatry. At first Anne
could not find a job herself, so she worked on cletny her first novellf Morning
Ever Comeg1964).When this novel was released in 1964, the not-8eyeéar-old
writer had already been recognized as a buddiaahy star by her Duke University

English professor and novelist Reynolds Price (Elgt2004).

Then, she completed her second novs, Tin Can Tre€1965). When Taghi
finished his residency, he received a job offemfrthe University of Maryland
Medical School in Baltimore. Thus, the Modaressnifg moved to Baltimore,
where they have lived ever since (Croft, 19951 2}er she wrote her shortest novel,
A Slipping Down Lifeand The Clock Winder(1972). Tyler’s first novel set in
Baltimore. It seemed that Tyler had finally becofamiliar with her adopted city to
set her novels there. In 1974 she wrQelestial Navigation A year later Tyler
producedSearching For Calelthe novel in which she tackles the longest tiarek
of any of her novels-nearly a hundred years. It W@86'sSearching for Calelthat
won her fame following John Updike's New York TimBeok Review piece that

concluded, "This writer is not merely good, shaviskedly good" (Patrick, 2004).
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Then in 1977 she publishé&hrthly Possessionshe closest work to a feminist novel
that Tyler has written (Croft, 1995: 3).

None of her novels sold more than ab@®A0 copies. This period in the late
1970s was difficult for her. She and her familyt i@any of the pressures related to
the Iranian Revolution. Consequently, Tyler's nextvel, Pantaleo, was a
disappointment, which, to the credit of her artistitegrity, she declined to publish.
Her next novelMorgan’s Passing1980), although expected to be her breakthrough
novel, again proved a commercial disappointmendftCi995: 4).

Then in 1982 she wrdbenner at the Homesick Restaurafbr the first time
an Anne Tyler novel sold well. The novel gathereifioal praise, as well as, a
nomination as a finalist for the Pulitzer Prize féiction. The Accidental Tourist
received another nomination as a finalist for thditBer and won the coveted
National Book Critics Circle Award. In 1988, it wasade into a motion picture
srarring William Hurt, Kathleen Turner, and Geenav3, who won an Academy
Award as Best Supporting Actress for her portrayfaMuriel Pritchett. The year
1988 also brought the publication of Tyler's moshbared novelBreathing Lessons,
which was awarded the Pulitzer Prize for Fictioa thllowing year (Croft, 1995: 4).
Sticking to her Baltimore home, Tyler then wr&aint Maybg1991). Later in 1995
cameladder of YearsTyler's latest exploration of the circular natwkthe time
(Croft, 1995: 4). Three years latér,Patchwork Plane¢1998) was written. Tyler did
not stop writing: she wrot®ack When We Were Grown(p001), The Amateur
Marriage (2004),Digging to Americg2006), which was the Best Novel Nominee in
Orange Broadband Prize for Fiction and findllgah’s Compas§009). In addition
to writing novels, Anne Tyler has produced a numobgishort stories and book
reviews and has written a few essays and bookdattons (Bail, 1998: 22).

Anne Tyler is a novelist with a tragicomic visioepmeone who sees the
sadness of life and yet can still find somethindatagh about. Or perhaps, like her
characters, she has simply learned that that ibeseway to get through life (Croft,
1995: 5).
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4.1.2. Anne Tyler's Style in Writing

Anne Tyler is one of the most important contemppraomen writers in
American literature. Tyler's literary style receiveriticism from a multitude of
literary critics. However, she can hardly be clgsdisince she is not a genre writer.
Still, it is possible to find common themes wheramine novels. Therefore we

should examine her themes if we are to familiangevith her style.

The first thing to strike us in her novels is tBhe uses the theme of family.
This is how she recounts the contradictory visiorifie through the institution of
family, the most basic unit of society. People f&eke to the characters in the novels
which address familial relationships. In other wgrthe characters in Tyler's world

are in our life.

Only these characters experience some problemsinwitteir family.
Believing that no family is pefect, Tyler presefasly realistic family models as she
did in her novelDigging to AmericaMaryam and Sami, who are mother and son,
have arguments throughout the novel, which is, yterls view, what it should be
since no family is perfect.

Tyler also presents the hardhips of life using fdmily contexts. Tyler's
world that she presents in her novels is not a lgmape without any difficulties. On
the contrary, it is a world that challenges theivitibal and obliges him or her to

struggle, as was the case in the Yazdans famibigging to America

Tyler mentions cultural identity as well in additi to the theme of family in
her novel,Digging to America Developments after September™ited Tyler to
address cultural identities in her novels. In tbeel, we see that the Iranian family is
defined from American perspective, and the Ameridamily from Iranian
perspective. This is how they establish mutualucaltstereotyping. As Medvesky
explains in the following:

54



Cultural stereotypes are abundant in this noveé mMembers of both
the Yazdan and Donaldson families observe each atitejudge how
everyone should act based upon their locations idh.bThe
stereotyping is not one-sided, though. In factaaks are thrown and
thwarted from all angles. The Yazdans initially negent Iran while
the Donaldsons initially represent America (Medwyes008: 142).

In her novels befor®igging to AmericaTyler mentioned American families
in her novels. In this novel, however, she violatas tradition and referred to
different cultural identities such as Iranian, Kamgand Chinese. “It is only with her
[Digging to Americh that we see a shift in Tyler’'s writing. [...] It islear that
although Tyler's plot revolves around the structofethe family, her writing has
evolved beyond the structure of the white Ameriamily. In fact, her analysis of

the family has expanded to include different ca@tlinfMedvesky, 2008: 184).

But, some critics criticized Tyler for being apualél. According to these
critics, Tyler mentions everyday life skipping pmal events. HoweveDigging to
Americashows that Tyler is not aloof from political evenis that she mentions
September Min it. As Medvesky states: “Iranian-American idgntconflict has
been exacerbated since the terrorist attacks ofe®dyer 11, 2001. Since then,
Iranian-Americans have, without just cause, bectmadocus of racial stereotyping”
(Medvesky, 2008: 12). As one can understand, Tditnot skip this important issue
as a writer, and wrote about the developments tiyphenated identity, Iranian-

Americans, after these events.

Tyler is also realistic in her novels in that shegents both tragic and
comical sides of life, as is the case in our r&al [Tyler skillfully presents the
combination of the two in her novels. “Tyler's owascription of her writing as a
"blend of laughter and tears" seems especiallyapmte, as tragedy and comedy
are indisputably linked in her stories. She alsmm@nts: "I can't think of any tragic
situation in real life that hasn't shown a glimneércomedy too" [...]" (Bennett,
1995: 58). It is possible to come across elemehtaimor frequently irDigging to
America Tyler, who humorously takes up the question ofhdNis an American?”,
not only makes us laugh but also think. There asnanoments which move us—

homesickness and hardships they experience asarsani[...] Tyler manages to
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infuse her novels with a unique sense of humor. Hgnor has often been praised,
but rarely understood for its complexity. Tylersrhor encompasses a unique blend
of the comic and the tragic. She cannot seem toeno@kher mind whether life is
essentially a comic farce or a tragedy that we rfausgh at to endure” (Croft, 1998:
12). However, Barbara Bennett, a writer, is of tmnion that Tyler's humorous
approach has only recently been understood byaliterritics and that this subject

has not been sufficiently studied before.

Anne Tyler says that what she recounts in her golras nothing to do with
her real life whatsoever and adds that it is botimgexperience the same things
twice. The thing that she takes most pleasureva#ter is to create a new world. She
believes that this created world should be realidhh an interview on her novel,
Digging to AmericaTyler says that her husband’s being an Iranias efective in
writing this novel but it had nothing to do withrhreal life. “[...] the tone, at least, of
the conversations iDigging to Americacomes directly from my observations of my

late husband's very large, very talkative Iranemify” (Memmott, 2006).

In addition to these, when we look at Tyler's féeneharacters we can see a
common point: these are powerful women, who trgtemd on their own feet. In
Medvesky's words: “Tyler's women desire to be reuagd not as movie stars or
famous authors but, rather, as individuals. Thesen@n prevail as the strongest
characters in many of her novels. Often, women iseways that men cannot”
(Medvesky, 2008: 16).

When we look at the literary influences on Tylee see Eudora Welty, who
uses humorous elements like Tyler does. Tyler saysave always meant to send
Eudora Welty a thank-you note, but | imagine shailddind it a little strange.”
Welty, told of this passage, said, "It'd be a gremtor. Of course, Anne doesn't need
any kind of influence. That's one thing | admireabout her" (Patrick, 2004).

Furthermore, Tyler’s origin of a Quaker familyreflected on her works. This
can be studied in two ways. First, the simplicifyher works and the second is

democracy and egalitarianism. Tyler is not an omierg writer but she gives right to
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everybody to express what they think. It is nobacidence that the style of Tyler,
who comes from a peaceful and egalitarian socstyuld be so.

Judging from all the themes in her novels, moshef novels are set in
Baltimore. Except for the first three novels, whiekre set in California, the other
novels are set in Baltimore because this is whgterTives and she is quite familiar
with this place. This tradition is followed Digging to Americaas well. However,
the Baltimore where Tyler lives is somewhat différéom the Batimore where her
novels are set because she adds her imaginatioits A8 Anne Tyler says: “A
Baltimorean once wrote to protest my mention ofying someone on Cow Hill.
"Cow Hill does not have a graveyard,” she saidrdtesback and said, "No, but my
Cow Hill does" (Patrick, 2004).

In conclusion, Tyler is a prolific and significawbman writer with eighteen
novels she has written. She tells us about lifeviery way through the families she
creates.

4.1.3. General Information about Tyler'sDigging to America

Digging to Americas Anne Tyler's 1 novel. Written in 2006 this novel is
about two families residing in America, one Iran@re American. Tyler’s interest in
Iranian culture comes from her husband, who is atsdranian. Tyler makes use of
the information she has obtained from her husbamtl las family. “Tyler was
married to Iranian-born psychiatrist Taghi MohamnMddarressi from 1963 until
his death in 1997. Although she keeps her perddeallosely guarded, her exposure
to Iranian culture through him must have animateddpirit of this novel” (Charles,
2006). The story is set in Baltimore, Maryland dregjins with the families meeting
with their adopted Korean children at Baltimorepait. That is how the Donaldsons
and the Yazdans meet one another. It is necessdrgivie a general idea about the
main characters in the novel for a better undedst@nof how Ziba and Sami living
in America have lost their own identity. Therefone plot of the novel will be given

briefly.
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In general, mention is made in the novel of the families raising their
children differently. An Iranian couple, Sami anitb& are totally different from Brad
and Bitsy, an American family. This difference feetive in raising their children.
Sami and Ziba change the name of the baby, Sod&ptad from Korea, into Susan
so that she can easily be adapted to the socistyl.yker writes: “Susan, they called
her. They chose a name that resembled the nameasheome with, Sooki, and also
it was a comfortable sound for Iranians to pron&ind0). Brad and Bitsy on the
other hand want their child, Jin-Ho to adopt hemoorean culture, without her
name being changed. Upon Bitsy’s browsing the tedap book and coming across
the surname Yazdan, the two families start to nfieefuently. “I hope you don’t
mind my tracking you down,” she’'d said. “You're tbaly Yazdans in the book and
| just couldn’t resist calling you to find out hawings were going” (11). Thus, they
organize annual parties to mark their daughtengvar In the meantime, children
grow up. As they grow up, their differences becan@e pronounced. While Jin-Ho
wears traditional Korean clothes, Susan wears jaadsT-shirts with an American
flag on. From their dialogues during their meetinigpe differences in raising their
children are revealed. Whereas Brad and Bitsy ehoud to Americanize their
daughter, Jin-Ho, Sami and Ziba decide to raise tteughter like other American
children. In other words, Sami and Ziba all along tb give Susan an American
identity. This Iranian couple go even further ard gpoved to the neighbourhood of
the American family, Brad and Bitsy to be able @éelfmore “American”. As Tyler
writes: “The general atmosphere of Mount Washingiteemed more Donaldsonian,
Maryam thought. Better not say it, though. “WeliJl syou’ll be very close,” she
said. “Five or ten minutes away! I'm delighted” @3 In the meantime, tensions
accumulate between the two families. For instamdele Ziba works as an interior
decorator, Bitsy is a housewife and therefore abltake care of her daughter, Jin-
Ho. Susan is taken care of by Maryam Yazdan, tledmother. This situation

seems quite odd to Bitsy.

Bitsy: “You work?” Bitsy asked her.
Ziba: “I'm an interior decorator.”
Bitsy: “I couldn’'t bear to work! How could you leave yobaby?”

(30).
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In addition to this, when Bitsy learns that Susarplaying in the playpen,
Bitsy thinks this is entirely wrong. “Bitsy was Istudying Susan. For a moment it
seemed she couldn’t think of anything more to baythen she turned to Ziba. “You
put your daughter in playper?” she asked” (31-32). Giving many similar examples
Tyler aims to draw attention to intercultural difaces. As it is seen, while ethnicity
matters to an Iranian, to an American it is obvipasnecessary diversity rather than

a problem in American society. Tyler is very susteisto reflect this.

The Iranian immigrants must wrestle with when teiradate, when to
resist, while their white-bread friends carry oroatbhow much they
love ethnicity. [Tyler] is particularly good at cesying the wry
humor these Iranian-Americans use to endure nuraditile slights
from their well-intentioned but condescending whiteighbors
(Charles, 2006).

Furthermore, Tyler stresses the importance of theme “sense of
belonging”. However much Sami and Ziba try to fitAmerica, it is not that easy,
for they are in fact not American but Iranians. [8ryutilizes [the] loss of self theme
in all of her works, but iDigging to Americathe loss of self is in direct relation to
ethnic identity” (Medvesky, 2008: 142). Therefafegir Iranian origin prevents them
from becoming “real” American citizens. “In [..Qigging to Americabelonging is
a question not only of family but of being an Ancan too: whether an immigrant
can ever feel completely at home in the Statesyimther he or she will always feel
like an outsider; whether identity is a matter ofl wnd choice or inherited culture
and history” (Kakutani, 2006). The Yazdans’ life America becomes difficult
especially after 9/11 and Tyler makes a refereadais in her novel. Maryam states
that she feels more foreign after Septembérfarld that American public is hostile
to them. The same assertion is made by Maryam’sSami. “Ever since September
eleventh, every Middle Eastern-looking person isuapect. They took [Mahmad]
away; they searched him; they asked him a millioestjons. . . . Well, end of story:
he missed his flight. ‘Sorry, sir,” they said. ‘Yaan catch the next flight, if we've
finished by then” (169).

Similarly, Westernization, or more precisely Amangation is dwelt upon
in the novel in great detail. The efforts of ZibadaSami to fit in the American
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community is one of the greatest themes in the Inéiehis point, that people forget
their own identity to Americanize themselves gamgportance. To what extent the
Yazdans have succeeded in becoming American iutdisie. But as a Yazdan,
Maryam’s attitude to Americanization is completdifferent from that of Ziba and
Sami. In fact, Maryam does not want to be Americdre wants to hold on to her
own identity. Furthermore, she does not believe Araerica is a perfect country,
either. In fact, Maryam is an educated, social worrepable of standing on her own
feet. Maryam is married to an lIranian doctor. Afteer husband’'s death, she
constantly pines for her former life in Tehran. Mayhe only thing that she does not
want to remember is the Shah period in Iran. luth@e made clear that Maryam is
involved in conspiracy against the Shah and in caee she is arrested. That is,

Maryam is not the kind of person who is submissind easy to defeat.

She attended the university of Tehran but she hdradl time for her
classes because of her political activities. Thas when the Shah was
still very much in power-the Shah and his dreadsdet police. [...]
She was thinking she might join the Communist Rartyen she was
arrested, along with two young men, while the thoéehem were
distributing leaflets around campus (155).

Sami, however, is completely different from his het He does not like Iran
at all. He refuses to speak Farsi in favor of ESfghnd he even has an accent. Sami,
who always silences her mother when Iran is in juess quite accustomed to live
in America like his wife Ziba, who is quite succesgsn adopting American lifestyle

but fails to be a complete “American”.

[Ziba] had a noticeable accent, having immigratath vimer whole
family when she was already in high school, but $fasl so
immediately and enthusiastically adapted-listenman-stop to 98
Rock, hanging out at the mall, draping her smaihyp un-American
frame in blue jeans and baggy T-shirts with writipgnted across
them-that now she seemed native-born, almost (13).

Moreover, she always speaks English to her daugBesan to make her
accustomed to English. Ziba forbids her parents,AMd Mrs. Hakimi to speak Farsi
before American people. Opposition to Americanslijge would mean difficulty
after 9/11 in surviving in this “foreign” land. Trefore everyone but Maryam is

pleased with this “new identity”.
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In the meantime, the grandparents in both famde=ipy an important place
in arrival parties and in the life of these two plas. Maryam, Sami’'s mother; Ziba’s
parents, Mr. And Mrs. Hakimi; Brad's parents Pat drou; and finally Bitsy’s
parents; Dave and Connie appear frequently in tvelnBitsy’'s mother, Connie, is
a cancerous patient and dies after a short whitelirkg himself in a void after his
wife’'s death, Dave begins to feel closer to Marydrheir coming closer to each
other helps us better understand the differenciegele@ the two cultures. Dave, as an
American is fairly at ease and asks her hand irriage in the presence of all the
family members. “Maryam,” Dave said “Will you marrge?” (208). Maryam, on
the other hand, is attached to her traditions agaman and is sad since she is no
longer an Iranian citizen. Furthermore, Maryam shesself as a foreigner in

America. As for Dave he is unable to understandsttuation Maryam is in.

Maryam, Sami's mother, is a slight, elegant, retisgoman with the
steely emotional core that comes from a certaineagpce of
adversity—displacement from her native land, eaniglowhood,
single motherhood and the well-managed but profdandliness that
accompanies those states. Maryam's passport says gkmerican,
but she still feels, almost wilfully, an outsider her adopted country
(Shilling, 2006).

Maryam accepts Dave’s marriage proposal at thenbegy but later she
regrets doing so and explains to Dave and otheplpearound her that such a
marriage would not keep. Thus, Tyler tells us byanseof Maryam how difficult it is
to be a foreigner in America. “As the novel's raigmn consciousness, she reveals
what it feels like to be viewed as ‘exotic’ or ‘Bagn’ in America before and after
9/11, and how one can become detrimentally attadbethe role of outsider”

(Seaman, 2006).

Furthermore, in the novel answers to such quesasn®ho is American?”
and “What does it mean to be American?” can be dodiyler explains this in an
amusing and spirited way. To her, Americans arepleeavho are relaxed and
comfortable at voicing all their problems, uncajabt keeping their private matters
secret, fond of giving lavish parties and goinglaces all together. This is reflected

by what Sami says about Americans.
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So instantaneously chummy they are, so ‘Helloyelgou.” So ‘How
do you do, let me tell you my marital problems,daret, have any of
them ever really, trully let you into their liveFhink about it! Think!
Or their claim to be so tolerant. They say thewreulture without
restrictions. An unconfined culture. But all thatams is, they keep
their restrictions as a secret. They wait until yoalate one and then
they get all faraway and chilly and unreadable, yma have no idea
why (82).
As the novel progresses, the Donaldsons adopt endidby after Jin-Ho.
This is a Chinese baby girl named Xiu-Mei. The Odsans who bring up this baby
in the same way as Jin-Ho, do not shy away frombétiig even the least important
things related with the baby. After making publin-Blo’s toilet training, this time
they throw a party with the Yazdan family to annceirXiu-Mei’s quitting pacifier
sucking. “Guess what, Xiu-Mei! Next Saturday weihve a huge party and the
Binky Fairy will fly in to take away all your binks and leave you a wonderful
present instead” (216). This celebration of the &dsons’ verifies what Sami says
about Americans. Thus, Americans are people wheditentation and sharing their
most private things. To them, this is quite normadihough there are cultural clashes
of this kind in the novel, the couples and theiildrien seem to have friendly

relations throughout the novel.

In summary, the novel becomes colorful thanks teefy subtleties and her
witticism and pleasurable from the beginning to ¢éné. The novel, which treats the
effort to belong to America and thus to forget ean@wvn identity (Ziba and Sami) has
gained importance because it was written after. 9Ny, it is time to examine how
Ziba and Sami, two main characters in the nova, aienated from their original
identity under the influence of America and Maryarlinging to her own identity,
as a way of survival, in this foreign land.
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4.2. WHO IS AN AMERICAN?

4.2.1. “Promised Land” and “City upon a Hill”

When Anne Tyler describes who an American is in ihavel Digging to
America,we see that an American is a person who sees liswugeerior to others.
Tyler writes: “Americans are know-it-all: These pémbelieve that American values
should be important to everybody in the world” (273ince the foundation of
America, Americans have always been confident their economic and political
system was better than those of most other cosntaed that theirs was an
exceptional country. On seeing this, it is necgssarknow some beliefs, which
developed when America was being founded to be dbleunderstand the
“superiority” of the American character and thefénority” of other nations in
Tyler's novel| Digging to America These beliefs are “Promised Land” and “City
upon a Hill”. Although these beliefs are old, thsill affect America and the

American character in our time.

When the European settlers came to America for fite¢ time, they
considered this country to be “Promised Land” ¢8nGod. It was possible to find
all kinds of material riches in these lands. Mompthese lands had “almost” been
uninhabited. Although Native Americans were livimgthese lands, this was not a
difficult problem to solve. These lands had to bhket from them and inhabited
immediately. The European settlers resorted tcewicé to achieve this. “Most land
was taken violently. First of all, Europeans braugiseases that killed several
million Native Americans within a few years. Thageat killings left land "vacant"
and "available" to the colonists. Then there was. Wéhen the 1600s ended, most
Native Americans in New England had been killeddoven away” (May, 2009).
Before the arrival of the European settlers, Natiiad a lifestyle and rules of their
own, which they did not even deign to understarithtTvas because all they thought
was to settle in these lands. After all, it hadrb#&romised Land” and given to them
by God.
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Since the Europeans arrived in North America, ladaus Peoples
have lost millions of acres of land. Theft, murded warfare, forced
removal, deception, and official government landgoams have

deprived them of their territories. Land rights i¢ative Americans

were never taken seriously. Rather, they were asasbstacles to the
colonists' need for land (May, 2009).

In addition to these, we had better familiarizeselves with the concept of
“City upon a Hill” in order to understand “Promisédnd” better. John Winthrop,
the Puritan founder believed that America should aeerfect country, then
everybody should be aware of this fact. It is thesief that has led Americans, since
the beginning of their history, to believe thatytheve been superior. This belief is
part of their culture. “We shall be as a City upoiill, the eyes of all people are
upon us." the Puritan John Winthrop wrote. The tBos who disembarked in
Massachusetts in 1620 believed they were estahjjstie New Israel. Indeed, the
whole colonial enterprise was believed to have lgpeded by God” (May, 2009).

When we look at American history, it is clearly sebat “City upon a Hill”
and the idea behind it have echoed down througladles, always finding resonance
within the American sense of exceptionalism. JohnKEnnedy referred to this
concept in some of his speeches. “Today the eyedl pkople are truly upon us—
and our governments, in every branch, at everyl lexional, state and local, must
be as a city upon a hill—constructed and inhabitgeanen aware of their great trust
and their great responsibilitiegWeaver and Mendelson, 2008: 11). Similarly,
Ronald Reagan also mentioned “City upon a Hill’his farewell address. He said

these:

[t was a tall proud city built on rocks strongdgran oceans, wind-
swept, God-blessed, and teeming with people okiallis living in

harmony and peace, a city with free ports that hedhnwith

commerce and creativity, and if there had to bg witlls, the walls
had doors and the doors were open to anyone wihwihh and the
heart to get here (Weaver and Mendelson, 2008: 2).

Clearly, religious sermons have been considerdidgteve in the creation of
American culture. These sermons are among the eftesttive means of keeping

Americans together. “[IJt was often the sermon thadpired and helped define
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American history. Between the colonization of Arsarand the terrorist attacks of
September 2001, the sermon has both shaped Amese#-understanding and
reflected both sides of its most important sogaljtical, military, and philosophical

debates” (Witham, 2008: 16).

When we look aDigging to Americawe can see the mention of “Promised
Land” as it is one of the components of Americaarahter. In addition to “City
upon a Hill”, “Promised Land” is also important. €y mentions “Promised Land” in
her novel like that:

Doesn’t it strike you all as quintessentially Ancam that the
Donaldsons think the day their daughter came te tountry was
more important than the day she was born? buhfoday she came to
America it's a full-fledged Arrival Party, a maj@xtravaganza with
both extended families and a ceremony of song andideo
presentation. Behold! You've reached the PromisexhdL The
pinnacle of all glories (88).

As is seen, America is viewed as a “Promised Lalnglthe Americans and the
arrival of the Donaldsons’ baby is celebrated as huch more important than their
baby’s birthday. But as an Iranian, Maryam does Imglteve that America is a
“Promised Land”. In fact, she thinks that, Amerisaa disappointer. “She had not
been one of those Iranians who viewed America aesPttomised Land. To her and
her university friends, the U.S. was the greatpmpsenter—the democracy that had,
to their mystification, worked to shore up monardimck when the Shah was in
trouble” (159). As Maryam explains in the novel:HQhose Donaldsons, with their
blithe assumption that their way was the only wiaged your daughter this and not
that; let her watch these programs and not thase; Here and not there. So
American, they were” (132). As stated, America iswed as a “City upon a Hill”.

But Tyler states in her novel: “They say they'rewdture without restrictions. An

unconfined culture, a laissez-faire culture, a daryown-thing kind of culture. But

all that means is, they keep their restrictione@et. They wait until you violate one
and then they get all faraway and chilly and unaééel and you have no idea why”
(82). Also, Americans do not believe in bad luckey think they are perfect and
lucky. In Tyler's words: “They have been lucky dHeir lives and theuy can't

imagine that any misfortune should have the righbefall them. There must be
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some mistake! They say. They've always been sdudaiehey've paid the closest
attention to every safety instruction [...]” (81). ,Swe can understand why

Americans have the tendency to see themselvesipsrisr” to others.

In conclusion, it can be said that the Americaarabter has been created by
means of these beliefs. The American in our tineleen one who likes ostentation,
considers himself superior to others and adoptsimlism as a policy. His belief
that he is superior to others automatically calesto consider other nationalities

inferior and designate them as “the other”.
4.2.2. “Melting Pot”

It has always been a problem that the people fddferent countries live
together in America, since these people have brothglr cultures to America with
them. This gave rise to the emergence of a concaled “melting pot”. This
concept has been effective in the making of Americharacter. When examine
Digging to Americathe effects of “melting pot” can be seen on ttamian couple,
Ziba and Sami. In the following “melting pot” wile explained by giving examples

from the novel.

America has been receiving immigrants from varipags of the world since
its foundation. The reasons for their coming to thg. are different. Some believed
that they could find new opportunities and the ihiged the oppression in their
countries, still some others came to the U.S fligicais purposes. They thought they
could practice their religion better. Then, thelgdeon is not their coming to the U.S.
but their living together there because immigramesregarded people who upset the

unity of the country.

Immigrants often represent an ambiguous, polynatjanulticultural

and sometimes paradox and contradicting attitudeafdiving. They

have cultural, familial, religious, economic andipcal bonds to their
native society and ethnic groups, as well as tethéir new home
country connected with the adaptation to the vahres habits of the
American society (Kolb, 2009: 93).
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There has been a need for a common culture toidetfrthese different
cultures which involves assimilation. This is whhey call “melting pot”. This
means anybody coming to the U.S. has to forget taltv@ir own culture and adopt
Americans’. When we look ddigging to Americawe can see that Ziba and Sami
(the Iranian couple) forget about their own cult@ed be assimilated into the
American culture. Tyler writes about Sami: “He hreeler been to Iran himself. The
one time since his birth that Maryam had gone b&eami was already grown and
married and working for Peacock Homes, and he haiched he couldn’'t get away.
He had no interest, was the real reason” (38).Sami can be said to be happy in
America (not Iran) since he does not want to gokbaan. This is exactly what
“melting pot” requires. Therefore, one unique bléndreated by virtue of this idea.
As Elshoff describes: “The melting pot theory iséad on the belief that America is
one large pot of soup. Anyone who comes to theddntates assimilates himself or
herself to all American belief systems. All cultuespects are blended together to
form a new race or culture of people where eachentignt has sacrificed its original
identity” (Elshoff, 2003). This phrase was firsggested in 1907 by Israel Zangwill

as the name of his play. The following is what Zaifigsays:

America is God’s crucible, the great Melting Poten all races of
Europe are melting and re-forming! ... At Ellisastl, here you stand
in your fifty groups, with your fifty languages amdstories, and your
fifty blood hatreds and rivalries. But you won’tnip be like that.
Germans and Frenchmen, Irishmen and Englishmens Jand
Russians—into the Crucible with you all! God is nmak the
American (Zangwill, 1909: 37-38).
Here he underlines that by no means can a natidmdught back to its original state
in a melting pot. Thus, they are all reduced inte single culture, eliminating all the
differences. Also, Crevecceur, a French-Americamewrivho described the concept
of melting pot very well said: “They are a mixtweEnglish, Scotch, Irish, French,
Dutch, Germans, and Swedes. From this promiscuoesdb that new race now
called Americans have arisen” (gtd. in. Vought, £20@). Thus, the American
character came out with the mixture of differenktunes. Crevecceur congratulated
America on its success in keeping people from gifie cultures together. As

Crevecceur says, is America successful in keepiifgyeint cultures together? As for
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Ziba and Sami, America is successful in doing thes;ause this couple seem to be
blended into a new culture called America cultis.this culture requires, they try
to act like Americans: they speak English with anemt and try to get dressed like

Americans.

Only this concept has become a serious problerthise who do not want to
abandon their own culture, like Maryam. As a mageeih culture has come out
“melting pot” has become a kind of assimilation, ieth requires all ethnic
immigrants be Americanized. Some critics of immigma have realized that some
immigrants’ refusal to be melted poses a seriousblpm. When Maryam is
examined in the novel, it can be seen that, ske to maintain her own culture by
speaking her own language (Farsi), cooking heitiom@l food and meeting her own
“foreign” friends like herself. This situation i®hdesired as it is completely opposite
what “melting pot” requires. This is exactly whainge sociologists worry about.
However, some sociologists agree that this is n@brying issue since what makes
America is that it can keep different people togetnd this, in turn, is something to
be proud of. As Torres states: “[...] Part of Ameiscaniqueness is its capacity to
accommodate a multiplicity of heritages. What biddgparate people together is the
democratic ideal and freedom of opportunity” (Terr#995: 1).

In our time, apart from this phrase, “salad boislalso spoken of. What is
meant by salad bowl is that every culture is pdrtAmerica without being
assimilated and their own culture remaining intd€he salad bowl idea gives the
perspective that immigrants bring different tastés one whole, but each ingredient
maintains its original shape and characteristic§ ['he salad bowl theory prides
itself on stating that each culture is part of anekican system (the salad), but that
each culture (the peas, carrots or tomatoes, eains its own identity” (Elshoff,
2003). But this is not a condition as desirabl¢has‘'melting pot”. Some immigrants
would rather establish their own community, speakrtown language in America
than abandon their own culture. So, it can be #s$ethat, immigrants have
difficulty in whether assimilating to this cultu@ not. While some immediately

adopt American culture, like Ziba and Sami, somenoca forgo their origins like
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Maryam. When we stud®igging to Americaywe see that while Ziba and Sami try to
be Americanized as “melting pot” requires, Maryasmaitached to her origins. In

fact, she does not forget about her cultural idgnti

On the other hand, while Ziba and Sami are asdigd)at can be said that
they do not quite manage to fit in this societyailts, America is celebrated for its
success in sheltering different cultures, but agpidy these “foreign” people never

manage to fit in this society. As Tyler says:

Maryam: “I remember once when you were in high schoolg&rd
you phoning a girl and you said, ‘This is Sami Yhm.’ It came as
such a shock: my-oh-so-American son. Partly | pidased and partly
| felt sad.” Sami: “Well | wanted to fit in!” he said. “lI wasn’t so
American! Not to them, at least. Not to the kidsrig school” (93).

Even little Susan (Ziba and Sami’'s adopted dauyjhseaware how much
foreign she is. Susan tells Maryam she no longantsvéo be “different”, which
extremely hurts Maryam. “A lot of work and effoand still we never quite manage
to fit in. Susan said this past Christmas, she famae with me after school one day
and she said, ‘I wish we could celebrate Christthasway other people do. | don’t
like being different,” she said. It broke my hetarthear that” (179). Understandably,
despite her age, even Susan can understand wigpaoblem her cultural identity
iIs. As Medvesky points out: “IDigging to America Tyler not only addresses
Iranian-American identity, but she also addressese&n-American and Chinese-
American identity. The adopted children of both Bwnaldsons and the Yazdans see
that a lot is expected from them due to their lifentities” (Medvesky, 2008: 12).

In addition to these, ethnic minorities’ desire de Americanized results
partly from scapegoating. This tendency which gatienomentum after September
11" forced some ethnic minorities to distance theneselfrom their own cultural
identity, like the Yazdans (Ziba and Sami). “Ethmanorities are still perceived by
many people as a threat: to their job, their satetg the ‘national culture’. The

scapegoating of ethnic minorities is a persistentdéncy. Ethnic minorities in most
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countries face a future of continued discriminationa social climate characterized
by tension and anxiety” (Giddens, 2006: 498).

In conclusion, “melting pot” is a concept used explain the making of
American character. It is obvious that “melting”psta desired goal in America. By
means of “melting pot”, ethnic minorities are ahéed to their own culture to be
“American”. This is, in turn, what America desirédm the outset. But, apparently
these “foreign” people never manage to fit in thagiety. However much they try,
they never belong to America completely althougkythre assimilated. As Vought
says: “Americans would only celebrate their nataman asylum as long as they
were confident that the refugees who came couldtesstully be assimilated”
(Vought, 2004: 4).

4.2.3. A Hyphenated Identity: Iranian-Americans

As stated above, America is made up of a lot dedeht immigrant groups.
One of these groups is Iranian-Americans. In otdamderstand the situation of the
Yazdans (the Iranian-American family) in Anne Tydemovel, we need to have brief
information about Iranian-Americans. Who are th&saian-Americans? Why did
they immigrate to America? Do they adopt the Anaaricdentity? And do they face
any discrimination or prejudice among the AmeriCaAsmswers to these questions

will be given below.

First of all, the number of Iranian-Americans, apbagated identity, are
outnumbered by the other immigrant groups. HoweWeejr number is on the
increase as a result of immigration to America. ©hthe most important factors in
increasing population is 1979 Iranian Revolutiondéile and upper class Iranians,
who are dissatisfied with the new regime (Khomeifiedd to America as a remedy.
But even before the Revolution, there were Iraniaasher Iranian students, in
American universities, who trust in the qualityasfucation there. In fact, the number
of the Iranian students among the immigrant graopSmerican universities are the

greatest. So much so that, one in every four Irestadents have completed either a
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master’s or Phd degree. So in America, successfnidn-Americans can either find
jobs as academicians or be self-employed.

The immigration of Iranians to America can be takgnin two waves. The
first are those who came to America with the fisstve of immigration, who were
mostly students. As for the second, they were thdse came to America with the
second wave, mostly for political reasons. The listament of the conservative
regime in Iran and the Iranian-American communiygibning to emerge in America
encouraged lranians to immigrate. Another causenafigration is some people’s

desire to avoid their military service during Iraag War.

However, following the 1979 Iranian Revolution therccured something to
affect Iranian-Americans’ life. That is, the Iranihostage crisis. That event initiated
a difficult period in their lives. After the settteent of hostage crisis, Iranian
Embassy in Tehran was closed and thus Iranians iateaded to go to the U.S.
began to experience problems obtaining visa. Liatd®93, a bomb attack to World
Trade Center was realized, to the incriminationlrahians. Finally 9/11 attacks
caused the discrimination against Iranians to emeeAs a result of all these events,
Iranians, who came to America especially with tleeomid wave, experienced
problems regarding their cultural identity, likebdiand Sami (the Iranian couple).
These people were subjected to more discriminadod prejudice than other
immigrant groups were as a result of these politeeents. According to an
investigation 20 percent of Iranian-Americans wsubjected to discrimination as
regards employment and promotion and the degrgwepfidice Iranian-Americans

are treated with, is as high as 50 percent.

In addition to political events, the films made Wyesterners also have
triggered this discrimination and prejudice. In dbefilms Iranian-Americans are
represented as barbaric and stereotyped. Thusraljgaions have been made,
elevated status of Iranian-Americans and their sssedave been ignored, and a
negative image has been created.
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Even in our time Iran is regarded as an outlaw. Acaehas been doing
everything possible to isolate Iran. America hapased trade sanctions on Iranian
firms to prevent business from being done with théater on, America got the
United Nations to denounce Iran’s nuclear progrdoreover, America threatens

Iran through military means.

All in all, those who immigrated to America with ethfirst wave, like
Maryam, do not want to abandon their cultural idgntn fact, these people claim it
as this is the only way to survive in this coun®wt, Iranians, especially those who
immigrated to America with the second wave, havenb&ying to abandon their
cultural identity in favor of American identity iarder to liberate themselves from
the prejudice and discrimination, like Ziba and $anDigging to AmericaSo it can
be said that, even today, Iranian-Americans ardlen@ free themselves from this
stigma. Neither does it seem to be likely that thvdlyin the future.

4.2.4. IRANIAN CHARACTERS IN DIGGING TO AMERICA
4.2.4.1. Ziba: The Hyphenated Iranian Daughter-in-law

As mentioned earlier, Orientalism is how the Westpives the East i.e. the
West forms an image of the East from its own peatspe This image, is as known,
not a favorable one. In fact, the East is picturedn entirely different form. This
viewpoint belongs to the Westerners. However, thare also Easterners who
acknowledge this. One of them is the Iranian briba, one of the main characters
in Tyler’'s novel. Thus, how Ziba adopted Westerrcpption of the East and lost her

original identity will be examined below with expés from the novel.

An architecture of Iranian origin, Ziba, has beennfj in America as an
interior decorator for a long time. Ziba, realizingw difficult it is to live in America
as an Iranian, forgets her own identity and addpteerican lifestyle. That is, she
accepts the truth of the image created for hehbyYest and chooses the supposedly
“right” path. This is absolutely what the West wand achieve: to emphasize the
inferiority and backwardness of the Eastern cultumd stress the superiority of the
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West. Believing the inferiority of the Eastern cuét, Ziba begins to live virtually
like an American. She starts to make changes tehlatth her new life first in her
house. Ziba who has spacious house, like Americres not want to keep anything
associated with Iranian culture. “This house wadbigsas the neighboring houses,
with a room for every purpose. It had not only mifg room but an exercise room
and a computer room, each one carpeted wall toiwatblid off-white. There wasn’t
a Persian rug anywhere [...]” (17). Furthermore, Zithanot have a baby on account
of her husband. She wants to have a baby becaesaegs something to attach
herself to her new life. In line with this necegsishe adopts a baby from Korea.
Thus, she finds the element to tie herself to liWhile in fact, she had wanted a
baby right away—something to anchor her, she hatiened, to her new country”
(17). Ziba is like an American not only in termshar house but also the way she is
dressed. It is as if Ziba is one more step closdreing an American woman thanks
to these clothes. Throughout the novel, we neverZslea in her traditional Iranian
clothes. On the contrary, we see her as a womae Masternized than Bitsy, an
American woman. “[H]er clothes [were] chosen foeithVesternness, stylish sheats
in electric prints of hot pink and lime green angtge; her hair lacquered into a
towering beehive; her feet encased in needle-tatitbtto-heeled pumps. She
winced” (17-18). That Ziba invariably speaks Enlghgith her daughter, Susan, is an
indication of the extent to which she is alienafi@an her own culture. The mother-
in-law, Maryam, who does not want to be alienateaimf her Iranian ethnic
background, is astonished at this situation. Itnsisuvery odd to Maryam that her
daughter-in-law adopts English so much.

“Did you think your mommy would stay away foreveways she
spoke English to Susan; she said she didn't wantotdfuse her.
Maryam had expected her to lapse her into Farsn ftime to time,
but Ziba plowed heroically through the most difftoerords—*think,”
with its stickyth sound, and “stay,” which came out “es-stay” (19).
The first meeting takes place at the Donaldsoneiw these meetings are to
follow to celebrate annually the arrival of theiadies in America. The Yazdans,
invited by Bitsy on the phone to the Donaldsonsgederything in order not to feel

small before the Donaldsons. Especially Ziba fekés necessity of behaving that
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way and does whatever is necessary. Upon thislagilie occurs between Ziba and

Maryam, who is still unfamiliar to American culture

Maryam said, “Early?” She checked her watch. It 8d&5. They'd
been invited for four o’clock, and the drive woultke roughly five
minutes. “We’re not early!” she said. But Ziba waready extricating
Susan from her car seat. Sami, stepping out fronindethe wheel,
said, “Ziba claims that four o’clock means ten dast, in Baltimore”
(19).

In addition, in the Orientalist discourse thereais image of the Eastern
women created by Western men. To them, Eastern wamgemystic and exotic. For
the Westerners, who enjoy discovering what is netvipusly touched, Eastern
women arouse curiosity and are always attractivehis novel, Brad, an American
man who knows the woman he faces with is an Irangaattracted by Ziba at first
sight, to Maryam’s enjoymentZéebuh,” he said, almost “zebra,” and he slid her a
look. American men always found Ziba mesmerizin@rjm was amused to see
that Brad—despite choosing such a homespun wifesdlirr-was no exception.”
(23).

Moreover, as mentioned earlier, it is very importéor Ziba to fit in this
society. To Ziba, to be an American means, in garthave a white complexion.
When Ziba compares Susan and Jin-Ho, the Donaldsmiopted daughter, she
realizes that Susan is whiter than Jin-Ho, and doéseglect to mention this.

“See how Jin-Ho looks so tan-skinned next to Susaiba pointed
out. “We think Susan’s father maybe was white.” §Ygou're just a
little white tooth a thing,” Dave told Susan, butdy jumped in with,
“Oh! Well! But actually that's not something we uld notice
really!”(25).
Ziba frequently phones this American family in ardet to lose touch with
them. After all, to have American friends is im@ot in reinforcing the ties with this
community. Now that she has forgotten her own itfgnhow she has to establish

friendship with not Iranians but Americans.
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[Maryam] did hear about the Donaldsons almost dalisough Ziba.
She heard now Bitsy believed in cloth diapers, Hénad worried
vaccinations were dangerous, how both of them Keméan folktales

to Jin-Ho. Ziba switched to cloth diapers too [.She telephoned her
pediatrician about the vaccinations. She plowedfdiyt through The
Wormwood Rice Cakehile Susan, who had not yet got the hang of
books, tried her best to crumple the pages (32).

For Ziba, who has reinforced her ties with this Awen family, it is
important to speak English well. She wants her mothb speak not Farsi but English
at least in the company of Brad and Bitsy. “Zib&dr “Mummy, please you
promised you’d spead English for this” (42). As Mesky states: “Although Ziba is
excited about showing off her American culture, gheimultaneously ashamed of
her mother’s inability to separate herself from hranian identity. Her mother has
not adopted the accepted hyphenated version ofatraand American” (Medvesky,
2008: 162). Ziba also wants to apply to her daugBigsan the changes she has
made—to have her wear jeans and have her hairncaniAmerican way. The
American observer Bitsy, who notices this, tells&flatly and makes her conscious
of what she is trying to do. Ziba, however, derttis emphasizing that she is not

trying to Americanize her daughter.

Bitsy: | guess we just don’t feel we should Americaniee h

Ziba: “Americanize!” Ziba said. “We’re not Americanizitig

(As if anything really could Americanize a persdfaryam thought,
having watched too many foreigners try to look ratin blue jeans.)
It must be that Ziba still felt insecure around Denaldsons, because
ordinarily she would not have bristled like tha{47).

As Maryam says, is it that easy to be an Americéhét is, does one become a
“complete” American when one wears jeans and aiff-gfth an American flag on
it? Definitely not. Maryam is obviously aware ofglact but it is impossible to say
the same for Ziba. While Ziba is perturbed by hemadentity, the same thing
cannot be said for Brad and Bitsy’s daughter, Jn-4s Tyler states:

It is important to Bitsy that the girls maintaineth Korean culture,
while Westernizing the children is a priority fathers. Ziba'’s Iranian-
American family is concerned about Susan’s Easappearance: “In
L.A. we have plastic surgeons that make Chines@lp&soeyes look
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just as good as Western, [Maryam] heard Ali's wiédl Ziba that
morning. | can get you names if you like” (33).

In contrast to Ziba, this American couple does s® any harm in their
daughter’s adopting Korean culture and say thewoiig, Brad: “Well. . . and the
girls can wear Korean outfits. Shall we offer tadeSusan aagusard You can be
sure she doesn’'t own one” (53). Also Ziba is vengasy in the company of the
Donaldsons. She does not want any conversaticak®lace related with Iran and
her official language, Farsi and therefore immedjatwarns her mother. “Mrs.
Hakimi said, “I do not ever buy the. .. ,” aneéthshe gazed helplessly at Ziba and
dissolved in a stream of Farsi” (67). Mr. And Mksakimi, Ziba’'s parents, speak
their own language and they are in favor of thenShefore he is overthrown. We
already know that the Shah is a pro-American leatleat is, Ziba in contrast to
Maryam, is the daughter of a family who support $tah and therefore it is natural
that she should be affected by America. As Tylangsoout: “Ziba’'s parents all but
genuflected whenever the Shah is mentioned” (84)th% novel progresses, Sami
and Ziba decide to move to Donaldsons’ neighbouthtias because the closer they
are to the whereabouts, the easier it is for thenba mixed with them. Getting

moved to her new house, Ziba furnishes it, as gheatlier, in American style.

Ziba said that her long-range goal was to out# llouse entirely in
American Colonial and she pointed out lace-canogdmat-poster
beds, velour-lined “life chests” for memorabili@volving stools on
barley-twist pedestals, and scallop-trimmed entarant centers, all
in a high-gloss, cocoa-colored wood that seemeduite real (133).
From then on, arrival parties will be held in Zibaiew place. Ziba, knowing
that the Donaldsons are a crowded family, wanthaee a similar family at least
during the receptiorZiba: “I wish we had more guests from our side,” shel sdi
wish Sami had brothers and sisters. There are alwaymany Donaldsons! Could
you invite Farah [Maryan’s cousin], maybe?” (16Ihus, we understand that Ziba
does not want to be in the minority but to compsteially with the Americans.
Maryam’s dialogue with Dave confirms Ziba's thougltabout being the minority
group.Maryam: “Remember the night the girls arrived?” she hadeoasked Dave.

“Your family filled the whole airport! Ours was segzed into a corner” (272).
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In addition, Maryam’s acceptance of Dave’'s marriggeposal at the
beginning and her refusal of it afterwards annoylsaZZiba does not want her
relations with Bitsy and Brad to deteriorate. Iotfavhat matters to Ziba is not that
Maryam should be happy but the relations with thend&dsons should not be
broken.

Maryam: “It will cause an awkwardness in your friendshiphaBrad
and Bitsy.”

Sami: “Oh, don’t worry about that” although Ziba herselfas
worrying about exactly that (213).

In conclusion, we understand from Ziba’s dialogwés the other characters
that she has long forgotten her identity. Zibagamtrast to Maryam, wants to be an
American not Iranian since now she looks at theldvdrom an American’s
perspective. We understand that from this perspecthe image, created by the

Westerners, of the East is effective on the Eastsrn

4.2.4.2. Sami: The Hyphenated Iranian Son

Previously, it was mentioned how much Ziba adopAederican identity
while forgetting her own. It is not only Ziba whe affected by this American
culture. Ziba’s Iranian husband, Sami also thinke Eiba does i.e. to forget about
one’s own culture for the sake of fitting into Ancans’. As Alexander points out:
“Tyler invites the reader to wrestle with what iteams to belong—in family, in
friendship, in community. She explores ties of lbloand duty and also ties of
affection and choice. Her characters struggle whn difficulties of life in a less-
than-perfect world, with less-than-perfect compario(Alexander, 2007). Now it
will be presented, through Sami’s dialogues with tither characters, how much he

has been alienated from his own identity.

In the novel, Sami is Maryam’s son and Ziba's damsl. Sami, while
criticizing Americans and their culture at timeg tannot help being affected by

them. When compared with his wife Ziba, Sami cansha&l to have criticized
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Americans and resisted the effects of this cultaore than his wife has. However,
Sami accepts and submits to the image of the Hasted by the West. Frequent
dialogues occur about Iranians and belonging to Wogaebetween Sami and
Maryam, who refuses to belong to America. The feifgg remarks, Tyler has made
about Sami, is an indication of the extent to whiehhas accepted this culture. “Her
son belonged. Her son didn’t have an accent; hadfaded to speak Farsi from the
time he was four years old, although he could wtdad it” (13). Another example
of Sami’s efforts to be Americanized is that he basght a car with the same make
as Brad’s. Now that the American family possese®ada Civic, Sami feels that he
has to own one also. “By then Bitsy’s brothers kpdtted Sami's new car in the
driveway. “Say!” Abe said. “A Honda Civic!” (96).Ufthermore, while talking to
Maryam about Iranians, Sami shows how much he kas blienated from Iranian
culture. Sami also ridicules, in the presence eflllonaldsons, the arranged marriage
through which his mother married. Sami claims tthag kind of marriage is not
romantic whatsoever. If one heard Sami make tHevimhg remarks to his mother,
one would think that he is not Iranian but Americtom he exposes people’s private

lives, making ridiculous allusions to them.

“Is that true?” Pat asked her. “You had a weddintheut the groom?
But how did that work?” [...] “But how did you coudt such long
distance?” Pat asked Maryam.“Court!” Sami said.l&ighed. “They
didn’t. The marriage was arranged [...]". “So you ,5¢®ami told
Bitsy, “it wasn’t as romantic as you think” (48-49)

Thus, Sami would like to belong to a place congdeémportant by the Americans,
at the expense of hurting her mother’s feelings.Ghgahremani stresses: “Her son,
Sami, a born and raised American, fails to fullyagy his cultural heritage”

(Ghahremani, 2006). By making fun of his motherarnage, he disregards his own
culture. However, if he were an Iranian attachethisobackground, he would think
such marriages are commonplace in Iran and he wmtldhake unpleasant remarks
about his mother’s marriage in the company of athBut rather than behave like an

Iranian, Sami prefers to lampoon his own culturdarrthe guise of an American.

In the grocery store, where she and Sami had tgg through a
crowd of other Iranians shopping for their New Ygaparties,
[Maryam] couldn’'t help asking, “Whoare these people?” The
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children were using the familiar “you” when speakio their parents;
they were loud and unruly and disrespectful. Trenage girls were
showing bare midriffs. The customers nearest thentes were
pushing and shoving. “This is just. . . distresSirgie told Sami but
he surprised her by snapping, “Oh, Mom, get offrybigh horse!”.
“Excuse me? she said, truly not sure she had hegrd “Why should
they act any better than Americans? He demandeldeyTe only
behaving like everyone else, Mom; so qudging’ (39).

However, according to Maryam it is impossible fan® to be adjusted to the
society so quickly. Again according to Maryam, ewveSami thinks he belongs to
the society, Americans would not let it happen. réf@e, Maryam sees no point in
Brad, Bitsy, Sami and Ziba’s gathering so oftem, fo her opinion, this American

couple can never like this Iranian couple.

Why was it that Bitsy loved Sami and Ziba so? Twe touples had
little in common, other than their daughters [...&n8 had that very
young habit of taking himself too seriously, altgbuhat could have
been just his foreignness showing. (Even thoughatient was dyed-
in-the-wool Baltimore, something studiously, effalty casual in his
manner marked him as non-American) (62).

Sami while criticizing American logic on the onenldahe cannot give up his
desire of being an American on the other hand. Sarman the horn of a dilemma.
“Sami too, we learn, has mixed feelings about Angand his heritage” (Kakutani,
2006). But obviously his desire to be American aighs. Sami, who criticizes
American logic so harshly, continues to disparaigeolwn culture, which naturally

annoys Maryam, who is unwilling to forget about hanian identity.

“American born, American raised, never been anywleése: how can
you say these things? You're American yourself! Yepoking fun at
your own people!”. [...] When you were growing up,uyaere more
American than the Americans. [...] “In high schooluynever dated
anyone but blondes.” “I don’t know why not,” [Sanmsphid. This
wasn't entirely truthful, because in his heart e had always thought
his wife would be American (82-83).

Ziba wants to have a baby to belong to this comtguSiami also wants an
American wife for the same purpose i.e. to belamgh\inerican community but he
marries an Iranian woman. Apparently, this coupbntvo appear as Americans.

Also, Sami’s alienation from his own culture begiran the years of his high school
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education. That is, even in those years Sami adapterican values and tries to
speak English like an American. But, no matter ln@and he tries, it is not so easy to
be American. Ziba does not manage to be Americawdsring jeans and T-shirt.

Similarly, Sami does not manage it by speaking ishgkith an accent in the eyes of

the Americans.

Sami stresses that they had hardships especigdily @éptember 11 That is
why, it is important for him to get rid of this idéty. He does not want to be treated

like a dog nor does he want to be told off by theekican police.

Sami: When the girls arrived, we were all at the gaid, this time
we’ll be, | don’'t know, miling around outside, bgishouted by the
police.”
Jin-Ho: “Police! Police are going to shout at us?”
Ziba: “No, no, of course not”. “Hush, Sami. Talk abowirgething
else” (169-170).
While trying to adopt the American culture Samkelihis wife Ziba, feels
insecure among Americans. No matter how much les to adopt this culture, he
encounters obstacles. While talking to Brad, whansAmerican, Sami feels lack of

confidence.

“Sunday mornings, Jin-Ho and | go out for croissaand theNew
York Timeg Brad said. “It's my favourite thing of the weeklove it!
Just me and my kid together. You ever do that Bilkan? Go off on
your own jaunt?” So far Sami lacked the confidencedo that,
Maryam knew. But he didn’t admit it [...] “Well, I'véeen thinking
of buying a jogging stroller.” (24).

Another example to Sami’s lack of confidence ig thami has the tendency
like his wife to compare his daughter, Susan withHb. Whenever he meets Jin-
Ho, Sami feels uneasy. Is it perhaps that someikigging wrong? As Tyler states
herself: “It always worried Sami a little that JHe was taller than Susan, and

heavier. He felt a competitive uneasiness everg timsaw her” (95).

In conclusion, Sami, despite his Iranian originwablike to attach himself to
American culture and be like an American. Whammgartant for him is to ingradiate

himself with Americans. As he was not born Americanis very difficult to be

80



accepted an American. Although he denies hisdraorigin, he cannot change the

fact that he is an Iranian.

4.2.4.3. Maryam: The Unhyphenated Iranian Mother-n-Law

In addition to Ziba and Sami, the Iranian-mothetaw, Maryam has an
important place in the novel. It is even possildesay that Maryam is the most
important character in the novel. Unlike Ziba arain§ Maryam is attached to her
Iranian cultural background. She mentions througitbe novel that she lives in
America as a foreigner. As Medvesky points out: |[EFg latest novel looks at
Iranian-American identity. The protagonist, Marydinds difficulty reconciling her
two identities: Iranian and American. Although dies been living in the United
States for over twenty years, she is still singletlas someone exotic” (Medvesky,
2008: 12). So, how Maryam grasps her own Iraniamtitl in America and how it

feels to be a foreigner on American land will beettwapon below.

We are informed of Maryam from the very beginniriglee novel. Maryam
copes with a lot of hardships throughout her lif¢ §he cannot get rid of the feeling

that she is a foreigner.

She had had to forsake her family before she wasti she’d been
widowed before she was forty; she had raised herbgoherself in a
country where she would never feel like anything buforeigner.

Basically, though, she believed she was a happgoperShe was
confident that if things went wrong—as they veryllwaight—she

could manage (12-13).

Although her passport registers that she is Amerib#aryam is aware of this
symbolic citizenship and shares this feeling widr bon, Sami. However, Sami is
not as realistic as her mother, and sees everyinge likes to. As Tyler states
herself: “Not American! Check your passport,” Satways told her. She said, “You
understand what | mean.” She was a guest, was stigameant. Still and forever a

guest, on her very best behaviour (15).
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Maryam, who constantly misses her country, compdres house in
Baltimore with her house in Iran. We understandnfrihe following lines that she
likes her house in Baltimore more than the otharsko “There were no sidewalks
here. Maryam found that amazing. How could theyehawnstructed an entire
neighborhood—Ilong curving roads of gigantic, rawwnbkouses with two-story
arched windows and double-wide front doors andetlua garages—and failed to

realize that people might want to walk around {{&5).

Furthermore, Maryam is tired and sick of answesngh questions as “How
long have you been in America?” and “Do you lik® jtfor these questions remind
her that she is a foreigner in this country. Asefyétates herself: “Maryam hated
being asked such questions, partly because sharsdered them so many times
before but also because she preferred to imagimedgonable though it was) that
maybe she didn’t always, instantly, come acrossada®reigner” (26). Nobody
understands Maryam’s sensitivity regarding her lmok@ess and she s
overwhelmed by the Donaldsons’ questions in thspeet. “Then Pat wanted to
know if the Yazdans had run into any unpleasantmiessig the Iranian hostage
crisis, and Ziba said, “Well, | had just barelyiaed here then; | wasn't very aware.
But Maryam, | believeshe had some trouble...” and everyone looked expdgtant
toward Maryam. She said, “Oh, perhaps a little, T.(Z8). Maryam who is aware
that she is foreign to American culture, pays adraftention not to see much of the
Donaldsons. While her son and daughter-in-law &vays in touch with this family,
Maryam comes together with her friends who areifmes, like herself, and she
feels comfortable to be with and talk to. “Why waddhe want to share a young
couple’s social life? She had friends of her owostty women, mostly her own age
and nearly always foreigners, although no Iraniassit happened. They would eat
together at restaurants or at one another's houdesy would go to movies or
concerts” (32). Of course not everybody has chés@amain in America as Maryam
has; there were also people who have returned “hoMe understand from
Maryam’s account that she was formerly very happ wer friends. “In those days,
all of their friends had been Iranian, all mordess in the same situation as Maryam
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and Kiyan [Maryam’s ex-husband]. Where were thasepte now? Well, many had
gone back home, of course. Others had moved oth& American cities” (37).

As the novel progresses, Maryam entertains the ldsoas in her house for
the sake of Ziba and Sami. Only, Maryam’s housads large and furnished in
American style. For a moment, Maryam thinks thabaZisupposedly American,
compares Maryam’s house with hers. “Probably she e@mnparing [her house to
Maryam’s]—Maryam’s too-small living room and tradital, rather dowdy furniture
overlaid with paisley scarves and little Iraniamkets—and finding it lacking” (42).
During this gathering, there occur dialogues betwi® Donaldsons and Maryam.
These dialogues show to what extent Maryam is otetBooks. Maryam maintains
that she has to satisfy the others even while stexpressing her feelings. To her,

such feelings are not her real feelings but ma&eelpeople happy who listen to her.

Maryam: “Our family is not very good at saying what we wa®ometimes
we end up doing whatoneof us wants, | suspect, just because we think it
would satisfy the others.”

Dave: “Be rude, like us,” Dave suggested, and he dragedarm around
Connie’s shoulders and winked at Maryam. She haalugh” (50).

On the other hand, Maryam is quite different frotheo Iranians. She does
not believe that America is a democratic countrgwasrybody fancies. At least, she
has not come to this country with such imaginatiddise has arguments with her
son, Sami on account of her ideas. On one occabmiuys her a T-shirt printed
with “foreigner” on it. This indicates that Samietnot understand her mother’s
feelings. Just as Sami does not understand heremddave, who is an American,
does not understand what is meant by “foreignerthie eyes of an immigrant.

Instead, he deems it to be a singing group.

[Dave] assumed the shirt had been Sami’s.

Sami: “Oh no that was Mom’s.”

Dave: “You used to be a Foreigner fan?” asked him

Dave: “Youwere a Foreigner fan?” he said to Maryam.

Maryam: “It's not the singing group,” she told him. “Itgst the
word. Sami had that shirt printed for me as a jolteen | got my
citizenship” (168).
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In fact, unlike Ziba and Sami, Maryam m®t anxious to be an American

citizen-so much so that she is unhappy to losdrheran citizenship.

Maryam: “It was hard for me to give up being a citizenlan. In

fact | kept postponing it. | didn’t get my final pers till some time

after the Revolution.”

Dave: “Why, I'd have thought you’'d be happy,” Dave toldrh

Maryam: “Oh, well, certainly! | was very happy. But still.. you

know. | was as sad as well. | went back and footbuait [...]" (169).

Dave, however does not understand why Maryam isapyn Dave asks

himself how come an American citizen is unhappy?yda is an American citizen
but she cannot “exactly” belong to that place sisice is from the East. As Maryam
states herself: “You can start to believe that yidaris definedby your foreignness.
You think everything would be different if only ydaelonged. ‘If only | were back
home,’” you say, and you forget that you wouldn'tobg there either, after all these
years. It wouldn’'t be home at all anymore” (181n e other hand, despite his
being an American, Dave tries to console Maryanmabse of his love for her. “You
belong,” he told her. “You belong just as much a®] or, who, or Bitsy or. . . It's
just like Christmas. Wall think the others belong more” (181). While doirg s
occasionally he annoys her. Dave’s “efforts to us@ad” the Iranian culture angers
Maryam. According to Maryam, Dave’s efforts are mteto appropriate Iranian
culture and adjust it to his own. “He’s taking uen” she said, unhearing. “Moving
in on us. He’s making me feel | don’t have my ovaparate self. What was that
sugar ceremony but stealing? Because he borroweshdtthen he changed it,
switched it about to suit his purposes” (212-213aryam, seeing Dave’s attitude,
breaks her promise to marry him, to the anger e§yBiDave’s daughter. Bitsy is
anxious that her father’s feelings might be huronfthe dialogue between Bitsy and

her father, we can understand how Bitsy sees Marganranian woman.

Bitsy: “From the start | felt she was a very cold perdaran say that
now that it's over. Very cold and aloof,” she said.

Dave: “She’s just a woman with boundaries, hon.”

Bitsy: “If she’s so fond of her boundaries, what did stweer
immigrate for?”
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Dave: “Bitsy, for goodness’ sake! Next you'll be tellimge she ought

to love this country or leave it!”

Bitsy: “I'm not talking about countries; I'm talking abba basic. . .

character flaw.” (223).

In fact, this is entirely what Bitsy means: “Loved country or leave it”. Now

that Maryam has cultural boundaries which do nimwaher to flirt with or marry a
man after her husband’s death, why is it then sheere? If her Iranian culture does
not permit that kind of things, why did she evemigrate to America? She might as
well have lived in Iran. Bitsy, who cannot exprdbgse feelings to her father,
ascribes the reason for Maryam'’s refusal to maraveDto a flaw in Maryam’s
character. While Dave maintains that Maryam’s rgegice to use articles in English
stems from her own unfamiliarity with English, Bjitsays: “It's nothing to do with
language, [...]. It's her. She has this attitude e knows better than us. | wouldn’t
be the least bit surprised if she claimed therenwesupposedo be an article in
those sentences” (228). In Bitsy’s opinion, itigbssible for Maryam to be superior
to them—Americans. What angers Bitsy is that, Marymaintains she is right,
while she is not. While Bitsy is talking like thddave treats Maryam much more
moderately. Dave ascribes his problem with Maryarhdr desire not to give up her
own culture. “Some reluctance to leave her ownucealt| suspect that that's what
went wrong between the two of us” (227). Dave doetsforsake Maryam. Bitsy
believes that her father can do without her. Howe@ave wants no one but
Maryam.Bitsy: “Never mind, Dad. Someone else will come aloriggve: “I don't

want anyone else,” he said (228).

Although Maryam has established “favourable” relas with the
Donaldsons, she cannot help criticizing their tijes as American lifestyle is
diametrically opposite Iranian culture she is usedTo Maryam, Americans are
know-it-all: These people believe that Americanuesl should be important to
everybody in the world. It is this point Maryam aligees with. “They seemed to feel
that their occasions—their anniversaries, birthdays, evelr teaf-rakings—had
such cataclysmic importance that naturally theremtiorld was longing to celebrate
with them. Yes, that was what she objected to:rtassumption that they had the
right to an unfair share of the universe” (272).
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All'in all, Maryam appears to be quite differendrr Ziba and Sami in terms
of being adapted to American culture. As for Zibal &5ami, they consider their
culture inferior, precisely America wants them and desire to get rid of it, rather
than to claim it. Maryam also differs from Ziba aBdmi, in that she knows that she
can never belong to American culture. Even if Zapa Sami are aware that they can
never belong to that culture, they would rathee lim a world of imagination. In
Maryam’s opinion, the only way of surviving in thisuntry is to lay claim to one’s
own cultural identity, for this is now the only tig one can hold onto. In terms of
this issue, everyone must respect Maryam’s attiaglan Iranian since she sees the
significance of her original identity and claims But her son and daughter-in-law
fail to grasp their original identity as they bdthink the negative image created by

the Americans makes their life harder in America.
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CONCLUSION

By studying the novelDigging to Americaby Anne Tyler, one of the
contemporary writers in American literature, | hasred, in this thesis, to present the
identity crisis experienced by Iranian-AmericansMaslim minority, following
September 1 attacks. Political and historical events have paddound impacts on
and almost indelible memories in Iranians. In thavel, which she wrote in 2006,
Tyler presents to us the cultural dimension of ¢kents in America following the
September 11 attacks. In the novel, the stereotyped Iraniarms stigmatized on
account of the Iranian hostage crisis and SepterhBattacks, and therefore they

lose their Iranian identity.

The studies conducted in America demonstrate itdividuals from the
Middle East countries, including a hyphenated idghtanian-Americans, have been
subjected to hate crimes after Septembdt &hd had difficulty even in obtaining
employment in America, not to mention that theyénéad to forego their identity
for survival. As Pulera points out: “Since 9/11 eatodal evidence suggests that
many Americans from Arab, Middle Eastern, amd Musbackgrounds now feel
less welcome here than they did before the tetttacks” (Pulera, 2006: 36). Also,
when they were asked about their identity, theyepreaying “American” instead of
“Iranian”. The historical events between Iran anctheékica, such as the Iranian
hostage crisis in Tehran and Septembét dttacks, must have played an important
role in such people’s hiding their identity. In seeincidents, America declared Iran a

terrorist country.

The problem is that taking people hostage andhgilthem is not justifiable,
nor is it right to declare “evil” a country alltotper. That is, one needs to separate
the wheat from the chaff. “Middle Eastern Americamg virtue of their construction
as others, were not seen as victims but only asngpiatly dangerous outsiders”
(Marvasti and McKinney, 2004: 75). Statistics shbat Iranians living in the United
States have important positions in universities amedsuccessful. By stereotyping all
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Iranians, including those in American universitidsjerica incriminates all Iranians
discriminately. Despite the thirty years since fa@mian hostage crisis in 1979, most
Americans today remember the images of Americatontiats, who were blind-
folded and whose hands were tied together in @i@dn hostage crisis, even at the

mention of Iran. As Pulera states:

Throughout American history, numerous negativeestigppes about
Arabs and Arab-Americans—and Muslims and Muslim-Aicens—
have existed in mainstream American media and tamenent. The
most pernicious stereotype about Arab Americans &haslim
Americans is that they aid and abet anti-Americamotists. This
stereotype developed over the years as a ressliaif events as the
Iranian hostage crisis from 1979 to 1981 and thewa terrorist acts
perpetrated by Middle Eastern bad guys during 9®04 and 1990s
(Pulera, 2006: 36).

Following these incidents, America has designatedranians as “the other”.
In other words, the dichotomy of “us versus thdra% been created to show Middle
Easterners in America as outsiders. “The stridhesa dichotomy sets up the Middle
Eastern other as the victimizer; placing him (or) femly on the side of “the
enemy”. After September 11, this created a douhleddn for Middle Eastern
Americans” (Marvasti and McKinney, 2004: 74). Tchewe this, there are certain
tools such as neoconservatism, “The Clash of @atilons” put forward by Samuel
P. Huntington, and Orientalism. Even in our tintee Middle Easterners in the U.S.
have been stereotyped by ideological tools in audito hardships in their social
lives. “Many Arab Americans and Muslim Americansntend that stereotyping
adversely affects their life chances in various syagcluding hate crimes, public
harassment, employment discrimination, disparagiogks and remarks, and
profiling by airlines and law-enforcement autha&di (Pulera, 2006: 26). America
has been looking for enemy through neoconservaisth making a definition of
civilization based on “The Clash of Civilization®€mphasizing its superiority. Thus,
the states other than America are referred to las Gther”. Moreover, the West
interprets the East from the Western perpective gederalizes the already

unfavorable images for all Middle Easterners, abasng them all evil.
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We can understand why these ideological tools hmeen used by defining
who an American is. An American regards his coumsya “Promised Land” on
account of the fact that it received immigrantsrira wide range of places. Also, the
American thinks that he is superior to other peoplee concepts such as “Promised
Land”, “City upon a Hill”, and “Melting Pot” datindpack to colonial period, enable
us, at this point, to understand the American beffe understand the American
character is to understand America and its polltyis for this reason that the
American character and the process by which thigagter has been created have
been studied in this thesis. When we study Bitsioaaldson, in Tyler's novel in
the light of this knowledge we can understand thia¢ fits into this character
perfectly. Also, the comment in the MinneapolisrSteabune onDigging to America
supports this argument as follows: “An utterly dbtful. . . and richly wise tale
about what it means to be an ‘American’ and whatetans to be part of a family”.
As Tyler states herself about Bitsy: “Oh, well, 8it She’s always going to say that
her way is the best way, and so of course that mg@npart of some Grand plan”
(286).

For the presentation of cultural identity crisisin® Tyler uses the family as a
tool. Although the American and Iranian families tire novel seem to establish
friendly relationships, Ziba, Sami, and Maryam, véme Iranians, are outsiders and it
is obvious that Ziba and Sami are alienated tor tidkeintity. As Anne Tyler states

herself in an interview at the end of her nolagging to America

To me, the Donaldsons’ and the Yazdans’ relatignghia romance
with the “Other”. It's composed in equal parts of atraction toward
differentness, a concern that the differenness bedyetternessand

the subtle resentment that such a concern catls. fohe families love
each other, in their varying ways, but it's a cowgted and
ambivalent love—as Brad’'s and Sami’s half slugféstlf embrace
suggests (283).

Ziba, who has long forgotten that she is an Iranismo more different from
her husband Sami. Perhaps the only differenceari&ami’s criticism of American
values. Despite these criticisms, Sami also hasgfore his identity to be an

American. Apart from these two characters, therals® Maryam. Maryam is a
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woman who has foregone her Iranian citizenship, rmmd is an “American”. Only
Maryam, despite being an American citizen, canget like one. Rather than trying
to be like an “American” Maryam, unlike her son addughter-in-law, tries to
preserve her own identity as a way of survivalhis foreign land. Tyler states that :
“Much of [Maryam’s] uneasiness with Dave is simgly his being so American”
(287). As Dave is so American, Maryam has diffiguit having a relationship with
him. For Maryam, her Iranian identity is her orttyntg, that's why she rejects Dave’s

marriage proposal and tries to maintain her owtucall identity.

Furthermore, in order to present the identity sriZiba and Sami experience,
Tyler refers to historical events, also respondioghose who argue that she is
apolitical. Unlike her other novels, in hddigging to America Tyler makes

references to political events.

In conclusion, Tyler's novel deals with identitysis, sense of belonging, and
trying to fit in. The novel, which has become c@lbmwith Tyler's witticisms, makes
us think while presenting the sufferings of thenlam family. While criticizing the
American, Tyler says that it is difficult, even migampossible to belong to America.
She states that: “[...] | don’t think a single onetloése characters will ever reach the
point where he or she would say, “I've succeed&d;im. | can sit back and breathe

easy now™ (286). That means in the eyes of Tywdnp is an American, it is very
difficult for a foreigner to fit into this countryfhis can be said to have become more
difficult after September 1 Furthermore, when we consider that the negative
images created are difficult to clear of, it seeimat many more families like the

Yazdans will experience identity crises.

90



WORKS CITED AND CONSULTED

Agnew, Jean-Christophe. Roy Rosenzweig (eds) (2@06pmpanion to Post-1945
America.USA: Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

Alexander, Bunny. (2007). “Digging to America: A iXa".

http://www.pres-outlook.com/reviews/book-reviews3Zhtml

(11 March 2009).
Ambrosek, Renee. (2007America Debates United States Policy on Immigration

USA: The Rosen Publishing.

Ansari, Ali M. (2003).Modern Iran Since 1921: The Pahlavis and Aftendon:
Pearson.
“Ayatollah Khomeini”. (21 July 2009).

http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/historic figures/khoimie ayatollah.shtml

(15 March2009).

Ayyash, Mark. (2007). “The Appearance of War inddisrse: The Neoconservatives
on Iraq”.
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/detail?vid=4&hid=K€8=5d5f8336-c2ae-
4c62-aaa’-
4de31136f6cb%40sessionmgrlli&bdata=JmFtcDtsYW5nBRRpdGU9Z
Whvc30QtbGI2Z2Q%3d%3d (25 May 2009).

Bashiriyeh, Hossein. (1984)he State and Revolution in Iran 1962-198&A.:

Taylor&Francis.

Beckett, Andy. (15 October 2004). “ The Making lo¢ fTerror Myth”.

http://www.quardian.co.uk/media/2004/oct/15/broaica).bbc

(25 May 20009).
Bennett, Barbara. A. (1995). “Attempting to Conné&tgtrbal Humor in the Novels

of Anne Tyler”. (pp 57-75http://www.jstor.org/stable/32007{12 March

91



2009).

Bennett, Milton J. (ed). (1998Basic Concepts of Intercultural Communication
USA: Intercultural Press.

Butterworth, Douglas. John K. Chance. (19&8Btin American UrbanizationUSA:
CUP Archive.

Carroll, John M. George C. Herring (¢d4.986).Modern American Diplomacy.
USA: Scholarly Resources Inc.
Cetron, Marvin. (2000). “Things are Going to Get \&j.

http://www.regent.edu/acad/schgov/pdf files/faOBbilqov677fa06.pdf

(10 March 2009).
Charles, Ron. (30 April 2006). “The Roads to Home”.

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/content/arti2@6/04/27/AR20060
42701954.html (13 March 2009).

Cogen, Mark. (2005). “The Clash of CivilizationdiedWest and the Islam”.

http://www.ieru.ugent.be/clash%200f%20civilizatiqndf (26 May 2009).

Croft, Robert W. (1998)An Anne Tyler CompaniokhlSA: Greenwood Publishing
Group.

Croft, Robert W. (1995)Anne Tyler: A Bio-BibliographyJSA: Greenwood
Publishing Group.

Dicker, Susan J. (2003)anguages in America: A Pluralist VieWSA: Multilingual
Matters.

Dollan, Richard M. (2008). “Orwellian America: 9/&ahd the Road to Iran”.

http://keyholepublishing.com/Orwellian%20Americaht (10 March 2009).

Dunn, Michael. (2006). “The ‘Clash of Civilizaticrend the ‘War on Terror™.

http://www.49thparallel.bham.ac.uk/back/issue20/@pdf (25 May 2009).

92



Elshoff, Jennifer. (7 November 2003) “America isn'tnelting pot’ or a 'salad bowl

http://www.iowastatedaily.com/articles/2003/11/Q3feon/20031107-
archive2.txt (20 June 2009).

Farber, David. (2005 aken HostageNew Jersey: Princetown University.

Farnam, Julie. (2005US Immigration Laws Under the Threat of TerroriduSA:
Algora Publishing.

Fayazmanesh, Sasan. (2008he United States and Iran: Sanctions, Wars and the
Policy of Dual ContainmentJSA: Routledge.

Huntington, Samuel P. (1994). “The Clash of Chalions?’Foreign Affairs
Agenda 1994: Critical Issues in Foreign Polityew York: Council on
Foreign Relations, Inc.

Fraser, T.G. Donette Murray. (2002merica and the World Since 194w York:
Palgrave Macmillan.

GergesFawaz A. (1999)America and Political Islam: Clash of Cultures ola€h
of Interests?TUSA: Cambridge University Press.

Ghahremani, Zohreh Khazai. (2006). “Profound Mess#dPeace”.

http://www.iranian.com/Ghahremani/2006/May/Diqggingex.html

(11 March 2009).
Ghorashi, Halleh. (2002)Vays to Survive, Battles to WIWSA: Nova Publishers.

Giddens, Anthony. (2006%ociology USA: Polity.

Gillis, Mary. “Iranian Americans”. (2008).

http://lwww.everyculture.com/multi/Ha-La/lranian-Anegans.html

(16 June 2009).

Haddad, Yvonne Yazbeck. Jane I. Smith (eds). (200a%lim Minorities in the

WestEngland: Altamira Press.

93



Haines, David W. (ed). (199@Refugees in America in the 1990s: A Reference
HandbookUSA: Greenwood.

Haulley, Fletcher (ed). (2005 ritical Perspectives on 9/1New York: The Rosen
Publishing Group, Inc.

Hoffman, Bruce. (1999). “Terrorism Trends and Pexsg’ (pp 7-38).

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph reports/MR989A4R chap?2.pdf

(16 March 2009).

Hooker, Richard. (1996). “The Iranian Revolution”.
http://wsu.edu/~dee/SHIA/REV.HTM(24 May 2009).

Houghton, David Patrick. (2001)S Foreign Policy and the Iran Hostage Crisis.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

January, Brendan. (2007he Iranian RevolutionJSA: Twenty First Century
Books.

Jenkins, Philip. (2006pecade of Nightmares: The End of the Sixties aad th
Making of Eighties Americ&New York: Oxford University Press.

Kakutani, Michiko. (19 May 2006). “Belonging to afily, Belonging in America.”
http://www.nytimes.com/2006/05/19/books/19book.htrfil3 March 2009).

Kallen, Stuart A. (1999)A Cultural History of the United States: The 1980s.
California: Lucent Books, Inc.

Kamalipour, Yahya R. (1997T.he U.S Media and the Middle East: Image and
PerceptionUSA: Greenwood Publishing Group.

Kleg, Milton. (1993) Hate, Prejudice and RacisitdSA: SUNY Press.

94



Kolb, Eva. (2009)The Evolution of New York City's MulticulturalisMelting Pot
or Salad Bowl.USA: BoD—Books on Demand.

Langley, Andrew. (2004 September 11: Attack on Ameriddinneapolis: Compass
Point Books.

Leigh, David. Evans, Rob. (8 June 2007). “Shahaof”.

http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2007/jun/08/bae{21 May 2009).

Lewis, Bernard. (2000). “The Question of Orientali% (pp 2-10)
http://www.dartmouth.edu/~rel8/Dpndtdocs/Generaé®malisml.pdf
(14 June 2009).

Liebovich, Louis W. (2001)The Press and the Modern Presidency: Myths and
Mindsets from Kennedy to Election 20QBA: Greenwood Publishing

Group.

Lobe, Jim. (19 May 2003). “Leo Strauss' Philosophipeception”.

http://www.alternet.org/story/1593524 May 2009).

Macfie, A.L. (2002) Orientalism.Great Britain: Longman.

Marvasti, Amir B. Karyn D. McKinney. (2004Middle Eastern Lives in America.
USA: Rowmang&Littlefield Publishers, Inc.

May, Roy H. (2009). “Manifest Destiny”.
http://gbgm-umc.org/lUMW/joshua/manifest.htm(12 June 2009).

Medvesky, Angelique Hobbs. (2008). “Faulty VisiamdeHearing in the Novels of

AnneTyler”.

http://proguest.umi.com/pgdweb?S0Q=Faulty+Vision+Hdtearing+in+the+
Novels+of+Anne+Tyler&DBIld=G647&date=ALL&onDate=&befeDate=&
afterDate=&fromDate=&toDate=&TITLE=&author=&SCH=&$iject=&FT
=0&LA=any&MTYPE=all&sortby=REVERSE CHRON&RQT=305&a@ry
Syntax=PQ&searchinterface=1&moreOptState=CLOSED&IB8171754
&h_pubtitle=&h_pmid=&clientld=42977&JSEnabled=1(14 March 2009).

95



Memmott, Carol. (2006). “Anne Tyler Digs Writingufering”.

http://www.usatoday.com/life/books/news/2006-05t@&r x.htm.

(13 Mar.2009).
Miller, Paul. (25 May 2007). “Jimmy Carter Can Omdiame Himself".

http://www.americanthinker.com/2007/05/jimmy carigan only blame hi.
html. (10 March 2009).

Naugle, David. (2002). “The Clash of Civilizatioms:Theological Perspective”.

http://www.dbu.edu/naugle/pdf/The%20Clash%200f%2d2ations.pdf

(25. May. 20009).
Nimmo, Kurt. (20 June 2008). “Neocon ‘Scholarsidet Iran’s Oil Infrastructure” .

http://www.infowars.com/neocon-scholars-target-gail-infrastructure/

(24 May 2009).
PattersonJames T. (2005Restless Giant: The United States from Watergate to

Bush v. GoreNew York: Oxford University Press.

Patrick, Bethanne Kelly. (2004) “Writing is no agdent forANNETYLER. (pp 24-

27). http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/detail?vid=4&hid=&€ld=7d4657fb-
3b96-499d-a234-
505a46a39ad3%40sessionmgrl07&bdata=JmFtcDtsYW5nPXpdGU9Z
Whvc30QthGI2Z0Q%3d%3d#db=a9h&AN=12602247#db=a9h&ANE1224
7. (16 May 2009).

Paul, Bail. (1998)Anne Tyler: A Critical CompaniotJSA: Greenwood Publishing
Group.
Peters, Alan. (14 May 2009). “Anti-Mullah”.

http://noiri.blogspot.com/2009/05/crash-burn-ofabiyran-part-two.html

(10 March 2009).

96



Pollack, M. Kenneth. (2004T.he Persian Puzzl®&ew York: Random House.

Preble, Christopher. (2006). “Countering Terrorispp 489-986).

http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb111/hb111-46.¢d0 March 2009).

Pulera, Dominic J. (2006%haring the Dream: White Males in Ameridéew York:
Continuum International Publishing Group Inc.

Rajaee, Farhang (ed). (1998he Iran-lIraq War USA: University Press of Florida.

Richter,Richard P. (2004). “Edward W. Said slammed the siew Islam expressed
by Bernard Lewis and V. S. Naipaul”.

http://www.islamawareness.net/AntiMusWriters/Naildaaipaul article002.h
tml. (14 June 2009).

Rieder, Jonathan. Stephen Steinlight (eds). (2008 .Fractious Nation? Unity and
Division in Contemporary American LifgdSA: University of California
Press.

Rubin, Judith Colp. (2002Anti-American Terrorism and the Middle Easiew

York: Oxford University Press.
Said, Edward W. (1997Drientalism.New York: Vintage.

Sauter, Gerhard. (200 Brotestant Theology at the Crossroad$SA: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing.
Seaman, Donna. (2006). “Digging to America.”

http://www.booklistonline.com/default.aspx?pagexshproduct&pid=1579
970. (11 March 2009).

Senghaas, Dieter. (1998)he Clash Within Civilizations: Coming to Termshwit
Cultural Conflicts.New York: Routledge.

Shilling, Jane. (2006). “Longing Woven into Comedy”

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/culture/books/36521751bimg-woven-into-
comedy.html (13 March 2009).

97



Shitrit,Uri. (2004). “The Irangate Affair”.

http://www.mypi.co.il/articles/the-irangate-affair(12 March 2009).

Singh, Amardeep. (24 September 2004). “An Introiducto Edward Said,
Orientalism, and Postcolonial Literary Studies”.

http://www.lehigh.edu/~amsp/2004/09/introductiorebvard-said.html

(14 June 2009).

Skoll, Geoffrey R. (2006). “Meanings of Terrorism”.

http://www.springerlink.com/content/t0426h5php283/tilltext.pdf

(10 March 2009).
Smitha, E. Frank. (15 Jun. 2007). “The Iranian Gtetion”.

http://www.fsmitha.com/h2/ch29ir.html.(24 May 2009).

Steinberg, Jeffrey. (2003). “Profile: Leo Strausascist Godfather of the Neo-

Cons”http://www.larouchepub.com/other/2003/3011profiteagss.html

(24 May 20009).

Stephens, C. Ralph (ed). (1990he Fiction of Anne TyletJSA: University Press of
Mississippi.

Stowasser, Barbara Freyer (ed). (198 he Islamic ImpulseGreat Britain: Taylor&
Francis.

Struemph, Michael. (2004). “A Stoic Khomeini andwiBoetry Incited the Iranian

Revolution”. http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p83951 index.html

(24 May 20009).

Tehranian, John. (2008Yhitewashed: America’s Invisible Middle Eastern bfity.
USA: New York University Press.

Tepe, F. Fulya. Abdullah Karatay. (2005). “Septenide Globalization and World

Peace.’http://www.iticu.edu.tr/kutuphane/dergi/s7/MO0OQf.p

98



(22 May 2009).
The Annals of Americ§1987). USA: Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc.

“The Power of Nightmares: Baby It's Cold Outsid¢2005).

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/programmes/3755686.stg# May 2009).

“The Power of Nightmares: The Shadows in the Cay2005).

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/programmes/3970901..stéd May 2009).

Torres Andrés. (1995)Between Melting Pot and MosaldSA: Temple University
Press.

Turner, Bryan S. (1994Drientalism, Postmodernism and Globalidmndon and
New York: Routledge.

Tyler, Anne. (2006)Digging to AmericaNew York: Random House.

Vought, Hans P. (2004T.he Bully Pulpit and the Melting PdilSA: Mercer
University Press.

Walsh, John. (2005). “Lies of the Neocons: from IStrauss to Scooter Libby/ The
Philosophy of Mendacity”.

http://www.assassinationscience.com/LiesOfTheNesqutf

(24 March 2009).
Walt, Stephen M. (1996Revolution and WatJSA: Cornell University Press.

Waters, Mary C, Reed Ueda, and Helen B Marrow. [20the New Americans: A
Guide To Immigration Since 1983SA: Harvard University Press.

Weaver Gary R. Adam Mendelson. (2008merica’s Mid Life CrisisUSA:
Intercultural Press.

White, Theodore H. (1982America in Search of ItselNew York: Harper&Row
Publishers.

Williams, Robert. (1998)olitical Scandals in the U.S.Ahe United Kingdom:

99



Keele University Press.
Winkler, Carol K. (2006)In the Name of Terrorism: Presidents on Political
Violence in the Post-World War Il Erilew York: SUNY Press.
Witham, Larry. (2008)A City upon a Hill: How the Sermon Change the Cewb
American HistorylUSA: Harper One.

Wolf, Julie. (1999). “The Iran-Contra Affair”.
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/reagan/peopleeventsfe@8.html
(12 March 2009).
Woods, Randall Bennett. (2008)uest for Identity: America since 1943SA:

Cambridge University Press.

Zangwill, Israel (1909).The Melting PotUSA: New York.

100



APPENDIX

CHRONOLOGY OF ANNE TYLER'’S LIFE

1941 Anne Phyllis Tyler is born October 25 in Minne&dpoMN.

1948 Tyler family moves to Celo Community in mountawfaNorth Carolina.

1953 Tyler family moves to Raleigh, NC, where Anneeatts Broughton High
School.

1958-1961 Tyler attends Duke University in Durham, NC, nrajan Russian, and
publishes her first short stories in the campesdity magazinéirchive.

1961-1962 Tyler pursues a master’'s degree in Russian airtlmh University but
returns home to North Carolina without completirg thesis.

1963 Tyler marries Taghi Modaressi, an Iranian medstaident specializing in
child psychiatry; after a trip to Iran to visit a¢ives, the couple moves to Montreal,
where Taghi completes his residency.

1964 If Morning Ever Comess published by Knopf.

1965 The Tin Can Trees published by Knopf; first daughter, Tezh, isrho

1967 Second daughter, Mitra, is born; family move8#dtimore.

197Q A Slipping Down Lifes published by Knopf.

1972 The Clock Winders published by Knopf; Tyler’s first book reviewears in
theNational Observer

1974 Celestial Navigations published by Knopf; Gail Godwin’s highly favdiie
review of the novel appears in tNew York Times Book Review

1975 Searching for Calels published by Knopf; John Updike’s review of thavel
in the New Yorker calls Tyler “not merely good,..[but] wickedlygood”.

1976 Tyler's first book reviews in thBlew York Times Book Revieywpear.

1977 Earthly Possessions published by Knopf; Tyler receives citation roerit
from the American Academy and Institute of Arts dmdters.

1980 Morgan’s Passingis published by Knopf; Tyler is awarded the Janet
Heidinger Kafka Prize.

1982 Dinner at the Homesick Restaurarg published by Knopf; Tyler wins

Pen/Faulkner Award for Fiction.
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1983 Tyler is elected a member of the American Academy Institute of Arts and
Letters; Dinner at the Homesick Restauraist a finalist for the Pulitzer Prize for
Fiction.

1985 The Accidental Tourisis published by Knopf; the novel wins the National
Book Critics Circle Award.

1986 The Accidental Tourigs a finalist for the Pulitzer Prize for Fiction.

1988 Breathing Lessonss published by Knopf; film version ofhe Accidental
Tourist, starring William Hurt and Kathleen Turner, prenar film nominated for
an Academy Award the next year.

1989 Breathing Lessonwins the Pulitzer Prize for Fiction.

1991 Saint Maybas published by Knopf.

1995 Ladder of Yearss published by Knopf.

1998 A Patchwork Planeis published by Knopf.

2001 Back When We Were Grownup$ublished by Knopf.

2004 The Amateur Marriagés published by Knopf.

2006 Digging to Americds published by Knopf.

2009 Noah’s Compass published by Knopf.
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