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INTRODUCTION

The concluding essay in this volume points out that since its rev-
olution in 1979 Iran has effectively resisted any major power intrusion into
its decision-making process. Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, the leader of the
Islamic Republic of Iran, felt the need to declare to the world the ideals of the
Iranian Revolution. They are independence, freedom, and Islam. This study ar-
gues, however, that Iran has failed so far to combine the “inseparable” inde-
pendence and freedom that the Iranian Constitution calls for.

The germ of my interest in Iran’s international role can be traced to the
crushing effects of World War II on Iran and to Iran’s historic decision to free
its oil industry from the age-old clutches of the British Empire. I witnessed
these momentous developments in Iran at an early age (1941-51), and I relate
them here briefly, since they provide the foundational backdrop to all my writ-
ing about Iran, including the essays collected in this volume.

First, Britain and the Soviet Union invaded Iran in 1941. I saw the Soviet
planes over the skies of Tehran dropping propaganda leaflets; the ominous
sight drove me and my family to take refuge in the basement of our house out
of fear of Soviet bombing. I understood later that the invasion was primarily to
secure routes through Iran for transporting American arms and ammunition to
the Soviet Union in the fight against Nazi Germany. In 1942 some 40,000 Amer-
ican troops (the Persian Gulf Command) arrived in Iran for the same strategic
and logistical purpose.

Second, the Allied Powers’ occupation of the country over five tumultuous
years led to a shortage of food, hoarding, and inflation. Complaints against the
government often led to demonstrations, including the so-called bread riots,
in one of which I and some of my classmates participated. The Allied Powers
promised to respect Iran’s political independence and territorial integrity and
pledged to withdraw their troops from Iran six months after the cessation of
hostilities. But when the war ended, the Soviet troops not only failed to with-
draw at the legally appointed time but also supported by military force puppet
communist regimes in Azerbaijan and Kurdistan. Iran’s complaint to the na-
scent U.N. Security Council got nowhere until 1946, when the United States
pressured the Soviet Union to withdraw. I, along with millions of other Irani-
ans, rejoiced over the departure of the Soviet troops. We all felt that Iran had
regained its independence.

Third, in 1941, under Anglo-Soviet pressure, the Iranian ruler, Reza Shah
Pahlavi, abdicated the throne in favor of his son, a momentous event that threw
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Iranian society wide open to unprecedented political activities. Although chaos
reigned, I, like most Iranians, felt that freedom had finally arrived after some
twenty years of the Shah’s dictatorship. In the following years, hundreds of
newspapers exploded onto the scene, numerous rival parties competed for
power, and political factions and groups of all stripes mushroomed in Teh-
ran and the provinces. They included liberal nationalist, pan-Iranist, socialist,
communist, and Islamic activists, and some resorted to acts of violence. The
new ruler, Mohammad Reza Shah, escaped an assassination attempt, whereas
the dean of my school at the University of Tehran was murdered on the spot. I
joined a liberal nationalist group at the university where at one time my life was
threatened by communist ruftians who had been brought to the campus by stu-
dent sympathizers to intimidate their student rivals.

Fourth, the liberal National Front, led by Mohammad Mosaddegh, pressed
vigorously for the nationalization of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (AIOC).
Inspired by my professor of civil law, Dr. Ali Shayegan, I participated in the Na-
tional Front-sponsored demonstrations.* The nationwide demand for nation-
alization aimed at wresting from Britain the age-old control of the company,
and most Iranians, including myself, viewed the passage of the relevant law by
the Parliament (Majlis) in 1951 as a profound symbol of the country’s assertion
of self-determination and independence, just as globally the peoples of the
Third World were struggling for independence from colonial powers. Although
Iran had never been colonized, it had enjoyed only nominal independence since
the turn of the nineteenth century, when it was sucked into the whirlwind of
international politics, including economic and political domination by Britain
and Russia, world powers that invaded and occupied Iran in World War I, as
they would again in World War II.

Fifth, I left Iran for the United States in 1952 in search of liberty and a doctor-
ate in international politics and law. In 1952—54, when writing my doctoral dis-
sertation at the University of Virginia on the legal and political aspects of Iran’s
oil-nationalization dispute with Britain, I discovered, to my great surprise, that
there was no systematic study of the foreign policy of Iran to be found any-
where. I worked for an entire decade, from 1954 to 1964, to gather information
for a book on Iran’s foreign policy in a historical context, published in 1966 as
The Foreign Policy of Iran, 1500—-1941: A Developing Nation in World Affairs.?

In continuing to work on Iran’s foreign policy, I have been struck by the per-
sistent poor understanding in the United States of Iran’s international role. The
problem has not been limited to the era of hostile relations between the United
States and Iran since the Iranian Revolution in 1979. It also existed during the
decades of the Shah’s friendly relations with the United States. Washington
failed to understand that its massive sales of arms to the Shah in support of his
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unrealistic goal of making Iran the world’s leading conventional military power
constituted a recipe for disaster. And except for the Kennedy administration,
all other administrations failed to pressure the Shah to uphold human-rights
standards and open up the Iranian political system.

America has had an even poorer understanding of revolutionary Iran. Wash-
ington failed at the dawn of the revolution to understand that it reflected alien-
ation of the Iranian people not only from the dictatorial Shah but also from
his greatest single supporter, the United States. Moreover, the United States
failed to reach out to Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, the revolutionary leader
and founder of the Islamic Republic of Iran. More importantly, it failed to listen
to the American ambassador to Iran, Bruce Laingen, who warned U.S. officials
that Iranian militants might take American diplomats hostage if Washington
allowed the ailing Shah to come to the United States for treatment. They took
fifty-two Americans hostage, including Laingen himself, after the Shah entered
America. Few Iranians believed the Shah was ill, as the condition of his health
had been kept secret. Many feared that the United States would try to return the
Shah to power, as it had done in 1953.

Now, more than three decades after the Iranian Revolution, Americans still
do not really understand Iran. Pundits characterize Iran simplistically as opaque
or paradoxical. Some American leaders, such as former secretary of state Con-
doleezza Rice, admit that they do not understand Iran. President Barack
Obama wants to understand how Iran works, and Admiral Mike Mullen, for-
mer chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, warns adroitly that Iran and the
United States’ failure to understand each other is dangerous. Meanwhile, an ab-
surd debate rages on in Washington and Tel Aviv over whether Iranian leaders
are “rational.”

This volume aims to help the American public and officials understand Iran
better, not the other way around. Yet, the misunderstandings are mutual. Had
Ayatollah Khomeini understood America better, he would not have incited and
endorsed hostage taking, the crucible of U.S.-Iranian mutual antipathy. Nor
would President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad have used threatening words against
Israel and denied the Holocaust, which gave Washington and Tel Aviv the best
propaganda tool to use against the regime and to cast suspicion on Iran’s nu-
clear program as a cover for making nuclear bombs.

To help America understand Iran better, I include in this volume twenty
essays selected from the more than one hundred articles and book chapters I
have penned over the past six decades. The essays are divided thematically into
five parts, and the volume ends with an afterword.

Part I analyzes three factors that seem to have contributed to the onset of the
revolution. The first factor stems from the June 1963 crisis. The Shah’s troops
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brutally attacked the cleric-led demonstrators, killing many unarmed protes-
tors in the holy city of Qom. This event revealed a fundamental problem in the
Iranian political culture: the relation between religion and state. To this day
Islamists view the uprising as the cause of the revolution. The second factor
relates to the Shah’s White Revolution, which failed mainly because of dra-
conian suppression of political dissent, which led to the “Black” Revolution,
the so-called Islamic Revolution. It was a revolution that was racked in its ear-
liest phase by domestic political chaos, terrorism, and counterterrorism (my
American-educated young niece, for example, was falsely charged as a counter-
revolutionary and summarily executed). The third factor pertains to the Shah’s
longtime relations with the United States. The Shah lost America because he
depended excessively on the United States, and America lost Iran because it
failed to pressure the Shah to open the Iranian political system.

Part IT examines the evolution of Tranian foreign policy since the dawn of the
revolution. It begins with a close analysis of the impact of Khomeini’s ideas and
ideals on Iran’s foreign policy. It then explains the development of contending
orientations in foreign policy because of pervasive factional strife and the rev-
olutionary regime’s theory and action with respect to the export of the Islamic
Revolution. It also analyzes the shifting premise of Iran’s foreign policy during
the presidency of Mohammad Khatami. Moreover, three persistent problems
in Iranian foreign policy are identified in part II: the all-important issue of de-
fining national interest, the tension between ideology and pragmatism, and
the aspiration of Iranian leaders to combine spiritual values and practical reali-
ties in making foreign-policy decisions. As early as 1986 I identified pragmatic
strands in Iran’s foreign policy and suggested tempering the United States’
stern containment policy for possible future reconciliation between Washing-
ton and Tehran, to no avail.

Part I1I focuses on the problem of security in the Persian Gulf. Immediately
after the eruption of the Iranian Revolution, I proposed in Foreign Affairs a re-
gional security scheme that would include both riparian and external powers.
One essay analyzes the strategic significance of the Strait of Hormuz to Iran’s
national security interests. Beyond Iran’s Gulf interest, part III treats the so-
cial and political changes in Gulf societies after the Iranian Revolution and the
growing threat of terrorism. Attention is also paid to the rising demand for bet-
ter treatment for the traditionally disenfranchised Shii minority in Saudi Arabia
and the politically and economically deprived Shii majority in Bahrain. Part III
also includes a detailed analysis of Shii politics in the Persian Gulf based on my
interviews in the region.

Part IV treats two of the most important issues of the revolutionary pe-
riod, with far-reaching implications for the foreign policy of both Iran and the
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United States. First, it takes up the Iranian hostage crisis, arguing that Iran
must understand that international legitimacy matters to its national interest
and prestige, but no such concern has ever been expressed in Tehran. I pro-
posed to President Jimmy Carter in person on December g, 1979, that he send
a mission of Muslim scholars to Tehran to try to express to Khomeini the Mus-
lim world’s concern over the captivity of fifty-two Americans. After the mission
was organized, I understand, Khomeini declined to receive it. Second, a fun-
damental question about the Iran-Iraq War (1980-88) is, who started the war?
I analyze this question critically, arguing that the U.N. Security Council could
be blamed for tardiness in calling upon Iraq to desist promptly from hostili-
ties, although politically speaking, Iran enjoyed little sympathy in much of the
world in the wake of the hostage crisis. The controversial statement of the U.N.
secretary-general about Iraq’s “aggression” is also considered.

Part V starts with an analysis of the Shah’s policy toward the Arab-Israeli
conflict, especially his friendly relations with Israel in contrast to the hostile
policy of the revolutionary regime. The main essay in part V, however, dis-
cusses in detail the quest of the Iranian people for representative democratic
governance during the Constitutional Movement (19o5—11) and the National-
ist Movement, which began in earnest in 1949 and continued until the CIA’s
overthrow of the democratically elected government of Mosaddegh in 1953, a
period known in Iranian history as the “era of constitutional revival.” Many Ira-
nians hoped that such an era would return after the election of President Kha-
tami, but his “Islamic democracy” failed to accentuate political and social free-
dom. This failure should be blamed primarily on the opposition of the die-hard
conservative factions. And President George W. Bush’s hostile portrayal of Iran
as a member of the “axis of evil” had a significant negative effect on Khatami’s
conciliatory policy toward the United States. A deeper question, however, per-
sists to date. Could Khatami’s goal of Islamic democracy ever be realized under
the Constitution of the Islamic Republic of Iran, which gives the lion’s share of
power to the faqih?

The afterword points out the reasons for America’s poor understanding of
Iranian foreign-policy behavior and outlines the fundamentals of my approach
to the study of Iranian foreign policy. I call this approach “diplomatic culture,”
defined as those values, norms, mores, modes of thinking, and ways of acting
that have developed over centuries as a result of Iran’s diplomatic interaction
with other nations. The afterword also identifies the factors and forces that
drive Iranian behavior in world politics, outlines the major instruments of
Iran’s foreign policy, and briefly places the nuclear dispute in the context of my
approach.
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NOTES

1. Shayegan was a close confidant of Prime Minister Mosaddegh. They were both
victims of the CIA-engineered coup in 1953. The pro-Shah army officers captured and
imprisoned them. A military court summarily sentenced Shayegan to life imprisonment;
the sentence was later reduced to ten years. However, after three years he was exiled to
Europe, and he later came to the United States, where he died in 1981.

2. The American Association of Middle East Studies honored me by giving the book
manuscript its award for “the most distinguished contribution to Middle East Scholar-
ship in 1964,” and in 1966 Foreign Affairs called the book “the only work in any language,
which gives an objective and detailed account of Iran’s international role during this en-
tire period.”
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“CHURCH” AND STATE IN

MODERNIZING SOCIETY

The Case of Iran

After nearly ten years of political quietism and apparent political
stability, antigovernment riots broke out in Iran early in June 1963. The riots
were not incited by the supporters of Dr. Mohammad Mosaddegh, whose
government had been overthrown by the “Royalists” nearly ten years before.
Rather, the government charged, they were instigated by “the elements of Black
Reaction.” In retaliation, therefore, the religious figures who led the riots, Aya-
tollah Khomeini of Qom, Ayatollah Qumi of Meshed, and Ayatollah Mahallati
of Shiraz, were thrown into prison and were subsequently released upon having
given their word not to interfere in the affairs of the state. An apparent lull re-
turned to the Iranian political scene after much bloodshed and the destruction
of millions of dollars’ worth of public and private property. But the fundamen-
tal problem that lay at the heart of the riots continues to haunt Iranian society
and politics.

This is the problem of the role of the ulama, the Islamic clergy, in Iranian
society and its relations with the state. While the problem is as old as the mod-
ern Iranian state, which rose to power at the turn of the sixteenth century, the
developments that led to its reappearance in early June 1963 differed signifi-
cantly from those of any previous time. The Shah’s revolutionary land reforms
were the immediate cause of the riots supported by the religious figures men-
tioned. But the significance of the Iranian experience is that it points out a fun-
damental problem encountered by most if not all modernizing societies.

Modernization is a multifaceted and complex process, involving every as-
pect of human life and the relations of the individual to society and the state.
It is well known that profound socioeconomic transformation tends to incur
opposition from traditional groups, and the ulama in the Middle East have faced
challenges to their positions of wealth, prestige, and power similar to those
faced by the Church in Latin America. The Shii ulama in Iran, like the Church in
Latin America, have learned from experience that, in practice, official recogni-
tion is not quite the sine qua non that it is in theory.

“‘Church’ and State in Modernizing Society: The Case of Iran” was originally published by SAGE
Publications Inc. (http://online.sagepub.com) in American Behavioral Scientist 7, no. 5 (January 1964):
26—28.
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A theory of comparative politics requires much research on the relation of
“church” to state in modernizing societies. In the Middle East, the relation of
the ulama to the state in various countries needs to be studied in the context of
the unending quest for effective socioeconomic change. To prove fruitful, such
research must avoid confusing the role of religion in society with the relation of
the ulama, as an interest group or institution, to the state. This distinction is an-
alytically necessary not only for the differences obtaining in the subject matter
but also for the different methodological problems that each presents. I hope
that these preliminary remarks on the relation of the Shii ulama to the state of
Iran will stimulate interest in research on the impact of revolutionary change on
the fortunes and the waning power of the ulama and of comparable traditional
religious systems in other societies.

THE TRADITIONAL PATTERN

The very establishment of the Iranian state at the turn of the six-
teenth century was made possible as the result of the adoption of Shiism as
the official creed of Iran and the forcible imposition of the Shii ideology on the
population by the monarch in alliance with the ulama. Shah Ismail, the founder
of the Safavid dynasty, posed as the “Absolute Agent of God” and demanded
sajdah—that is, prostration before God—from his newly converted subjects.
But this basically theocratic characteristic of the state and its close relation with
the ulama changed gradually during the following century. During the reign of
Shah Abbas the Great (1588-1629) the millennial institution of the absolute
monarchy at last clearly overshadowed the role of the ulama in the affairs of the
state, and for the first time since its rise to power Iran concluded a peace treaty
with the Ottoman Empire, which in essence embodied something like the prin-
ciple of cuius regio eius religio.

The close identification of the monarch with the state, and the concomitant
eclipse of the role of the ulama in the affairs of the state, continued in the eigh-
teenth and nineteenth centuries. It is true that during the reign of ineffectual
rulers such as Shah Sultan Hussein (1694-1722) the ulama played a dispropor-
tionately large role. It is also true that in certain policy decisions, such as Fath
Ali Shah’s second war with Russia (1826-1928), the influence of the ulama man-
ifested itself. But these were, in the main, exceptions to the primacy of the role
of the absolute monarch in Iranian politics and policymaking. The monarch
was the “Sole Executive.” His ends and means were those of the state. The Qajar
monarchs (1796-1924) not only showed the pomp of their ancient counter-
parts but surpassed them in their unbridled exercise of power in making both
domestic- and foreign-policy decisions in the nineteenth century.

Ever since the last quarter of that century, however, the relations of the ulama
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with the state have fluctuated with the vicissitudes of Iranian politics. These
relations have ranged from complete subordination to the monarch to open
control of the affairs of the state. Except for a relatively brief period at the be-
ginning of the reign of the present shah, when the ulama were allied with rather
than subordinate to the monarch because of his faltering control, the ulama
either have been dominated by the Shah or have defied him in alliance with
other groups in Iranian society.

THE ULAMA’S DEFIANCE OF THE MONARCH

The ulama, in their struggle for power, have often allied themselves
with the nationalists. One of the earliest and most successful examples was the
tobacco-monopoly incident that signaled the beginning of the events leading
to the Constitutional Revolution (1gos—11). Haj Mirza Mohammad Hassan of
Shiraz, a religious leader, wrote to the Shah that the grant of the monopoly was
contrary to Sharia (Islamic law) and issued a fatwa (a religious decree) requir-
ing the people to abandon smoking until the monopoly had been cancelled.
The cancellation of the concession emboldened the ulama, whose role in the
affairs of the state had been decreasing. In the Constitutional Revolution itself
many of them cast their lot with the moderns, who demanded a constitutional
monarchy in which limitations would be placed upon the powers of the abso-
lute monarch. But some of the ulama confused constitutionalism (Mashrotiat)
with the reestablishment of the Sharia (Mashro‘iat). The Constitution made Shii
Islam the official religion of the state, required the Shah to protect and propa-
gate Islam, and provided for the representation of religious leaders. In practice,
however, the “legislative review” powers of the ulama have never been put into
force, and the role of the Shah as the protector and propagator of Islam has
been overshadowed by his overriding concern with the more mundane affairs
of the state. Nevertheless, at least in theory, the ulama reasserted their power in
alliance with the nationalists.

Another example of the ulama’s attempt to control the affairs of the state was
the ever-growing influence of the clergy in the years of the Mosaddegh regime.
A distinction may be made between the activities of such fundamentalist groups
as the Fedayan Islam (Devotees of Islam) and the Mujahadeen Islam (Fighters of
Islam) and the ulama. Yet in practice this distinction is of little significance be-
cause the actions of the fundamentalists tended to increase the influence of the
ulama in the affairs of state. The Fedayan Islam terrorized the Shah-supported
government of Razmara, and one of the members of the group assassinated the
Prime Minister in the Shah Mosque. They demanded strict application of Shii
law and the restoration of Shii rule under the Imam. Their terrorist tactics were
matched by slanderous campaigns against the ruling elite. Like the national-
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ists, their main target was the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, but their ultimate
goal surpassed that of the moderate nationalists. The Fedayan demanded elim-
ination of all ties with all foreign countries.

However, a rival group, the Mujahadeen Islam, exercised for a time an un-
precedented influence in the affairs of the state in alliance with the support-
ers of the National Front of Dr. Mosaddegh. Sayyid Abolghassem Kashani, the
leader of this group, was made Speaker of the Majlis, which immediately voted
to pardon Khalil Tahmassebi, the assassin of Razmara. Throughout this period
of alliance with the nationalists at least some of the ulama were defying the Shah
to the extent that they succeeded in enlarging the rift between the Court and Dr.
Mosaddegh. This defiance came into the open most graphically in July 1952,
when the Shah selected Ahmad Qavam to replace Dr. Mosaddegh as prime min-
ister. A momentous dialogue between Qavam and Kashani took place in which
the age-old problem of “church” and state was openly discussed. In his contro-
versial declaration, which is believed to have contributed to his dramatic down-
fall, Qavam stated in unequivocal terms:

Just as I hate demagoguery in political affairs I detest hypocrisy in religious
matters. Those who on the pretext of fighting Red extremists reinforce black
reaction strike at freedom and undermine the efforts of the founders of the
Constitution. While respecting the sacred tenets of Islam, I divorce religion
from politics and will prevent the dissemination of superstitious and retro-
gressive ideas.

In equally strong terms Kashani rejected Qavam’s dictum for separation of re-
ligion and politics, alluded to the possibility of declaring a jihad (holy war) on
Qavam, and proclaimed:

The separation between religion and politics has been for centuries the pro-
gram of the British. It is by this means that they have kept the Islamic peo-
ples ignorant of their interests. Traitors who have followed British policy for
centuries have now, however, overthrown the barrier of the Mosadeq govern-
ment. They have replaced Mosadeq by a person who was reared in the arms
of monarchy and despotism, and whose political life is full of treason, as has
been demonstrated on a number of occasions.

But the alliance between the ulama and the nationalists was short-lived, as
evidenced by the Mosaddegh-Kashani rift, which was probably influenced by
the August 1953 overthrow of the government of Dr. Mosaddegh by supporters
of the Shah. This triumph of the Royalists marked the beginning of nearly ten
years of clerical impotence, which was momentarily interrupted by the riots of
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June 1963. Before dealing with the events leading up to the riots, we must dis-
cuss the other primary form that the relation of the ulama to the state has taken.

THE ULAMA’S SUBORDINATION TO THE MONARCHY

For the most part the ulama have been impotent during the reign of
the Pahlavi dynasty, that is, since 1925. The successful show of strength made
by the ulama in 1924 was followed by nearly two decades of complete subordi-
nation to the Shah. In that year they triumphantly opposed Reza Khan’s bid for
arepublican form of government. But beginning in 1925, when he ascended the
throne of Iran, the Shah, like his Turkish counterpart, Mustafa Kemal, made
secularism a cornerstone of his public policy. Until 1941, when he abdicated the
throne in favor of his eldest son, he relentlessly pursued an unprecedented pro-
gram of modernization, which significantly reduced the power of the clergy.
But, unlike those of his Turkish counterpart, the Shah’s modernization efforts
tended to be more apparent than real. Principally for this reason, when his re-
pressive anti-clerical measures were removed as the result of his abdication, the
ulama reasserted their power and influence in the affairs of the state with rela-
tive ease.

But the renascent role of the ulama in Iranian politics, which reached its peak
during the government of Dr. Mosaddegh, was almost completely reversed as
the result of the Royalist victory and the subsequent increasing role of the pres-
ent shah in the affairs of the state. The millennial institution of the monarchy
once again overshadowed the institution of the ulama, whose members were
suppressed jointly with the nationalists. Nevertheless, it was not until Novem-
ber 1961 that the Shah’s revolutionary measures posed a serious challenge to
the ulama as well as to the landed aristocracy, the forces in favor of the status
quo. The land reform measures seemed to challenge one of the most funda-
mental bases of clerical power in Iran. Reza Shah’s suppressive measures as
well as his modernization efforts had made a dent in the power of the ulama,
but the land reform measures of his son would seem to have deprived them of
most, if not all, of what was left of their waning power.

Before November 1961 the Shah had assumed that his own efforts in land
distribution would provide an example to be followed by other owners of large
tracts of land. The failure of this approach, together with both internal and ex-
ternal pressures, finally prompted the promulgation of the Farman Sheshganeh
(Six-Point Royal Decree), which directed the government of Dr. Ali Amini to
enforce laws limiting landholdings, to form agricultural cooperative soci-
eties, to set up youth work battalions, and to utilize the Army to build feeder
roads and irrigation canals and to instruct farmers. The bill of the Minister of
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Agriculture stipulated that landowners could hold one village, that they would
repay them in ten installments, and that the government would resell these to
the peasants, who would have to pay the government in fifteen installments.
The bill also provided for the establishment of cooperatives for the purpose of
development and distribution of seeds and husbandry, extension of credits and
services, maintenance and improvement of waterways, utilization of agricul-
tural mechanization, and so on.

Although these revolutionary measures are not directed exclusively or even
primarily against the ulama, the June 1963 riots revealed that they have begun
to shake the very fabric of Iranian traditional society. In this society the ulama
have attempted with varying degrees of success to influence public policy. Even
the Shah in the past has relied, at times, on the ulama as well as on the army
and the bureaucracy. But at present the Shah appears to be taking the risk of
ignoring these traditional sources of his support in the hope of luring to his
side the hitherto neglected peasantry and the workers. He is simultaneously
seeking to gain influence in another traditionally neglected segment of the so-
ciety, the women of Iran.

In spite of these breaks with tradition, it is interesting to note that the Shah
has rather consistently utilized religious symbols in rationalizing, populariz-
ing, and legitimizing his socioeconomic reforms. He has on many occasions
invoked the concept of barakah (divine blessing), posing as the monarch who
has since childhood been mysteriously spared many catastrophes, including a
serious attempt against his life. Before the riots of June 1963 he recalled these
miraculous escapes when making a major statement concerning land reform
at the holy city of Qom. More important was the way in which he tried to justify
the revolutionary measures in Islamic terms. He stated:

If the Muslim community adapts itself to the requirements of modern times
in the glorious spirit of Islam, it will find new power and victory. Our society
continues to be in need of religious and moral principles, and those Ulama
who have either cooperated with, or remained unopposed to, the land re-
form program are indubitably our religious leaders. But those others who
have expressed opposition to it would seem to be preoccupied with the ap-
pearance rather than the substance of the religion. The land reform put into
effect today in this sacred place should be a great lesson to the followers of
such Ulama. The Shia as well as the entire Islamic community can no longer
drag behind the times. We trust that Allah will guide those in positions of
leadership to the Right Path, and that by the blessings of this sacred shrine
they will serve Islam, the Shah and their country.
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AN UNSOLVED PROBLEM

In spite of the June 1963 riots, the land reform program has been
pushed with speed. Meanwhile, after a suspension of about two and a half'years
the Iranian Parliament was opened by the Shah on October 6, 1963. For the first
time in Iran’s history women voted and ran for the Parliament. In his inaugural
address to Parliament the Shah noted that “from now on public policy decisions
will truly reflect the interests of the majority of the Iranian people because they
have for the first time elected their own representatives.” The Shah attributed
this “national revolutionary change” not only to the historic emancipation of
women but particularly to the land reform measures of his government. He de-
clared that Iran’s aims were to raise the people’s standard of living, increase
agricultural and industrial production, and raise per capita income.

It is difficult to say how revolutionary a revolution decreed from the top can
be. It is also hazardous to state how representative the present Parliament really
is. Nevertheless, it is clear that there is an unprecedented change in the makeup
of the present Parliament. Whether this change will usher in a “democratic” era
remains to be seen. But it already is apparent that the government is less aware
of the complex nature of social change than it is of its own belief in the possibil-
ity of decreeing even psychological change in Iranian society. Religious figures
do not dare to speak in opposition, and the government is using many media of
communication to tell the masses that religion is a matter of individual belief
and should have nothing to do with the affairs of the state.

It seldom seems realized in Iran that the persisting traditional attitude to-
ward the relation of religion to the state cannot be decreed out of existence.
Such a change in attitude is essentially bound up with the intellectual and psy-
chological life of the society. The change in these spheres will require of the
Iranian people a rethinking of the whole structure of their life and culture, and
the rebuilding of their universe and their identity in it. This is the most difficult
task confronting all modernizing societies, Islamic or otherwise. It is the most
difficult task because it does not lend itself to solutions decreed from above.

Yet itis a task that no modernizing society can afford to ignore, because mod-
ernization in one aspect of life tends to reverberate in all others. The process of
urbanization reduces the luster of religion as a guide to human conduct. The
educated urban classes progressively will seek to find answers to moral and eth-
ical questions elsewhere. If this “elsewhere” is not to be in lectures on Marxist
values, the ulama will have to adjust themselves to the demands of a modernizing
society. More importantly, they must be encouraged by the state to find, in col-
laboration with modern intellectuals, answers to moral and ethical questions of
the emerging society in the ancient as well as the Islamic heritage of Tran.
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IRAN’S “WHITE REVOLUTION”

A Study in Political Development

Iran is entering the second decade of its “White Revolution.” The
Shah has set forth his own account of it,* but the scholarly community has, as
yet, made no serious attempt at analyzing it.> This omission is glaring regard-
less of justifications. It is, in fact, an omission that verges on scholarly neglect
because, if there is any validity in the propositions of this study, a better under-
standing of Iran’s contemporary achievements and dilemmas would seem to
require probing the very meaning of the “White Revolution” by going beyond
its official label and the adumbration of its programs. The purpose of this essay
is to do exactly that. And toward that end it will seek to utilize concepts of po-
litical development as suggested in particular by Professor Gabriel Almond. I
prefer these concepts because they facilitate examination of the “White Revolu-
tion” within the broad and fundamental framework of the major challenges of
Western civilization to Iran.

In theorizing about these challenges to “new nations” in general, Professor
Almond identifies four major revolutions. The leaders of these nations, he sug-
gests, confront a national revolution, an authority revolution, a participation rev-
olution, and a welfare revolution.> Which one, or which combination, of these
does Iran’s “White Revolution” resemble? In raising this preliminary question
in search of the meaning of this phenomenon we are at once struck by the in-
sufficiency of these four concepts of revolution in light of the Iranian experi-
ence. The reason for this would seem to be the incremental nature of Iran’s
winning of independence. The modern political history of Iran, as an “old”
and technically sovereign nation, but in many ways a “new” nation, is largely
that of a nation in search of its “true” or “complete” independence. This is
quite different from the experience of most new nations (such as India, Paki-
stan, Syria, Lebanon, and numerous others), which “won” their independence
at a rather decisive moment of their history. This may well be the reason for
Almond’s non-inclusion of national independence as a fifth revolution. Even
so, it must be pointed out that in the case of all nations, old or new, though
particularly more vulnerable new nations, analysis of domestic politics should
include foreign-policy considerations, including the all-important concept of
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what we may call “an independence revolution,” encompassing both the acts of
winning and maintaining freedom of decision making in international politics.
In analyzing Iran’s foreign policy over a long span of time I felt impelled to
stress the theoretical necessity and empirical demonstrability of domestic- and
foreign-policy interaction.* Almond’s own recent plea for noting the interac-
tion of the domestic society, the international environment, and the political
system® would certainly seem to indicate that my addition of the concept of an
“independence revolution” to his previous formulation of four revolutions would
be found of general theoretical utility.

The simultaneity of these five revolutionary challenges to the traditional Iranian
political culture finds its roots primarily in the nineteenth century, despite the
sporadic sixteenth- to eighteenth-century contacts with the West.® The princi-
pal stimulus for change in the ancient conception of monarchical absolutism,
in the autocratic conception of foreign policy, in the provincial, tribal, and com-
munal bases of governmental administration, and in the accumulation of eco-
nomic wealth in the hands of a few came from outside the political culture, just
as in so many historical Western and especially modern non-Western societies.
And justas in these societies, in Iran, too, the single most important catalyst for
introducing the need for change was external pressure at the beginning. Mili-
tary defeat in wars with tsarist Russia, the imposition of the humiliating peace
treaties of Gulistan (1813) and Turkomanchai (1828) by Russia, the opening of
telegraphic communications by Great Britain, the Anglo-Russian rivalry over
commercial and economic concessions, and the dissemination of ideas through
foreign education, missionary activities, and the printing press marked the pro-
cesses that forced the traditional political culture open to modern conceptions
of society and government. The Constitutional Revolution was simultaneously
the product and the cause of this Western penetration. As such it reflected the
Iranian response to the fivefold challenge of Western civilization, calling for
emancipation from foreign control, integration of diverse linguistic, tribal, and
communal groups into a homogeneous political community, centralization of
governmental authority, popular participation in politics, and social and eco-
nomic modernization. The resulting constitutional documents, which are still
in force, support the proposition, I submit, that at the time these were adopted
simultaneously by the national elite as the basic goals of the “new political
order” and have remained so to date. For example, the Majlis was granted major
powers in foreign affairs toward the goal of ensuring national independence,
it was required to investigate all important matters in the public interest and
to assist the Cabinet in reforms toward the goal of “happiness and well-being”
of the Iranian people, and the people of Iran were recognized as a source of
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power in addition to and separate from the monarch in keeping with the goal
of participation.”

To suggest that ever since the Constitutional Revolution national indepen-
dence, national integration, centralization of governmental authority, popular
participation, and socioeconomic modernization have simultaneously consti-
tuted the most fundamental goals of the Iranian political system does not, of
course, mean that these objectives have been defined uniformly by various na-
tional leaders during different periods. For example, the Constitutional leaders
perceived the goal of national independence primarily in terms of the eradica-
tion of extensive tsarist Russian and British economic and political control, just
as did Reza Shah during most of his rule, but from 1941 to 1946 it was per-
ceived primarily in terms of resistance to foreign, particularly Russian, inter-
ference and occupation, from 1947 to 1953 in terms of a crusade against the
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, from 1954 to 1961 in terms of resistance to Soviet
psychological pressures, and since 1962 in terms of reduction of dependence
on the United States and normalization of relations with the Soviet Union. To
take another of the five basic goals, for example, the Constitutional leaders
perceived socioeconomic reforms in their time primarily in terms of financial
reorganization of the administrative system, toward which end they hired the
American financial adviser Morgan Shuster. Reza Khan (and subsequently as
Shah) did largely the same from 1922 to 1927 by supporting the employment
of Dr. Arthur Millspaugh by the Majlis. Neither Reza Shah nor his predecessors
would seem to have perceived the goal of socioeconomic modernization in such
basic terms as, for example, the distribution of land among the peasantry. Even
Muhammad Reza Shah would not seem to have perceived the requirements of
socioeconomic modernization in the same way throughout his rule despite the
repeated plea for modernization ever since his accession to the throne in 1941.
National independence, socioeconomic modernization, as well as other basic
goals of the Iranian political system, in other words, have persisted ever since
the Constitutional Revolution, despite the fact that various national leaders have
defined them somewhat differently in light of their particular circumstances.

Neither the simultaneity of adoption nor the continuity of execution of these
goals alone can take us far in search of the meaning of the “White Revolution.”
We must also consider the crucial problem of priority. In generalizing about
this problem as it confronts any given national leader in a developing coun-
try, Almond insists that it should be “unambiguously clear that he is not even
free to choose the particular mix of revolution or the order which he prefers.
Whether he likes it or not he must give a higher priority to the creation of a na-
tion and of effective government authority before giving way fully to demands
for participation and welfare.”® As was suggested earlier, however, in the case
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of Iran, where the winning of national independence has been an incremental
process, this must also be considered as a continuous goal of various national
leaders in discussing the problem of priority. More importantly, I submit, from
the dawn of the Constitutional Revolution to the early 196os this goal was most
of the time accorded the highest priority by Iranian leaders.

Let us illustrate this proposition by some major examples. The Constitu-
tional Revolution itself, although reflecting modernizing, participatory, and na-
tionalistic aspirations, was, according to the testimony of its foremost student,
E. G. Browne, more a nationalistic than a democratic movement.® It aimed in
principle at Iran’s emancipation from Anglo-Russian control, which it failed to
achieve at the time. In fact, that rivalry frustrated Iran’s then subordinate goal of
modernization as the result of the pressured departure of the American finan-
cial adviser Morgan Shuster. Reza Shah, in fact, fulfilled the basic nationalist
goal of the Constitutionalists, namely, winning a large measure of political in-
dependence for Iran from Great Britain and Russia. For this reason I have else-
where characterized Reza Shah chiefly as the “architect of independent Iran.”*°
This is, I submit, a more appropriate characterization of his accomplishments,
during most of his time, despite the more familiar portrayal of the late Shah as
a modernizer.”* He certainly was a modernizer too, but in terms of his high-
est goal and greatest concerns he was first and foremost a nationalist leader.
Given the circumstances of Iran at the time, independence had to take priority
over welfare. Let us take two quite different examples of the Shah’s major acts
of modernization: the construction of the Trans-Iranian Railway and the adop-
tion of the Iranian Civil Code. To be sure, these represented major changes,
but modernization in these, as in numerous other instances, was incidental;
the Shah’s overriding goal was political independence. The choice of the Trans-
Iranian Railway’s termini was largely dictated by his earnest desire and dogged
determination to thwart the Anglo-Russian influence in the south and the
north; welfare considerations were only secondary.** The Civil Code, to turn to
the other example, was rushed through the Majlis primarily as an inducement
to Western powers, particularly Great Britain, to accept the consequences of the
abolition of capitulations.*?

To cite some examples from a later period, let us first take Qavam’s over-
night creation of the “Democratic Party of Iran” and the Supreme Economic
Council. The party was to steal the thunder of the Soviet-dominated Democrats
of the Azerbaijan Party, and the Council, like some other swift creations, was
to placate those in the adamant Tudeh Party and the Soviet Embassy who were
pressuring for reforms.™ His party was not created as a modern political infra-
structure toward the goal of popular political participation. Nor were the eco-
nomic measures designed so much to achieve the goal of economic welfare.
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A final example may be cited from the oil nationalization movement. Nation-
alization of the oil industry in the late 1940s and early 1950s was, to be sure,
often paraded in terms of the goal of socioeconomic modernization, but in
light of the perception and performance of its most important advocates it was
launched primarily as a political act directed toward the goal of Iran’s “true inde-
pendence.” Dr. Mosaddegh, for example, in principle favored land reform but
did not accord it priority at the time. In a major speech to the Majlis Oil Com-
mission on February 21, 1951, he vehemently argued that the British-dominated
oil industry, not the landowning system, was the principal cause of all Iran’s
misfortunes.* In the circumstances of the time this was a widely accepted con-
ception of the primary challenge to the Iranian nation. The overriding concern
with this challenge overshadowed not only efforts toward economic modern-
ization but also efforts at political institutionalization, such as the construction
of a viable party system during 1951-53. This and similar evidence would seem
to support the proposition that although the challenges of nationalism, mod-
ernism, and democracy simultaneously burst upon the Iranian political culture,
the goal of national independence most often received a higher priority over
those of economic modernization and political participation from the dawn of
the Constitutional Revolution to the early 1960s.

In light of the above proposition, the goal of socioeconomic modernization was
not accorded the highest priority until the early 1960s. If it can now be shown
that (1) it has been given first priority since that time and (2) that the “White
Revolution” in the last analysis stands for the goal and programs of socio-
economic modernization, or what Almond would call “welfare revolution,” then
it would be possible to suggest that only since the early 1960s has the goal of
socioeconomic modernization been accorded the highest priority by the Iranian
government in modern times. This is what the “White Revolution” would seem
to mean. It would also seem to mean that the priority accorded socioeconomic
modernization is bound to have far-reaching implications for Iran’s other basic
goals.

In essence, the circumstances that would seem to have made it possible for
the Shah’s regime to begin to give priority to the goal of socioeconomic mod-
ernization fall into two major categories, domestic and foreign. To take up the
internal circumstances first, as already noted, the Shah aspired to the adoption
of the goal of socioeconomic modernization as early as his accession to the
throne (1941), but modernization requires concentration of power, which the
Shah did not possess sufficiently either during the war or in the early postwar
period. Even his triumph over Dr. Muhammad Mosaddegh in 1953 did not mark
the end of serious opposition to the Shah’s bid for supreme power. It only sig-
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naled the beginning of a painful process of consolidation of power between the
overthrow of the government of Dr. Mosaddegh and the bloody crushing of the
June 1963 uprising. With the effective suppression of the National Front and
the Tudeh as well as other sources of opposition, the throne felt secure enough
to accord social and economic reforms the highest priority.

External circumstances by the early 1960s also made such a choice possi-
ble. Three factors in particular proved important. The destruction of the un-
popular monarchical regime in neighboring Iraq in 1958, Iraq’s subsequent
defection from the Baghdad Pact, and the bellicose attitudes of the new Iraqi
military regime were causes for concern. A less pro-Western orientation and
a more serious reform program seemed necessary if a similar fate was not to
await the regime in Iran. A second external factor was the amelioration of re-
lations between Iran and the Soviet Union subsequent to the crisis of 1958-59
over negotiations for a long-term nonaggression pact. Iran’s ability in 1962 to
pledge to the Soviet Union that it would not allow rocket or missile bases on
its territory ushered in the era of good-neighborliness between the two coun-
tries that has lasted to the present time and has been marked by unprecedented
commercial, technical, and economic cooperation. Iranian energies could then
be channeled toward socioeconomic reforms at home rather than resistance to
Soviet pressures. And a third factor in the external circumstances favoring the
adoption of socioeconomic modernization as the primary goal of Iran by the
early 1960s was the attitude of the Kennedy administration: the United States
seemed more interested in aiding those countries that helped themselves. Iran
had had its share of generous American economic and military assistance, was
deriving increasing revenues from its oil, and yet was at the time gripped by a
serious economic crisis. To deserve more American aid Iran had first to put its
own house in order by undertaking long-overdue social and economic reforms
now that the regime seemed more stable.

The first and single most important “principle” or “point” (‘asl) of these re-
forms was the land-reform program launched in 1962, followed by eleven other
points, which all together constitute what is officially labeled the “White Revo-
lution of the Shah and the people” (engelab sefid Shah va mardom).*® Detailed de-
scription of these points is obviously beyond the scope of this analysis, but their
salient features and attendant problems may be swiftly examined in order to
indicate that the “White Revolution” is primarily a program of socioeconomic
modernization.

Land reform has meant the emergence of millions of peasants as the new
owners of land, the development of thousands of rural cooperatives, and in-
creased agricultural productivity despite the migration of the labor force to
cities and towns and the inability of existing industry to absorb it. Financial,
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technical, organizational, marketing, and other problems persist, but gen-
erally the distribution of land is now well under way. Attention has also been
paid to the lot of the workers: the government claims that some 55 factories
and workshops have been sold to laborers and a total of some 150,000 have
begun sharing up to 20 percent of net profits in nearly 2,000 factories. Some $2
billion in annual revenues from oil underwrite socioeconomic modernization,
as evidenced by the allocation of 8o percent of the oil revenues to the current
Fourth Development Plan (March 21, 1968 to March 20, 1973). The oft-quoted
GNP achieved an average rate of 9.8 percent per year at current prices between
1963 and 1968 and has reached an average of about 10 percent in more recent
years. The regime’s accomplishments in these and other respects, such as the
increasing proportion of investment to GNP, changes in the composition, di-
rection, and volume of trade, and the expansion of foreign markets, are seldom
matched in other areas of modernization.

A major one of these is the field of public administration. The Iranian polit-
ical system, saddled with an old, established bureaucracy, has so far made little
headway in administrative change. Nevertheless, some changes are on the hori-
zon. For example, the quality of personnel has improved considerably in the
National Iranian Oil Company (NIOC), the Central Bank, and the Plan Organi-
zation. What is called the “Administrative Revolution Conference” met in 1967
and was followed by the creation of the Government Department Evaluation
Organization (GDEO). GDEO’s primary function is to oversee administrative
changes. Two of its guiding principles are use of the merit system in person-
nel recruitment and the abolition of “unnecessary” rules and regulations. But
not much else has been done. The Shah himself has been cited as stating that
95 percent of government institutions were based on “irrational and unsound
principles.” Informed Tehranis themselves view the shortcomings of the ad-
ministrative system as stemming not only from overcentralization of authority
in Tehran and from overstaffing, inefficiency, and incompetence but also from
outworn attitudes.

Administrative problems tend to affect adversely other areas of moderniza-
tion. For example, the all-important educational reforms are often impeded
severely by red tape, by refusal to take responsibility, and by other familiar
problems. There is a general tendency in measuring achievements in education,
as in other fields, to overemphasize quantitative criteria, such as increases in
the number of elementary- and secondary-school students, or the building of
educational infrastructures. Ever since the Ramsar Conference of August 1968,
however, a degree of sophistication in evaluation is becoming noticeable: the
imbalance between academic education and vocational training, the declin-
ing quality of education in most secondary schools, and the so-called diploma
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craze have come under verbal attack. The regime has been justifiably proud of
its innovative creation of the well-known “Army of Knowledge,” comprising
some 74,000 young men and women in the past eight years, who have carried
literacy to the far corners of numerous villages. The problems of education in
urban centers, however, like those of public administration, are the ones that
would seem most troublesome. New universities and schools are constantly
emerging, and yet every year many thousands of students are turned away from
the University of Tehran, which in the summer of 1971, for example, granted
admission to only some 10,000 out of 70,000 anxious applicants. The entrance
examination will reportedly come under scrutiny, if it has not already.

If there is any validity to my proposition that the “White Revolution” symbol-
izes the adoption of socioeconomic modernization by the Shah as the highest
goal of his government since 1962, the implications of this preference for the
other basic goals of Tran must be sought. First, insofar as the goal of national
independence is concerned, the Shah’s socioeconomic modernization has con-
tributed significantly to Iranian capabilities and has been paralleled by an un-
usually active foreign policy, officially called the “independent national policy”
(siyasat-i mustaqel-