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ABSTRACT
Uneven Capitalist Development, Peripheral
Urbanization, and Petty Commodity
Production in Iran and Egyot:

A Comparative Study With a Focus on
Tehran and Cairo (1809-1970)

By

Mohammad Ali Tchaitchian

This research 1is concerned with a historical analysis
and comparison of the process of hyper-urbanization and
massive rural-urban migration in Iran and Egypt as it |is
related to each nation's incorporation into the world capi-
talist economy. In order to understand the dynamics of caoni-
talist penetration 1into pre-capitalist social formations,
three historical periods are identified: 1) pre-colonial
period (1800-1880s); 2) colonial penetration and expansion
(1880s-1950s); and 3) neo-colonial period (1950s-1970s).

The major concern of this project 1is to investigate
whether or not different patterns of dependence, and diffe-
rent timing and modes of incorporation contribute to diffe-
rent patterns of hyper-urbanization. The findings of this
study can be summarized as follow.

During the first period, there existed little or no
population displacement between tribal, rural, and urban
areas; the growth of cities was related to the dynamics of

international trade; and only commercial cities (and not
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Mohammad Ali Tchaitchian
political capitals) showed a considerable growth.

During the second period, peripheral urbanization in the
form of rural-urban migration and concentration of all
economic and political activities in few urban 1localities
took momentum in Egypt as a result of the British «colonial
policies, while that of Iran was delayed until after the
WWI. Implementation of the land reform policies in both
social formations during the third period undermined ore-
capitalist relations of production, disrupted rural employ-
ment, directed capital investment toward industrial activi-
ties, and further led to massive rural-urban migration.

The findings confirm my hypothesis that differences 1in
patterns of migration and hyper-urbanization are related to
diferences 1in tyves as well as the timing of denendencs.
Thus, Egypt's dependence on cotton production l2d to massive
rural-urban migration while Iran's dependence on o0il did
not. Furthermore, in terms of urban employment and the
growth of petty commodity production during the third
period, the findings indicate a decline in employment within
small-scale 1industrial sector; a decline in the number of
self-employed artisans; and an increase in the number of
petty traders and street peddlers in both social formations.
This is attributed to capitalist development which creates a

new class of wage-laboreres on the one hand, but is also in

need of an efficient and cheap means of distribution for

commodities produced in the capitalist sector.
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INTRODUCTION

Conceptualization of the Research Problem

While the field of comparative urban research has grown
significantly, it has generally lacked a well developed
theoretical framework within which to examine cross-
culturally those socio-economic processes which accompany
the rapid growth of most cities in the Third World (Walton,
1976: 302; safa, 1982: 3).

This research is concerned with a historical analysis
and comparison of the process of hyper-urbanization in Iran
and Egypt as it is related to each nation's incorporation
into the world capitalist economy during the 1952-1979
period.

Modernization theorists attribute "Hyper-urbanization "
in the Third World countries to unchecked population
growth, rural-urban migration, and failure to conform ¢to
Western industrialization schemes. 1In «criticizing these
assumptions, political economy theorists argue that the
problem of hyper-urbanization is a symptom of "dependent" or
"peripheral™ capitalism (Castells, 1980; McGee, 1971;
Mingione, 1981l; Slater, 1978). The consequences of hyper-
urbanization may be identified as widespread poverty,
proliferation of squatter settlements, low industrial wages,

unemployment and underemployment, a bulging tertiary or
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service sector, and the presence of a large informal sector
in the economy of the cities (Walters et al., 1984).

By incorporation I mean the integration of 1local
production processes into a world-wide division of labor
based upon the dynamics of capital accumulation. The incor-
poration process is partly determined by the way that
capitalist expansion pursues particular ends such as 1) the
immediate possession of important sources of production such
as land, minerals, etc.; 2) the liberation of labor power
and its coercion into the service of capital; 3) the intro-
duction of a commodity economy; and 4) the separation of
trade from agriculture (Luxemburg, 1963); and partly deter-
mined by the internal dynamics of the given social formation
(such as class conflicts and control of the state power)
which has a decisive impact on the degree of incorporation.

The rationale for the selection of Iran and Egyot
is rooted in their similarities and differences with regard
to their histories of peripheralization. In terms of simila-
rities, both 1Iran and Egypt have a long history of what
Childe (1964) calls "literate urban civilization™ . Today
they are among the largest, most ovopulated, and most
urbanized societies 1in the Middle East. In both
countries' pre-capitalist social formations, the tributary
mode of production (Amin, 1974) has been dominant. Both have
pre-capitalist urbanization patterns that have been affected
by Islamic socio-economic relations and cultural values.

Although in different historical sequences, compared to pre-
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colonial urbanization both countries have experienced an
over-concentration of population and its consequences in a
few metropolitan cities after their incorporation into the
world capitalist system (this is true of Egypt since 188@'s
and Iran since 1930's). At the present time, both
countries' economic organization is based on a combination
of private and state capitalist development which in turn
has been shaped by the demands of the international market
under the control of the multi-national corporations. And
finally, both countries have wi tnessed a post-war
process of dependent industrialization.

With respect to dissimilarities, the most fundamental is
that the two societies were incorporated into the world
capitalist economy under different historical conditions:
While Egypt was a British colony (1882-1922), 1Iran never
lost her legal sovereignty and thus experienced a different
type of dependence. Moreover, Iran's dependence was (and
still 1is) based on oil production, while that of Egypt was
initiated by cultivation of long-staple cotton for the world
market and that continued to be the dominant export
commodity until the 195@'s.

The major concern of this project 1is to investigate
whether or not different patterns of dependence (e.qg.,
dependence on exportation of raw materials, agricultural

products, etc.), associated forward and backward
linkages (Watkins, 1963; Hirschman, 1958); and different

timing and modes of incorporation contribute to different
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1)
patterns of rural-urban migration and "hyper-urbanization".
Within this context, the project emphasizes one aspect of
peripheral urbanization, that is, the growth and development
of petty commodity production in Tehran and Cairo, parti-
cularly related to the small-scale industries, that based
on initial comparisons have developed along different 1lines
(Mabro and Radwan, 1976).2)

The way various chapters throughout this work are
organized can be divided in three parts: 1) theory and
research strategy; 2) historical background and analysis of
the socio-economic and spatial changes which facilitated the
process of peripheral urbanization in Iran and Egyot (1800-
1950s) ; and 3) the political economy of perioheral
urbanization and petty commodity production 1in Iran and
Egypt with a focus on Tehran and Cairo (1950s-1979).

In the first part, Chapter One is devoted to a review of
literature related to the analysis of different modes of
production in pre-capitalist and capitalist social
formations; and also the process of urbanization in the
peripheries. Within this context, the focus is on one aspect
of peripheral urbanization, namely, the growth and develop-
ment of petty commodity production particularly in urban
areas. in Chapter Two my theoretical framework is detailed
in two parts. In the first part, I investigate and formulate
the conditional historical possibility of the articulation
of different modes of production particularly during transi-

tional periods when the elements of no single mode are
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predominant. In the second part, I argue that peripheral
urbaniiation and hyper-urbanization are spatial manifesta-
tions of a peripheral capitalist economy. Furthermore, it
will be argued that petty commodity production which is
considered to contain pre-capitalist traits for ©production
of goods and provision of services, 1is in fact an integral
component of capitalist production 1in the perinhery.
Finally, 1in Chapter Three the main tenets of my research
strategy, namely, historical documentation and comnarative
analysis are discussed. As a research strategy, three broad
historical periods for study of urbanization in the peri-
phery are identified : 1) pre-colonial structure (1800-
1880s); 2) colonial penetration and internal expansion
(1880s-1920s), and continued colonial organization/domina-
tion (1920s-1950s); and 3) neo-colonial domination through
speculative investments and the control of import-substitu-
tion industrialization (ISI) by multinational corporations
(1950s-1970) .

In the second part, I investigate the political economy
of pre-capitalist 1Iran and Egypt during the first period
(1800-1880s) ; the transitional period during which
capitalism gained momentum in the two social formations
(18808-1950s); and spatial manifestations of socio-economic
and political changes during the two periods. Chapter Four
identifies various modes and forms of production and their
articulation within the two social formations. Chapters Five

and Seven provide a historical background for spatial deve-
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lopments in pre-capitalist Iran and Egypt. Chapters Six and
Eight are devoted to the historical documentaton of socio-
economic and spatial changes during the second period
(1880s-1950s). In particular, these two chapters document
the beginnings of peripheral urbanization in Iran and Egyot
during this transitional period. The second part culminates
in Chapter Nine in which, I compare and contrast the diffe-
rences and similarities between the two social formations'
political economy and the processes of wurbanization. In
brief, part two (Chapters Four through Nine) has to be
considered as a ccncise historical analysis and background
for the study of peripheral urbanization during the third
period.

Part three is devoted to a historical investigation of
the events from 1950s to 1970 during which capitalist rela-
tions of production were established in both rural and urban
areas within the two social formations. While in Chapters
Ten and Eleven I provide a historical background for the
consolidation of peripheral capitalism in Iran and Egypt; in
Chapters Twelve and Thirteen I investigate the structural
roots of hyper-urbanization by focusing on two principal
urban localities of Tehran and Cairo. 1In the 1last two
chapters, I also look at the employment structure within the
petty commodity production sector of the urban economy
particularly the small-scale industries, self-employed
artisans, and those who provide various services and facili-

tate distribution of commodities in the marketplace.
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Finally, 1in Chapter Fourteen I attempt to make a
historical comparison between the processes of peripheral
urbanization in Iran and Egypt. The findings of this
research project indicate the differences in timing of
incorporation of the two social formations into the world
capitalist economy; differences in timing of the beginning
of peripheral urbanization; and differences in the degree of
advancement of <capitalist relations of production which
partly manifests itself in the employment structure within

the petty commodity sector.



Endnotes:

l. In examining the effects of a pmarticular industry on
other activities, Hirschman (1958:98-119) distinguishes
between "backward 1linkage effects" and "forward linkage
effects". The former arise from the input needed to supply
production in a given industry; and the latter arise from
the utilization of the output of the industry as inputs 1in
new activities.

2., Small-scale industries refer to small workshops and other
establishments engaged in handicrafts, repairs, servicing,
or small-scale production of capitalist goods which employ
less than 10 people.



Chapter One

Review of Literature

l.1. Introduction

The undialectical and ahistorical approach of the
conventional theories of underdevelopment which conceived of
a vicious circle of backwardness in the poor, underdeveloped
countries has been critically questioned by both Marxists
and the advocates of the dependency school. Among the
Marxist critics, Szentes was one of the first writers that
attacked the false assumptions of the development theories:

The fact that what we can call "underdevelopment" is a
historical product 1is only denied or ignored by those
inclined to take everything for granted and to draw
conclusions for the laws of struggle between man and
nature from the case of Robinson Crusoe (leaving out of
account of course the origin of Robinson's skills,
weapons and tools) rather than from the undoubtedly
more streneous study of history of human society ... it
is they who, instead of turning to the "wasteful
pleasure of studying the past," are engaged in analyzing
the "bread and butter" tasks of the present... they
forget that it is impossible to bring about a deliberate
change in the present without knowing how this present
state came about (Szentes, 1970: 16-17).

Furthermore, Szentes arques that underdevelopment as a
relational state cannot be understood without a
comprehensive knowledge of the world economy and the given

society as well. That 1is, the phenomenon of the
underdeveloped world cannot be fully understood without

disclosing the phenomenon of "developed" world.
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In general, classical Marxist writings do not appear to
have very much to say about development and underdeveloobment
in the peripheries. In fact, the problem of underdevelopment
was scarcely foreseen let alone analyzed in the 19th century
as Foster-Carter (1973: 1@) puts it:

There 1is in Marx no conception that underdevelopment is
anything more or less than underdevelopment, nor any
idea of supreme irony of one stagnant historical cul-de-
sac being forced into the stream of world history in
such a way as to condemn it to another, different, yet
no less negative, blind alley.

In general, Marx was ambigious on the nature of
capitalist impact, he assumed European capitalism acquired
an interest 1in actually developing its colonies. In the
preface to the first edition of Capital, for instance, Marx
made his famous statement that "the country that is more
developed industrially, only shows, to the less developed,
the image of its own future" (Marx, 1967: 8-9). Thus as a
technological determinist, Marx was convinced that railways
for example, would put India on the road of capitalist
development. However, as Kay (1975: 12) argues in defense of
Marxism, it would not be impossible to reconcile Marxism
with the existence of worldwide underdevelopment brought
about by capitalism:

The 1law of value provides the only satisfactory basis

for such a theory which is not only adequate ¢to its

object, but which is also the definitive critique both
scientifically and politically of conventional
development theory and its radical offshoots.

Based on the above assumption, some scholars like Kay

(1975), Palloix (1975), and Warren (1973) have returned to
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classical writings in order to develop an explicitly Marxist
analysis of dependency and underdevelopment. In brief, their
initial thrust of argument is that economic growth is the
result of increased capitalist (imperialist) penetration
into areas which, though long integrated into the world
capitalist market through exchange, have not been
transformed internally to any significant degree (Chinchilla
and Dietz, 198l: 141). Therefore, imperialist penetration of
the Third World economies creates conditions for full
emergence of industrial capitalism and capitalist relations
of production.

The expansion of international commodity oroduction
through the development of transnational corporations, based
on this perspective, spreads the capitalist mode of
production and industrialization throughout the Third World
by eliminating pre-capitalist forms and creating the
conditions necessary for its own reproduction. In reviewing
this perspective, Chinchilla and Dietz (1981) argue that by
assuming capitalism as an unchanging system subject to the
same "laws" in the late twentieth century as it was in the
previous one, this perspective reproduces an error which
"permeates dependency theory". That is, 1like dependency
analyses, it has no concept of stages of «canitalist
development or of the "maturing and decaying of the

capitalist mode of production."
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l.2. The "Modes of Production Approach"

Based on a critique of economistic, mechanical , and
dogmatic theoretical concepts/methods that were
characteristics of some Marxist analyses, an alternative
viewpoint has come out of this perspective known as the
"modes of production" approach. This aporoach is based on
the proposition that there are various combinations of modes
of production present in any given society, in which these
modes of production are articulated in complementary/
contradictory patterns (Chinchilla and Dietz, 1980: 1-2).
The basic elements of the articulation of modes of
production have been suggested by a number of writers (e.g.,
Althusser and Balibar, 1970; Bettelheim, 1972; Laclau, 1977;
Meillasoux, 198@; Poulantzas, 1973; Rey, 1973; and Terray,
1972), who, despite certain similarities differ as regards
the concepts of modes of production, social formation, and
articulation. This necessitates an overview of the varia-
tions in definitions of basic concepts.

l1.2.1. Mode of Production: This is an abstract concept
that is a basic cornerstone of the historical materialist
approach through which historical periods and concrete
situations can be wunderstood. But unlike the orthodox
Marxist wunilinear schema, this approach assumes "no order
of historical sequence with respect to the whole period of
the history of civilization" (Amin, 1974: 57). The basic
dynamic for the mode of production scheme derives from the

fundamental contradiction between the productive forces and
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relations of production. Wolpe (1980:7-8) identifies two
general formulations of the relationship between the forces
and relations of production and of the ways in which a
general concept of mode of production should function. These
are:

1) A "Restricted™ Concept which specifies the mode of
production only in terms of a limited number of elements
(e.g., Brenner, 1977; Hindess and Hirst, 1975; Laclau, 1977;
Poulantzas, 1973). As an example, Hindess and Hirst (1975:
10-11) state that:

A mode of production is an articulated combination of
relations of production and forces of production.. the
relations of production define a specific mode of
appropriation of surplus labor and the specific forms of
social distribution of the means of production,...
forces of production refer to the mode of avpropriation
of nature, that is to the labor process.

and 2) an "Extended” Concept which is the position taken
by Balibar (1970) and Betelheim (1972) that unlike the first
concept, the definition of the relations and forces of
production provides only the essential foundation upon which
the mechanisms of reproduction and the laws of motion are
formulated. As a consequence, the mode of production is held
to be constituted by the combination of the relations and
forces of production together with the mechanisms of
"reproduction" or laws of motion derived from those
relations and forces of production. Thus the extended
concept paves the way for the realization and constitution

of a theory of history as a succession of modes of

production:
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We need it because the concept as we have developed it

up to now has precisely left succession in paranthesis.

We have only been able to define what a mode of

production is by revealing the singularity of its

forces, the specific combination that binds together
these elements of every combination: 1laborer, means of
production, non-laborer, etc. In order not to prejudge
the issue, 1let us say that if historical materialism
were reduced to this concept alone, it would be unable
to think the transition from one combination to another

at the same theoretical level (Balibar, 1970: 257-58).

Thus, Balibar realizes the necessity of a "“theory of
transition" and a "theory of reproduction" that define the
dynamics of the system, which provide the crucial mechanism
by which the otherwise 1isolated enterprises (units) of
production are brought into systemic relationship with one
another (p. 266). Hence, Wolpe (198@: 36) aptly argues that
the distinction between restricted and extended concept of
modes of production is the important step to be taken in
order to remove the obstacles to an adzquate theory of
articulation.

1l.2.2., Social Formation: There are various definitions
of social formation provided by contemporary Marxist
scholars. For example, Hindess and Hirst (1975) define a
social formation as the mode of production together with its
economic, ideological and political conditions of existence,
while Balibar (1970) reserves the concept of social forma-
tion for the combination of different modes of production.
However, it 1is the latter definition of social formation

that has been widely and frequently utilized in the "modes

of production" approach.
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Based on the "extended" conceot of mode of production,
Bettelheim (1972) advances a number of propositions which
focus on the concept of social formation in regard to the
development of a world capitalist economy: 1) the world
economy is composed of capitalist social formations which do
not merely coexist; but that they are 1linked by the
operation of a "worldwide capitalist mode of production";
and 2) the two-fold tendency of the capitalist mode of
production reproduces the forces and relations of production
at the level of "national entity"™ as well as on the
international 1level. Furthermore, 1in regard to the nature
and mechanism of dominance of the capitalist mode over pre-
capitalist modes of production in a given social formation,
Bettelheim suggests the following propositions:
First, "inside social formations 1in which, the
capitalist mode of production 1is "predominant"™ this
domination mainly tends to expanded reproduction of the
capitalist mode of production, that is, to dissolution
of the other modes of production and subsumotion of
their agents to capitalist production relations."
Second, "inside social formations in which the
capitalist mode of production is not directly
predominant, that 1is, in social formations that are
capitalist social formations because they are
subordinate to the capitalist mode of production through
the world market (but in which other modes of production
predominate), the main tendency is not to dissolution of
the non-capitalist modes of prodsuction but to their
conservation- dissolution " (Bettelheim, 1972: 295-98).
In this view, peripheral social formations are
fundamentally, but not homogeneously, capitalist and the

notion of "articulation" of modes of production at different

stages becomes the cornerstone of this approach.
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1.3. Articulation of Modes of Production and Social Change:

Initially, the concept "articulation" was utilized in
the works of Marxist Structuralists such as Althusser and
Balibar (1977) in order to explain the relationship between
elements of a single mode of production. However, the notion
of articulation of different modes of production within
a social formation was later utilized by anthropologists in
order to interpret structures and processes in the African
societies (e.g., the works of Dupre, 1973; Godelier, 1977;
Meillasoux, 1964; Rey, 1973; Terray, 1972). The underlying
view of social change in their analysis of peripheral
formation is an explicit rejection of the universal
evolutionary view of both the modernization paradigm and the
"mechanical Marxist" fixed sequences of modes of production.
Based on the work of Chinchilla and Dietz (1981: 143-146),
the basic premises of the articulation of modes of
production approach can be summarized as follows:

1- Although it is important to analyze capitalism at the
world 1level, however, ¢the unit of analysis remains the
"national economy™ which is a concrete, historically created
social formation which is formed by the articulation of two
or more modes of production. Except during the rapid
transitional periods, one mode of production will tend to be
dominant within a social formaiton. The emergence of a new
dominant mode does not result "necessarily" in the
dissolution and decline of pre-existing modes; rather,

former modes of production and their corresponding class
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relations may be able to be preserved/reinforced for a long
period. Every social formation is a particular case not
similar to others. Consequently, the above process is
neither mechanistically predictable nor uniform.

2- This approach takes into consideration the stages of
development of different modes of production which
articulate within any social formation. Modes of production
have periods of ascendency and decline that affect other
modes within social formations. In the same line of
analysis, the capitalist mode of production is viewed as
having different tendencies and functions depending on its
different stages of development (e.g., competitive vs.
monopoly, etc.).

3- Development is not understood in some abstract terms,
but as the "development of capitalist development", i.e., as
the process by which the capitalist mode and 1its <classes
come into contact with other modes and their respective
class relations and replace/dominate the pre-capitalist
modes. It also recognizes that capitalism is always
underdeveloped in the ideal sense of development: in both
rich and poor countries it brings progress only for few at
the expense of the rest of the population.

4- Neither external nor internal relations are
determining forces a priori; rather, they exert different

forces at different points in time and in different ways.
Thus there are no general "laws of development" that are

moving forward unambigiously.
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To conclude, the theoretical contributions of the "modes
of production" approach are two-fold: realization of
parallel processes of development in advanced capitalist and
Third World countries within one theoretical framework
without resorting to ad hoc explanations; and realization of
the fact that contact with and penetration by foreign
capital in the social formation of a Third World country may
result either in growth or stagnation. More specifically,
Bettelheim (1972:295) emphasizes the role of the capitalist
mode of production and its effect on developments internal
to the social formations:

Within the capitalist world market, the law of value

ensures: expanded reproduction of the material and

social conditions of worldwide production, a definite

pattern of domination and subordination of the different

social formations, reproduction of the system of places

corresponding to these relations of domination and

subordination.
1l.4. Urban Political Economy and Peripheral Urbanization

Recent years have witnessed the emergence of a new
school of wurban social science. Beginning 1in the 1late
1960's, anomalies multiplied as the urban crises created
unanswerable questions about "increasing class and racial
inequalities rather than social integration, urban decay
rather than ecological competition and succession, ©protest
organization rather than anomic disorganization, and
politics of domination rather than pluralism (Walton, 1981:
374). This new urban social science has diverse origins in

theory and practice, but as Walton (1976) arques, the works
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of writers such as Castells (1989), Lojkine (1976) ,
Pickvance (1976), Harloe (1977), Harvey (1973), Hill (1977),
Gordon (1971), and Tabb and Sawers (1978) have enough 1in
common to constitute a general theoretical paradigm which
might be called the "radical urban political economy."
Consistent with a general political economy approach, Aiken
and Castells (1977: 7) summarize the characteristics of the
new urban sociology:

l) Examining the large social, economic, and political

context of cities; 2) using an historical perspective to

study urban problems and phenomena, meaning a strong
emphasis on the process of social change over time 1in
urban systems; and 3) exploring the critical role of the
economic system in shaping the nature of urban systems..
ees(M)ore specifically, a fundamental postulate which
underlies these new approaches is that a given element

of an wurban system cannot properly be isolated as a

separate object of study, meaning it can not

appropriately be removed from the economic, political,
social and historical context of which it is extremely

a part.

Within this context, then , Castells (1978: 16-17)
defines the political economy of urbanization in capnitalist
societies as the concentration and centralization of
capital and "its constant battle against the tendency toward
a lower rate of profit." This concentration and
centralization as a part of capital accumulation takes place
in a spatially organized environment. Based on this, Hill
(1977) conceives of a capitalist city as:

A production site, a locale for the reproduction of the

labor force, a market for the circulation of commodities

and the realization of profit, and a control center for
these complex relationships. Thus the capitalist «city

functions as a spatial generative center through which
growing quantities of surplus product are extracted.
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This means that urbanization in capitalist societies is
an inseparable part of the general conditions of
production, which is also necessary for overall reproduction
in capitalist social formations. Hence, the capitalist city
appears as a direct consequence of the need to reduce
indirect costs of production, <circulation and ccnsumption.
That is, it is an efficient production site which will speed
up the rate of rotation of capital and reduce the period
during which capital is wutilized productively <(Lojkine,
1976: 122).

The foregoing discussion represents an overall picture
of the new field of urban political economy that is mostly
concerned with urbanization in the core capitalist social
formations. Nonetheless, . they have generated an impressive
amount of research and propositions related to
the development of the world capitalist economy and its
effects on urbanization process in peripheral social
formations (such as the works of Castells, 1980; Gugler and
Flanagan, 1978; McGee, 1971; Mingione, 1980; Portes and
Walton, 1976; Roberts, 1978; Slater, 1975 and 1978). What
follows 1is an overview of the theoretical contributions
related to peripheral urbanization, which are of concern in
this research project.l)

l.4.1. Peripheral Urbanization: In his interesting work
on the patterns of urbanization and industrialization in
Latin America, Roberts (1978) refers to wurbanization in

a classic demographic sense of population concentration:
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Urbanization in its most formal sense merely constitutes

the increase of the urban population as compared with

the rural one, but it includes and results from far-
reaching economic transformations on the national and

international plane (Roberts, 1978:: 9).

But, since his analytical framework is situated within
particular dependency relations (with both external and
internal core-periphery relations being examined), he sees
dependent urbanization as being affected by the world
capitalist system (1978: 1, 11, 14). Roberts stresses the
"unevenness" of the pattern of "dependent development" and
locates Third World cities in a worldwide system of
capitalist production, consumption and accumulation (13,
18) . However, he considers an internal structure of class
relationships which functions to the economic advantage of
the metropolis and perpetuation of underdevelopment in the
periphery. Related to urbanization, he puts emphasis on the
importance of a class analysis and argues that while an
analysis of the social structure of a city is based on its
economic relations, one has to give equal weight to
political structure as well.

Finally, Roberts rejects the viewpoint that considers
Third World urbanization as a problem of overpopulation in
urban areas with high levels of unemployment or
underemployment. It is not the lack of a stable, well paid

industrial employment that causes overpopulation, he argues,

but rather is the contradictory process of capital accumula-
tion in the Third World cities. That is, access to cheap and

abundant 1labor not only powers the factories, but also
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provides complementary services and ancillary manufacturing
(Roberts, 1978: 6-7).

At this point, it has to be mentioned that his analysis
of "dualistic economies" in which 1large-scale, corporate
firms contrast with small-scale, family-based enterorises,
brings him closer to the "modes of production" approach. For
instance, referring to the problems of Latin American
countries during and after colonial expansion, he arques
that they have to be understood,

eesin terms of the way 1in which capitalism has

penetrated that continent. Even apparently traditional

situations such as the hacienda or Indian community, can
be seen to have been shaped by capitalist expansion; it
can be argued therefore, that such institutions are not
simply the survival or transplant of non-capitalist
forms of organization and production, such as feudalism

or primitive communism (14-15).

Among those who have formulated the process of dependent
urbanization, the Marxist-Structuralist analysis of Castells
(1980) is significantly important. Similar to Roberts, he
asserts that the study of urbanization 1in underdeveloped
countries must be integrated into an overall analysis of
underdevelopment within a world capitalist system through
understanding the development/underdevelopment dialectic. He
further distinguishes three types of historical domination
under which dependent urbanization reveals, 1in forms and
rhythm, the articulation of economic and political relations
of domination:

1. Colonial domination, with, as 1its essential

objectives, the direct administration of an intensive

exploitation of resources and the affirmation of
political sovereignty.
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2. Capitalist-commercial domination, through the terms

of exchange, procuring for itself raw materials below

their value and opening up new markets for manufactured
products at prices higher than their value.

3. Imperialist-industrial and financial domination,

through speculative investments and the creation of

local industries which tend to control the movement of
substitution of imports, following a strategy of oprofit
adopted by the international thrusts throughout the

world market (Castells, 1980: 44).

In general, Castells 1identifies four "significant"
characteristics of the urbanization process in the periphery
as: 1) population concentration in large urban centers
without integration into an urban network; 2) the absence of
a continuum in the urban hierarchy; 3) socio-cultural
distances between rural communities and urban areas; and 4)
the ecological juxtaposition of the "native" and "Western"
in societies that have experienced colonial rule (42-43).

Among those geographers who have criticized the
inadequacies of development geography and have contributed
to the political economy of wurbanization, Slater has a
specific place. Although his contribution does not exceed
than few articles, however, some of his works should be
regarded as an introductory outline of peripoheral
urbanization in pre- and post-colonial periods (E.g.,
Slater, 1975 and 1978). Following Bettelheim, he adopts
a structuralist position of the modes of production approach
and attempts to formulate the historical specificity of
peripheral capitalism. He identifies the growing

international mobility of metropolitan capital and further

explains the main consequences of the capitalist penetration
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into the peripheries as the continuous extraction of the
local surplus product; the guaranteed self-exvansion of
foreign capital via the local state apparatus; the non-
antagonistic relations between the interests of the pre-
capitalist social forces and those of the imperial capital
and thus, prevention of the formation of a national
bourgeoisie; and fianlly, the unequal nature of exchange and
the impossibility of an independent capital accumulation 1in
the periphery (Slater, 1978: 32-34).

With regard to urbanization, Slater further identifies
three phases of spatial structure under colonialism within a
particular colonially defined territory. 1In brief, they are
as follows:

I. Pre-colonial structure (before 1880's) which 1is
characterized by the existence of the local and regional
trading circuits, long-distance trading routes with a
varying number of urban centers, and coastal trading centers
(in concrete cases). Slater distinguishes three modes of
production: communalism, feudalism and slavery in the pre-
colonial social formations.

II. Colonial penetration, initial concentration, and the
beginnings of internal expansion (1880's-1914): the
essential feature underlying this period, according to
Slater, 1is the introduction of capitalism in the form of
plantations, settler estates and mining centers into the
pre-capitalist territories. In addition, the need for stable

political conditions often led to the erection of a colonial
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state apparatus that could ensure the reproduction of a
suitable environment for the functioning of capitalism.
Finally, various types of urban centers (colonial
capitals, administrative centers, strategic centers,
local market towns, and mine towns) arose during this second
phase.

III. Colonial organization and continued extension
(1919-1950/60) : this period 1is marked by extensive
agricultural and forestry concessions, by the further
extension of transport networks and specially railway lines,
and by development of one-line economies along the main
arteries (Slater, 1975: 145). Furthermore, urbanization
which was initiated in the second phase by the rise of
different urban centers with varying functions enters into a
higher stage. That is, the development of an urban hierarchy
in which the colonial capitals enjoyed the greatest
concentration of the industrial and commercial activities.
Equally, this was the pivotal point of the centripetal
transport network for the capital and other regional centers
although it varied from territory to territory. This was the
evidence for an uneven development of the mainly externally
oriented urban centers despite some attempts through the
growth-pole planning, decentralization initiatives, etc.

Finally, Slater «criticizes those propositions which
define urbanization merely in terms of concentration of
population by referring to the relatively 1lower 1level of

urbanization in the peripheries as compared to that of
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advanced capitalist societies, and argues that the so-
called "population problem" is not because there are too
many people but rather attributable to worsening poverty
(Slater, 1978: 38-39, 45). However, he does not elaborate on
this critical issue which I shall turn to in the next part.

l1.4.2. Hyper-Urbanization in Peripheral Social
Formations: The rapid rate of urbanization in the periopheral
social formations during the post-War period was the subject
of quite a considerable amount of studies by social
scientists, around what was then called as the problem of
over-urbanization. By definition, over-urbanization meant a
higher degree of wurbanization (percentage of population
living in urban reas) as compared to the level of
industrialization (percentage of non-agricultural labor
force) in a given country.

Based on the above definition, Gibbs and Martin (1962)
formulated a series of hypotheses on the dependence of the
level of urbanization on industrial diversification (as an
indication of division of labor), technological development,
and the degree of a society's external exchanges. Based on
the data for forty five countries, they then verified that
the higher these variables, the higher was the percentage of
urban population.

In another attempt, Davis and Golden (1954) took the
percentage of economically active males not engaged in
agriculture and the percentage of population in cities of

100,000 and more in a great number of countries and found a
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correlation coefficient of .86 between the degree of
industrialization and the degree of urbanization. Davis and
Golden then presented the relationship between the two
variables 1in a regression curve and found certain countries
like Egypt, Greece, Korea and Lebanon to be significantly
off the 1line (1954: 8) . That |is, their degree of
urbanization was much higher than expected related to
their achieved 1level of industrialization. Thus they
regarded the above-mentioned countries as over-urbanized
with an "abnormal"™ urban growth.

This cross-section analysis of urbanization was
brilliantly criticized by Sovani (1954: 113-116) for
ignoring different stages of industrialization. That is, by
separating the countries into two groups based on their
level of industrial development, Sovani found the
correlation coefficient (r) between urbanization and
industrialization to be .39 for "developed" and .85 for the
"underdeveloped" countries. According to Sovani, the results
indicate that:

The association between the two variables is much more

close in the underdeveloped countries than in the highly

industrialized countries or, by implication, that the
pace of urbanization in the underdeveloped countries is
much more closely dependent on the pace of
industrialization than in the highly industrialized
areas. This flies in the face of the entire over-
urbanization thesis, at 1least in the way it has been

formulated up to now (115).

Thus in the case of the developed countries, when he

calculated the correlation for the year 1891, instead of

1950, it became strong again (r= .84). As a consequence, he
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criticized another approach taken by UN/UNESCO (1957)
that elevates in a quitenethnocentric way the course of
urbanization and industrialization in four developed
countries (namely, the U.S., France, Germany, and Canada)
into a norm and regards the correlation between the two
variables at different historical stages as a measure of
normality. This leads to the conclusion that Asian countries
are over-urbanized because the four developed countries had
a similar level of urbanization by the mid-19th century, but
with a higher percentage of their labor force engaged 1in
non-agricultural activities (UN/UNESCO, 1957: 133).

Sovani calls this formulation as "chimerical and so
unusable" because of its implicit assumption that the course
of industrialization and urbanization in all countries
"should radiate more or less in close conformity to the path
taken by them in the four countries mentioned, if it is not
to be classed as abnormal”™ (1954: 117). Other critics like
Brookfield (1973) and McGee (1971) also argue that even if
it were valid to compare the present experience of the
developing countries with those of the now developed
countries in the past, no policy conclusion could be drawn
from such comparisons (cf. Gilbert and Gugler, 1982: 163).

It has to be mentioned that much of the conventional
studies of over-urbanization have also been concerned, one
way or another, with city-size distributions in which the
largest city (primate) is many times larger than the next

city; or with the primate city's alleged positive
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association with national development (Jefferson, 1939) or
negative, parasitic relation to national economy (Hoselitz,
1955). In fact, in most cases over-concentration of
population 1in the primate cities was the sole factor for
referring to a country as over-urbanized.

In the course of understanding the peculiarity of Third
World urbanization, Castells (198d: 41-42) acknowledges the
significance of "primacy" and “"over-urbanization" as a
"point of departure" but looks for the theoretical means of
posing the problem in non-tautological terms. But, despite
the initial attempts by the Neo-Marxist scholars to
understand the process of peripheral urbanization, a fully
developed theory that historically relates spatial uneven
development in the peripheries, or what Gilbert and Gugler
(1982: 38) <call it a "distorted urban pattern", to the
dynamics of world capitalist system has not yet emerged. 1In
fact, few studies have tackled systematically the process in
which the emergence of one or two major cities retards the
development of provincial centers and creates uneven urban
growth in Third World countries.

For instance, similar to Castells' historical-
structuralist and socio-demographic analysis of dependent
urbanization but with more emphasis on the issue of over-
urbanization, Mingione (1980) defines the "great urban areas
of the Third World" as the administrative-commercial centers
for import-export companies which function as the

"bridgeheads of the penetration of capitalism into the rural
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periphery of underdeveloped regions" (Mingione, 1980:134).
In general, the rapid urban growth in the periphery for him
is a "process of urbanization without industrialization and
a conversion of rural over-population to urban over-
population" (p. 135). Thus, an examination of overpopulation
(over-tertiarization, the question of primacy, etc.) related
to the wunderdevelopment cycle becomes the key issue.
According to Mingione, there are three situations under
which "over-urbanization™ might occur in the Third World

countries:

l), "over-urbanization and underdevelopment without any
dependent industrialization™ that is mainly based on
the unequal exchange of exporting raw materials and
importing manufactured goods. As a result, it is very
difficult to increase occupation in the productive
sectors as the only absorbing source of growing urban
surplus population. :

2), "over-urbanization and underdevelopment with the
addition of large (and intermediate) capital-intensive
industries" dependent upon multinational corporations.
In this case, the capital-intensive plants consume a
large part of the local resources without creating
enough jobs for the community, but they might create a
"politically important" but "quantitatively 1limited"
local modern working class.

3), over-urbanization where, through the export of
valuable raw materials (mainly oil), some countries
accumulate financial capacities and the state imports
whole processs or industries from the advanced
countries. Under this fianl stage of over-urbanization,
similar to Slater's position (1978: 32-34), Mingione
claims that the Third World countries are "unable to
break the dependence and unequal exchange cycle" due to
changing dependency relations from "economic" to
"technological"; the capital-intensive nature of
imported industries which are unable to solve the sur-
plus population problem; an absence of producing-goods
industries in the periphery that leads to further depen-
dence upon the core countries (Mingione, 1980:138-144).
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l.4.3. Informal Sector and the Urban Economy:Much of the
discussion on the means of survival in Third World cities
has dealt with the "informal economy." Many economists see
the problem of development in the Third World as stemming
from the division of the economy into dual sectors: a modern
sector geared toward large-scale production for export; and
a traditional sector geared toward small-scale peasant and
artisan production for the domestic market (Safa, 1982: 5).

The emphasis on the distinctiveness of each sector of
the wurban economy appeared first in the studies of Geertz
(1963) in Indonesia who distinguished between the "bazaar
economy” and the "firm economy." The former is made up of a
large number of small enterprises, which are highly
competitive among themselves, rely on the intensive use of
labor, and seek to minimize risks rather than seek profit
maximization. On the other hand, the latter is based on
rationalizing production and capital accumulation for
further investment and expansion. In Geertz's distinction,
each economy 1is antithetical to the other. That 1is, the
existence of the bazaar economy limits capital accumulation
and hinders the expansion of the firm economy, while the
expansion of the firm economy gradually eliminates the
bazaar economy.

The dual economy assumption has further been developed

in the works of Chayanov (1966) and Franklin (1965, 1969),
who identify two systems of peasant (informal) and

capitalist (formal) production in the Third World countries.
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Friedman and Sullivan (1972) extend the concept by proposing
a tri-sectoral model of urban economy comprised of a
corporate production sector, a family enterprise sector, and
individual operators. However, in all these studies, the
informal economy 1is considered as an obstacle to the
expansion of the firm economy.

The dual economy approach has been widely criticized
for 1its mechanical view of segregation between the modern
and subsistence activities of the poor. For instance, Santos
(1977) has emphasized the dialectical relationship between
these sectors in the form of two interacting and
interlocking circuits of economic activities having two
distinct sets of characteristics. Studies by McGee in the
SouthEast Asia (1971), Souza and Tokman in Latin America
(1976), and Hart in Ghana (1973) show that most of the
urban poor work in the small-scale enterprises requiring a
low level of skills and capital investment, often utilizing
the 1labor of unpaid family members to cut down on
production costs. Some writers have placed particular
emphasis on the way in which the pre-capitalist rural sub-
sistence sectors in Africa subsidize the formal sectors and
lower the production costs of 1labor in the cities
(Meillasoux, 1980; Wolpe, 1980). Similarly, Roberts (1978)
argues that the existence and growth in numbers of the poor
in the peripheral societies suggests that they function as a
reserve army of labor for the growth of the modern sector of

urban economy. He distinguishes between the small-scale
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sector and large-scale sector, and defines the former to
include all activities "which are associated with large-
scale production such as craft workshops, repair shops,
petty traders and self-meployed artisans (Roberts,
1978:114).

In an account of the relationships between the 1large-
scale economy and small-scale enterprises in Peru, Scott
(1978) argues that the independence of those working in the
latter sector 1is largely illusory since in cities of the
underdeveloped world, small-scale enterprise is often
dependent on merchants or large-scale enterprises who
provide capital or materials. Roberts (1978: 115) also
points out that for large-scale firms it is more profitable
to expand production by commissioning small-scale firms to
undertake parts of their production. Furthermore, as the
studies by Leeds (1971) for Brazil; Peattie (1968) for
Venezuela; Hart (1973) for Ghana; and Eckstein (1975) for
Mexico clearly demonstrate, the small-scale economy is not
"traditional" either 1in the techniques it uses or in its
type of activity.

The coexistence and articulation of the 1large- and
small-scale sector 1is an evident feature of cities in the
underdeveloped world. It is now also recognized that the
informal economy does not develop simply in the interstices
of the traditional activities deemed unprofitable by the
modern sector. On the contrary, it is constantly reconstitu-

ting 1itself in response to changing conditions 1in the
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"modern sector" (Safa, 1982: 7).

In summary, the main criticisms of the "informal sector"
concept may be outlined as follows. First, it has been
argued that wurban enterprises represent more closely a
continuum of scale and characteristics that do not fit in
the two-division schema of the formal/informal economy
(Missen and Logan, 1977). Similarly, Breman (1976) argues
that the small-scale enterprises reflect the fragmented
nature of the entire labor market, rather than through the
isolation of a single sector.

Second, the "informal sector" concept 1is criticized
because of its inward-looking nature. That is, instead of
emphasising the integration of small-scale production into
the totality of the production process, most studies have
concentrated solely on the characteristics of "informal
sector" enterprises (Breman, 1976; McGee, 1978).

Third, the <critics question the strong association of
the "informal sector" concept with the conservative
ideological framework. Moser (1978) argues that the
utilization of the "informal sector" concept by economic
planning agencies such as the International Labor
Organization (ILO), has encouraged the view that the
problems of unemployment, poverty and underemployment are
the result of an imbalanced economic structure; and that a
careful planning policy within the existing socio-economic
and political structure can solve the problem.

Thus, in order to understand the dynamics of the
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so-called "informal sector," we need to transcend this
concept and explore it within the broader context of a
social formation. This necessitates an alternative aoproach
which,

..Focuses on the structural linkages and relationshiops

between different production and distribution systems

(which include technical as well as social relations of

production) rather than on categorizing two separate

dualist sectors... (Moser, 1978: 106l).

This is a position taken by the advocates of the "modes
of production" approach that have attempted to wunderstand
small-scale enterprises through their articulation with, and
utility for the reproduction of other forms of production in

a social formation. This approach will be discussed in

detail in the next chapter.
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Endnotes:

1. I have deliberately chosen the terms "periphery" and
"peripheral capitalism" for their specific meaning, instead
of using "dependent" and "dependent capitalism". Slater
(1978:29f) clearly points to the rationale behind this
distinction:

the concept of "dependent capitalism" is most <clearly
associated with Latin American literature on dependency
and a weakness of much of the theory originating from

this tradition 1is that the term "dependency" 1is too
vague.... as we can include Canada and Australia under
such category. On the other hand, "peripheral

capitalist" as used by both Amin and Sontag refers more
specifically to those social formations that have
originally been incorporated into the world capitalist
economy as colonies and which continue to experience
disarticulated forms of capitalist development.



Chapter two

Theoretical Framework

2.1. The "Conditional" Historical Possibility of the
Articulation of Modes of Production: A Synthesis

Despite the fact that the "modes of production"™ approach
has provided us with a conceptual tool for a better under-
standing of the nature of social formations, particularly in
the periphery, it is far from satisfactory and there remain
a number of conceptual problems. For example, in a critique
of Bettelheim's contribution, Wolpe (1980:18) considers the
"conserving" tendencies of the capitalist mode of production
inside some social formations and its "dissolving" tenden-
cies in others as ‘"problematic" and asserts that
Bettelheim's argument seems to amount to the following
propositions:

"First, where the enterprises operating under capitalist
relations and forces of production are gquantitatively
proponderant, the CMP (capitalist mode of production)
directly dominates and tends to dissolve pre-capitalist
modes;" and "second, where within a social formation,
the CMP is not quantitatively preponderant, domination
will be indirect, through the world market, and the
effect will be a tendency to conserve the pre-capitalist
modes of production."

Hence, Wolpe argues that while the precise manner for

articulation and subordination remains undisclosed, it is

also not <clear as to why articulation through the market

should be regarded as "indirect". Furthermore, 1in both
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theoretical literature (i.e., the works of Bettelheim, 1972;
and Laclau, 1977) and in concrete analyses of social forma-
tions (such as Meillasoux's study of Gouro (1964) and
Godelier's (1977) discussion of the 1Incan Empire), the
articulation of the capitalist mode of production with other
"transformed" pre-capitalist modes is based on either the
market or the rate of profit; which are considered as the
"economic mechanism" of reproduction. But, the nature of
transformation and its significance is rarely analyzed with
any precision (Wolpe, 198@0: 16-18). This lack of clarity
paved the way for a critique of the theory of articulation
based on the assumption that the so-called "subordinate"
modes are not modes of production at all since they lack an
essential characteristic, namely, the ability of self-
reproduction. For example, Hindess and Hirst (1975: 263)
argued that:

The presence in a given social formation of the
conditions of existence of one mode of production means
that the conditions of existence of another mode cannot
be satisfied. Thus a social formation in which the
conditions of existence of the feudal mode of production
are present and continue to be reproduced cannot at the
same time, be responsible for producing the condition of
the existence of the capitalist mode of production.
Otherwise, one and the same social formation would have
to be characterized by the distinct hierarchies of its
economic, political and ideological instances. It
follows that while certain elements of the capitalist
mode of production may be present in feudal society, the
capitalist mode of production itself cannot be.

This insistence upon the impossibility of articulation
between two or more modes is left unexplained and they put

forward no grounds to justify their arbitrary limitation on
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articulation. Furthermore, this formulation precluded any
possibility for a historical transitional period. 1In order
to overcome this problem, in their later work Hindess nad
Hirst (1977: 26) abandoned the concept of "mode of
production" and argued that social formations have to be
defined 1in terms of different relations of production and
their conditions of existence and further asserted that:

At most the concept of a determinate social formation

specifies the structure of an "economy" (form of

production and distribution, forms of trade, conditions
of reproduction of these forms), forms of states and
politics and forms of culture and ideology and their
relations, and the conditions for a transformation of

certain of these forms (1977: 57).

This tends to be an improvement related to their first
position, but it certainly remains as vague as the former in
that it does not clarify the conditions of transformation
for "certain" of these forms.

On the other hand, Banaji (1977) rejects the concepts of
articulation of modes of production by arquing that in
discussion of "articulation," the law of motion of the
capitalist mode of production is posited as the only element
of explanation of the structure of the world economy. He
further «criticizes "vulgar Marxism" which sees the wage-
labor (the labor divorced from means of production and as a
commodity) as the necessary basis of capitalism. Thus, he
correctly refers to the "non-capitalist wage-labor" in pre-
capitalist social formations and "non-wage-labor capitalism"

when capitalism has exploited non-wage-laborers 1in the

modern times. In addition, he questions the position that
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assumes all market economies as being capitalist:
From this it follows that modes of production other than
capitalist which co-exist within the structure of that
economy figure only as "specific" forms of subjugation
of labor perpetuated over time by the requirements of
industrial accumulation. These are modes of production,
entirely deprived of their own laws of motion,
vegetating on the periphery of an industrializing Europe
like a vast reserve of labor-power periodically called
into action by the spasmodic expansions of metropolitan

capital (Banaji, 1977: 14).

This 1leads Banaji to resort to a dualist thesis of co-
existence of two modes of production, the operation of each
determined autonomously by its own laws of motion (po. 11-
12) . The rejection of the concept of articulation by Banaji
leads to a dead-end: the autonomous reoroduction of
different modes in a social formation leaves no room for
understanding the dynamics of transformation in an
historical epoch of transition. This certainly 1is an
indication of the capability of the "modes of production"
approach to provide us with a theoretical framework for
understanding peripheral social formations.

The first step for constructing a more adequate theory
of articulation was taken by Wolpe (1980¢) who made a
distinction between the "restricted" and "extended" concepts
of mode of production. Towards this end, and related to the
mechanisms by which the relations and forces of production
in a given mode are reproduced and linked to other mode(s)
in a social formation; these linking mechanisms require an

understanding of the laws of motion which at the level of

any given enterprise are revealed "in the 1logic of its
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operations, the specific rationality of 1its production,
consumption, savings and investment decisions, the degree of
exploitation of its labor force, etc." (Leys, 1977: 1a4).

Based on the above assumption, Wolpe (1980: 36-39)
proposes three possibilities for a theory of articulation.
First, <conceiving a social formation as a combination of
"restricted" modes of production. Since the laws of motion

(and in general reproductive processes) of neither the
subordinate nor the dominant mode are given, a conceot of
articulation at the level of social formation has to be
constructed on an arbitrary selection of articulation
mechanisms such as the role of state. Second, it |is
possible to conceive of the social formation as "being
constituted by combination of extended modes of production
that implies each mode's ability to autonomous
reproduction.”" This formulation is a rejection of the basic
assumption of the dominance of one mode over other modes in
a social formation implicit in the modes of production
approach, but as Wolpe aptly argues,

there seems to be no reason for 1insisting upon the

necessary assymetry of modes of production, and it is

perfectly possible to envisage a social formation (even

if only 1in a transitional phase) in which no extended

mode is dominant (Wolpe, 1980: 37).

Finally, to conceive of a social formation in which the
co-existence of and inter-relationship between a dominant
"extended" mode and subordinate "restricted" modes of

production 1is possible. As was argued in Chapter One,

conceptualization of a social formation based on combination
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of "restricted" modes 1is static since it precludes
succession of one mode by another from the analysis. Thus
it is important to construct a theory of transition which in
turn embodies a theory of reproduction. This clearly ex-
cludes the first possibility of articulation prooosed by
Wolpe and leaves the other two as possible variants. That
is, there exists at least one mode of production which is
capable of autonomous reproduction in a given social forma-
tion. Furthermore, since the underlying assumotion of the
modes of production approach is a historical comorehension
of the penetration of capitalism into pre-capitalist social
formations, without resorting to teleological interpreta-
tions of the process in which capitalism becomes the domi-
nant mode in the periphery, an analysis of the impact of
capitalism upon periphery and conditions that enhance (or
impede) 1its reproduction becomes «crucial. According to
Mouzelis (1980: 368):
An assessment or examination of such an impact should
not focus exclusively on the concept of reproductive
requirements (of capitalism). Equal attention must be
given to class, fractions of classes, and other interest
groups, i.e., to agencies which, more or less
autonomously perceive or fail to perceive such
requirements, and which define them in ways leading to
a variety of contradictory strategies which in the 1long
run might or might not fulfill the reproductive
requirements of imperialism.
This implies that an analysis of the laws of motion of
the capitalist mode of production should take into account

the relatively autonomous function and impact of the

super-structure and its constituent elements (ideology,
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politics, etc.) that may or may not contribute to capitalist
reproduction in a peripheral social formation.

The 1law of motion of capital that is derived from the
dialectical unity of production and circulation is
essentially based on the expansionist nature of the
capitalist mode of production. According to Dejanvry
(1981: 9):

Since not only the surplus product is alienable, as in
all class societies, but also all the means of
production are as well, a surplus expropriator must
compete with other appropriators in order to reproduce
his social position, since he has no extra economic
right to his property. It is this condition for survival
which exists even under monopoly capital- that creates
the drive to maximize profit and to accumulate, not some
inner behavioral ethic.

With regard to the influence of the political power at
the super-structural level over the dominance and/or
subordination of a mode of production, the theory of

articulation has not much to offer. In fact, following Leys
(1977), it is my contention that a careful consideration of
the political factors, 1i.e., class struggle/domination and
inevitably state power and its role in the determination of
domination/subordination positions of different modes of
production in a social formation is the only solution for
the apparent abstractness and inherent difficulties of the
articulation approach. To be more specific, an analysis of
the degree to which the dominant classes from one or more
mode have access to state power in a peripheral social
formation will determine "whether a pre-capitalist mode of

roduction still "exists" in a particular situation or just
P
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how far and in what ways it is being transformed into a mere
subordinate form of the capitalist mode" (Leys, 1977: 145).

Based on the preceding discussion, I propose the
following schema for possible situation under which
articulation of the capitalist mode of production with pre-
capitalist modes in a social formation takes place:

First, the case in which a pre-capitalist mode (such as
feudalism) is dominant in a social formation and the state
functions as an agency for the reproduction of the dominant
mode. In this case, capitalist enterprises may arise and
function in the absence of the laws of motion of the CMP.
Thus, one or more subordinate forms of production
(restricted concept) are articulated with a dominant pre-
capitalist mode (extended concept) in a social formation.l)

Second, articulation of two (or more) extended modes of
production, one capitalist and one (or more) pre-capitalist,
in a social formation through sharing the state power by the
dominant classes (or a fraction of dominant classes) of each
mode. In this case, the state facilitates the reproductive
requirements of both modes through implication of favorable
policies related to their degree of access to the state
power. This 1is a transitional phase that depending upon
internal forces and external pressures for capitalist
penetration/expansion may or may not end up in domination by

the capitalist mode of production.
Finally, the <case in which through a process of class

struggle, the capitalist mode of production becomes dominant
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and 1its ruling strata take over the state power. As a
result, the formerly "extended" pre-capitalist mode of
production is reduced to a form of production and the unity
of the social formation is constituted through the laws of
motion and mechanisms of reproduction of the CMP. It has to
be noted that the above-mentioned scenario sketches out a
general pattern of articulation in a social formation that
requires further elaboration on the agents of change at the
economic and political 1levels that make it possible to
identify the domination/subordination relations in a social
formation.

Analyzing the structure of a social formation and
following Marx's discussion of common features of a period
of production (1971:190), Taylor (1979) provides a
structuralist formulation of a social formation that is the
result of a complex totality (social practice) containing
economic, political, and ideological practices. What follows
can serve as an analytical tool in order to identify the
relation of dominance/subordination in a social formation:

1) At the level of economic practice, in any form of
production, certain elements such as the worker, the means
of production, the object of 1labor, and the non-
worker/appropriator are combined together in definite labor
processes, by means of which the raw materials or other
inputs are transformed into products having a use-value.
Based on definite relations of production, the surplus labor

existing 1in the labor processes as a result of production
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beyond reproductive requirements produces a surplus-product
which is subject to different forms of extraction/
appropriation in different periods (Taylor, 1979: 108-109).

For example, in terms of the relations of production 1in
the capitalist process, the worker 1is separated from
ownership and control of the means of production. In the
labor process too, the capitalist owns the means and objects
of production and the worker possesses only his/her own
labor power. Thus relations of extraction and real
appropriation coincide that make the economic practice a
determining factor. By contrast, in a non-capbitalist process
such as feudalism, whilst the relations of extraction 1let
the non-productive appropriator to extract surolus labor
from the direct producer, the producer in the labor process
remains in partial possession of the means of production. As
a consequence, when there is a non-correspondence between
the relations of extraction and possession, surplus labor is
extorted by political rather than economic means (Taylor,
1979: 110-11).

2) At the level of political practice, the control of
state power in order to M"establish or perpetuate the
dominance of a particular class or alliance of classes
represented politically in the state apparatus," becomes the
main objective. Based on the recognition that an "economica-

lly dominant class' and a "politically dominant class" may
or may not be necessarily the same, the role of state power

especially during the transition stages becomes crucial:
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First, it is generally the case that political hegemony
within the state apparatus is exercised by a class, or a
fraction of a class that is not economically dominant
(examples are legion: Gaulism, early German and Italian
Fascism, 1late Argentinian Peronism, nineteenth century
Bonapartism, early twentieth century English Liberalism,
seventeenth century Absolutism, etc.). Secondly, beyond
these "exceptions," it is always the case that, even if
a fraction of the economically dominant class ... |is
politically dominant, its dominance rests upon alliances
with other <classes which are represented at the
political level (Taylor, 1979:120).
3) Aside from the assumption of state power by the
capitalist class, in order that the capitalist mode of
production can exist within a non-capitalist social
formation, two pre-conditions must be met:

a) Monetary capital must be accumulated in the hands of

non-productive labor which has effective control over

the use of the means of production.

b) The direct producers must be separated from their

means of production in order that they can function as

wage-laborers for the controllers of the means of

production (Taylor, 1979: 143).

It is within this theoretical framework that I now turn
to the question of peripheral urbanization which 1is the

focus of my study.

2.2. Peripheral Urbanization

The study of urbanization as a socio-economic process
requires us to adopt a clear and unequivocal interpretation
of spatial analysis, which should not be regarded as a
substitute for class analysis. Rather, as Soja (1980@: 207)
suggests, "it <can be an integral and increasingly salient
element in class consciousness and class struggle." By
critically examining the assumptions which substitute

spatial/territorial conflict for class conflict as the
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motivating force behind social transformations (e.g.,
Lefebvre, 1970), or those who maintain the pre-eminence of
"aspatial" social class definitions despite their implicit
adoption of the former propositions (e.g., Castells, 1980),
Soja concludes that:

The structure of organized space is not a separate

structure with its own autonomous laws of construction

and transformation, nor is it simply an exoression of

the class structure emerging from the social (i.e.,

aspatial) relations of production. It represents,

instead, a dialectically defined component of the
general relations of production, relations which are

simultaneously social and spatial" (1980: 208).

This necessitates an understanding of the general 1laws
of motion in different modes of production (esp. capitalism)
under spatially undifferentiated conditions and, the
concrete historical conditions within which spatial aspvects
of articulation of different modes of production in a
social formation are studied. With regard to the capitalist
penetration into peripheral social formations, by means of
separating the direct producers from their means of produc-
tion, the (imperialist) penetration and intervention into
peripheral social formations seeks to establish capitalist
relations of production. This is achieved by a variety of
mechanisms such as taxation, land reform, enforced migra-
tion, etc. However, according ot Taylor (1979: Chapter 13),
the development of the capitalist mode of production in the
periphery is both "restricted" and "uneven" for the
following reasons: 1) capitalist relations of production

fail to establish their dominance in 1large sectors of
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economy such as agriculture which remains mainly non-capi-
talist; 2) 1in cases where they are dominant, they do not
succeed 1in substantively bringing various labor processes
under their control. Therefore, while advanced techniques
are established in certain capitalist sectors (extractive
and some import-substitution industries), in others (such as
artisans controlled by merchant capital) the forces of pro-
duction are utilized based on pre-capitalist relations of
production. This 1is basically due to the lack of interest
by the imperialist forces to invest and expand capitalist
relations 1in sectors where capitalist development might
restrict the marketing requirements of the center.

It is within this framework of expanded reproduction of
capitalism in the periphery that is uneven and restricted at
the same time, that we can define the role of uneven
geographical development. Mandel (1968: 371-73) observes
that regional underdevelopment is a universal phenomenon of
capitalism that manifests itself in unevenness of
development between the industrialized and the colonial
or semi-colonial countries. In this process the industries
of the former destroy the crafts and domestic production of
the 1latter. As a result of this destruction, a portion of
labor power is released that cannot find occupation 1in an
expanded national industry (obviously because of the
concentration of industries in the metropolitan country).
As a consequence there appear the chronic under-employment

and pressure of over-population on the land.
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The spatial effects of the expansion of capitalist mode
of production 1in the periphery is an increasing regional
disparities and elimination of the autonomy of subordinate
regions in peripheral social formations. Based on the
foregoing discussion and also theoretical contributions of
Castells (1980), Gilbert and Gugler (1982) related to
peripheral urbanization (see Chapter one), the dialectics of
capitalist expansion and urbanization may be outlined as
follows:

1) The disruption of pre-capitalist forms of
agricultural production which is accomplished by a penetra-
ting commercial agriculture and increasing monetary taxes
in rural areas induces rural-urban migration. At the same
time, the urban (and rural) craft industry is undermined by
the import of manufactured goods that helps to create enor-
mous unemployment among the urban migrants.

2) With the exception of the nationalist movements,
surplus generated 1in the peripheral social formations is
extracted either by the ruling classes in the periphery (at
different historical times) whose interests are one way or
another 1in line with those of the capitalist interests in
the center, or directly by the representatives of foreign
capitalist interests.

3) That part of the rural labor force and also urban
artisans, who are detached from the pre-capitalist forms of
production, move to largest cities in search for employment.

While a tiny portion of the migrants is absorbed by the
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mostly capital-intensive industries as wage-laborers, the
bulk of the urban work force becomes invol&ed in commodity
production (see my discussion in Chapter one).Z)

4) This occurs at a time when a centralized state
bureaucracy is in the process of emerging with the main goal
of concentrating the major industries in the largest cities.
By providing infrastructure for an industrial expansion in
the main urban centers, and by legitimizing a system of
peripheral capitalist production through provision of social
services to selected groups, the centralized state
accelerates the concentration of higher-income groups in the
major urban centers.

At this point, it is possible to identify two levels of
analysis for understanding this resaerch project: a) the
study of "patterns of urbanization" which focuses on the
interaction of spatial units (cities, regions) and formation
of spatial hierarchies within a social formation (Hymer,
1971; Cohen, 198l); and b) the study of a single "spatial
unit" such as a city or region with regard to the spatial
requirements of capital accumulation and distribution of
social classes.

2.2.1. The Process of Urban Concentration: As discussed
in Chapter One, Mingione's conceptualization of the problem
should be considered as the first step toward a more
detailed analysis of over-urbanization. The major problem
with his analysis lies in the fact that there is no indica-

tion whatsoever of the processes which lead to over-concen-
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tration of population either in rural or urban centers of
the peripheral countries. Gilbert and Gugler (1982) have
tried to overcome this deficiency by providing a historical
explanation of this process of urban and regional concentra-
tion by dividing it into two historical phases: 1) the
spatial changes associated with the export-orientation phase
of the economy (colonial and post-colonial phases); and 2)
the spatial changes associated with the inward-oriented
industrialization/modernization phase (Gilbert and Gugler,
1982:38) .

During the first phase, the growth of major cities that
leads to urban primacy is linked to the growth and the
degree to whicﬁ one or several centers control the flow of
international trade or, to be more specific, control over
the "surplus profit generated by international trade." 1In
most cases, concentration of the state bureaucracy and
private interest groups in the periphery which (partly
representing the interests of the center) control this
surplus are the crucial factors in the domination of the
primate city over provincial cities. In brief,

Primacy in Third World countries, therefore, can be

explained in terms of the geographical 1locations of

export production, the transport networks which emerged
to ship those exports and, most fundamental of all, the
location of the main beneficiaries of the profits
generated by international trade" (Gilbert and Gugler,
1982:39).
As a result of the superimposition of a foreign trade

system on an indigenous system and according to the form

that the export expansion process takes, claim Gilbert and
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Gugler, urban development becomes either "dynamic" or
"truncated." Based on evidence from the Latin American
urbanization, they identify three types of production and
their effect on urban growth which are described below.

First, plantation systems that were specialized in
export production (such as the banana and sugar estates of
the Caribbean) restricted urban growth by monopolizing the
srevices normally provided through small towns and generated
little in the way of multiplier effects because of a
"wholesale" shipment of harvest (and profits) to the center.
In brief, plantation agriculture depresses 1local urban
development and growth.

Second, to a certain extent, mining entervrises/enclaves
were more likely to generate "local" urban growth (such as
in Peru). This was due to miners' extra income derived from
transport and construction, and food supplies contracts that
eventually raised regional income 1levels, that in turn
helped the diversification of village economies and the
expansion of crafts. However, a mining town gets its major
supplies through extra-region sources and thus generates
little in the way of rural-urban linkages.

Finally, it is argued that small-scale peasant
production and its demand for consumer products and
agricultural inputs (seeds, tools, etc.) tended to stimulate
local urban growth. Thus a growing export economy based on
small-scale production (such as that of coffee in Western

Columbia) 1led to the gradual development of a diversified,
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integrated urban system. Thus "it is a combination of
linkage effects, together with the methods of production"
that determine the 1local patterns of urban development
(Gilbert and Gugler, 1982: 40-43).

The second phase of spatial changes in the Third World,
according to Gilbert and Gugler, was marked by the 1934's
depression and the effect of the Second World War that 1led
to a process of import-substitution industrialization (ISI)
in the peripheries. Since many of the new industrial
enterprises were financed and/or controlled by multinational
corporations, ISI took place 1in the largest <cities and
accentuated the uneven growth and development of the primate
cities because of the advantages and benefits of a central
location. According to Gilbert and Gugler (1982:46):

Underlying these advantages is the fact that the export-
orientation phase of development tended to create a
highly concentrated urban complex which contained
the bulk of the higher-income groups, the greater part
of the social and economic infrastructure, the termini
of the transport system, and the national government
bureaucracy. In choosing their locations, few foreign
and national enterprises were reluctant to show the
advantages of these concentrations; advantages which
were magnified further by the forms of industries being
established.

Thus, neo-colonial relations, or to use Castells'
definition (1980), "the stage of monopoly industrial and
financial domination" further exacerbated and reinforced

the position of primate cities (or in some cases that of a

few major urban localities) due to the requirements of the

international capital.
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To conclude, the Neo-Marxist approach to peripheral
urbanization attempts to understand the question of
"primacy" and "over-urbanization"™ within the context of the
development of world capitalist system. At the "national"
level, then, over-urbanization has been redefined not as an
over-expansion of the urban built environment, but as
"hyper-urbanization" or increasing mass of urban population.
As a "symptom" and not the "cause" of peripheral capitalism,
then, hyper-urbanization manifests itself in the form of;

Widespread poverty, proliferation of squatter settle-

ments, 1low industrial wages, unemployment and under-

employment, a bulging tertiary or service sector, and

the presence of a large informal sector in the economy"

(Walters et al., 1980: 15).

2.2.2. Urban Employment and Petty Commodity Production:
To provide a further example of economic phenomenon being
strucutred by an articulation that is determined by the
reproductive requirements of one or modes modes of produc-
tion, we can refer to an important aspect of ©veripheral
urbanization, namely a high level of urban unemployment. To
be more specific, 1large cities in peripheral formations are
characterized by an excess of labor with 1limited skills.
According to UN documents (1980: 24), the existence and
persistence of substantial surplus labor is partially due to
a massive rural-urban migration that in most cases consti-
tutes between one-third and one-half of the urban growth.

We have already outlined the processes of imperialist

penetration that destroyed both rural agricul tural
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production and artisan industries; and separated direct
producers from their means of production in rural areas.
However, due to the capital-intensive nature of capitalist
production and its restricted form of production, the labor
power detached from the pre-capitalist forms of production
could not be fully utilized. As Taylor (1979: 231) portrays
it:

Unable to return to the non-capitalist agricultural
production which had sustained it, due to the
destruction or drastic reduction of this sector, and
unable to find employment in industry, this mass of
labor power was forced either to remain unemployed, or
to seek employment in the inflated non-productive
service sector that has arisen as a result of the above-
process, in the cities of Third World countries.

This phenomenon can be viewed as a result of changing
patterns of articulation among different modes of
production. Thus, alongside an industrial proletariat, what
Taylor (ibid) calls a "semi-proletariat" emerged which was
"sporadically employed 1in the state sector, the service
sector, or in sectors dependent upon foreign consumotion."
In line with this analysis, Gugler (1982: 173-179)
identifies three types of this semi-proletariat or what he
prefers to call "surplus labor in disqguise" as follows:

First, the "unemployed," which based on some regional
estimates for 1975 comprised of 6.9% of urban labor force in
Asia (excluding China and other centrally planned
economies); 10.8% for Africa; and 6.5% for Latin America.

Second, the "underemployed,"” who represent the

"underutilized" portion of urban labor force that 1in turn
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takes three forms in disguise: 1) seasonal work that
depend wupon fluctuations in economic activity (such as
recreational services and construction); 2) Abundance of
workers that keep at all times a substantial proportion of
them "less than fully employed" (such as street vendors);
and 3) "hidden unemployment" where solidary groups continue
to hire all their members rather than discharging them when
there is insufficient work (such as family enterprises).

Finally, the "misemployed," who may be employed full
time but contribute 1little to social welfare (such as
beggars). This 1is what may be called a 1lumpen-proletariat
that embraces those whose labor does not generate surplus
value. Hence, at the micro-level, a careful analysis of the
"s eamy side"” of hyper-urbanization will help us to
understand the dynamics of peripheral urbanization. Aas
Castells (1980: 42) puts it:

This uprooted and changing population, wunemployed, a

"reserve army" for a non-existing industry, is the

foundation for urban growth. This is an essential fact

that requires explanation.

A clear manifestation of underemployment in peripheral
social formations is the existence of small-scale
enterprises (or what is known as informal sector ) and the
way it utilizes the surplus labor particularly in the urban
centers. As was discussed in the pfevious chapter, the need
for an alternative approach to the dualistic understanding
of the formal/informal sectors of economy has led a handful

of scholars (such as Breman, 1976; Santos, 1976, 1979;
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Gerry, 1979) to adopt what Moser (1978) has termed a "petty
commodity production" approach to the analysis of the small-
scale economic activity. According to Forbes (1981: 117),
the term "comﬁodity" in this approach is utilized in the
Marxist sense. That is, a commodity has a use-value and is
produced for exchange in the market. Within a "modes of
production " approach, then, Moser (1978) puts the common
ground and argues that the vast majority of the small-scale
enterprises, of the type explained as being in the informal
sector, fit into the category of "petty commodity
production" which is identified as a transitional mode
between feudalism and the capitalist mode of production.
Based on the "modes of production approach," then, Moser
asserts that:

Here, in a given economy, more than one mode of
production is identified. In the urban sector, the modes
of production referred to are on the one hand the
capitalist sector, deeply integrated into an
international economy, and on the other, a variety of
pre-capitalist modes each more or 1less transformed
through its relation with the former.

However, Moser 1is not specific about the way in which
different modes are articulated. But she makes a distinction
between a "mode" and a "form" of production based on a
definition of mode of production which essentially refers to
a self-sufficient totality at both the superstructural and
economic base levels (ibid) . This leads to the
identification of petty commodity production as a form of

production (restricted concept) which according to Lebrun

and Gerry (1975: 20), exists "at the margins of the
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capitalist mode of production but nevertheless integrated
into it and subordinate to it." Furthermore, Moser (1978:
11075) points to the fact that petty commodity production
has always constituted a "form" of production, in
articulation with other modes in a social formation. One
important component of this articulation is the transfer of
value from the petty commodity sector to capitalist
production as a result of a process of unequal exchange of
commodities . Bienefeld (1975) argues that the 1labor-time
component of petty commodities is exchanged for commodities
produced by capitalists in the markets which embody 1less
labor-time while (relatively speaking) their prices do not
reflect their greater efficiency of production. This results
in a net transfer of value from the petty producers to the
wage-earners involved in capitalist production.

The wunequal nature of exchange of commodities in the
above-mentioned process is demonstrated by Santos (1976),
who examines the role of the agricultural produce
wholesalers in Lima, Peru. Santos (Ibid.:34) identifies two
circuits of urban economy (lower and upper) with an upward
movement of surplus value:

when economy 1leaves the horizontal movement which is

internal to the lower circuit, it takes a qualitative

leap. It leaves the realm of the simple reproduction of
capital and enters that of the extended reproduction. In
other words its function of reproduction (of means of
labor and existence of poor traders and artisans) is
dead. It fulfills from then a function in the process of
accumulation. the ¢two flows are integrated for the
benefit of the upper circuit. Money and goods are dear

when they descend towards the lower circuit and become
cheap when they reascend towards the upper circuit.



a—




60

Santos concludes that this type of exchange relations is
inherent in articulation which leads to a transfer of wealth
which 1is directly benficial to the functioning of the
capitalist sector (see Table 2.1).

Petty commodity production 1is not a static form of
production that is in danger of extinction or elimination by
capitalist production. 1In fact, some case studies indicate
the opposite view, that petty commodity production is in a
constant state of change (Bienefeld, 1975) with a tendency
for proletarianization of the workforce and production based
on capitalist relations (Gerry, 1979). An examination of the
nature and extent of the linkages between petty commodity
production and the capitalist production will favor this
position. Within a conventional frame of analysis, Hirschman
(1958) distinguishes between "backward linkage effects" and
"forward 1linkage effects" of a particular industry or
economic activity on other economic activities. the former
arise from the input needed to supply production in a given
industry; and the latter arise from the utilization of the
output of the industry as inputs in new activities. This may
be wused as a conceptual tool in order to demonstrate the
interaction between petty commodity and capitalist
production in peripheral social formations as shown by many

other social scientists.
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Table 2.1: Characteristics of the Two Circuits of the Urban
Economy of Underdeveloped Countries

Upper Circuit

Lower Circuit

Technology
Organization
Capital

Work

Regular Wages

Inventories

Prices

Credit

Benefits

Relations With

Capital-Intensive
Bureaucratic
Abundant

Limited

Normal

Large Quantities,
and/or High Quality

Generally Fixed

From Banks and other
Institutions

Reduced to Unity,
But Important due to
the Volume of Busi-
ness

Labor-Intensive
Primitive
Scarce

Abundant

Not Required

Small Quantities,
Poor quality

Generally
Negotiable

Personal, Non-
Institutional

Raised to Unity,
but Small in
Relation to the
volume of business

Clientele Impersonal and/or Direct, Personal
Through Documents

Fixed Costs Important Negligible

Publicity Necessary None

Re-Use of Goods None, Wasted frequent

Overhead Capital Indispensable Not Indispensable

Government Aid Important None or Almost None

Direct Dependence

on Foreign

countries Great; Outward- Small or None
oriented Activity

Source: Santos (1977: 51)
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First, with regard to backward linkage effects, Gerry
(1975, cf. Moser, 1978: 1059) provides empirical evidence on
four different occupational groups 1involved in petty
manufacturing in Dakar by showing the structural constraints
upon their autonomous growth. that 1is, the overwhelming
degree of dependence of petty commodity producers upon
capitalist industry for the provision of raw materials and
basic technological equipment.

Second, related to forward linkage effects, referring to
several case studies, Acharya (1983) demonstrates how a
large number of corporations, both from the national and
international capitalist enterprises, sub-contract part of
their activities outside their own enterprises to smaller
units. Thus, "casual labor is employed by large factories
and enterprises on a contractual basis" with no commitments
to any other facilities like medical benefits, pensions,
etc. (p. 435)., Petty commodity production becomes a
convenient complement of the large-scale capitalist
production because of the peculiar conditions of market
relations. According to Roberts (1978: 17):

Large-scale enterprises may be unprepared to risk
expanding their fixed investments in the face of an
uncertain market for their product and fluctuations in
demand. It is more profitable to expand production, when
necessary, by the out-work systems ...., since workers
in these can be laid off with little or no cost when
market demand drops.

Finally, in the realm of distribution, petty traders are

utilized for marketing commodities produced in the
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capitalist sector for a simple reason: to reduce
distribution costs and accelerate the circulation of surplus
value for its realization in the form of profit. Although
within a dualistic frame of analysis, Acharya (1983: 439-
440) realizes the important role of the petty traders in
distributing activities by asserting that:
There are no direct surplus calculations for such
operations available, but the fact that commodity,
whether sold by the vendor or departmental store, |is
priced the same, and that the wage of the workers in the
latter is low, implies that the amount the producer pays
to the departmental store as commission is lessened by
employing informal sector 1labor.
To conclude, a detailed examination of petty commodity
production and its articulation with other modes and forms
of production 1in peripheral social formations 1is crucial

for understanding the dynamics and consequences of hyver-

urbanization at the micro-level of peripheral urbanization.



Chapter Three

Research Methodology

3.1. Historical Documentation and Comparative Analysis

When it comes to a sociological analysis of a given
social event or phenomenon, there seems to be a «critical
split among sociologists in the way they try to conduct
research. On the one hand, some sociologists argue that the
literature of historical scholarship is richer and more
meaningful as compared to the works of those who employ
quantitative research techniques. On the other hand, there
are other sociologists who attempt to maintain vigorous
methodological and "scientific" standards, tend to ignore
historical literature, and consider the historical
scholarship as "non-scientific" and pre-scientific" Jjunk. In
between the two, a third group of sociologists take neither
a pro-history or anti-history stand but "leave history to
the historians while they themselves get on with sociology"
(Turk, 1973:287). This has resulted in drawing artificial
lines "between history and sociology, history and historical
sociology, historical and other sociology, and historical
and other kinds of explanation"™ (ibid.). What is obvious
here 1is that 1like social beings which are historical

"entities", the social sciences are also an historical group

64
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of disciplines. Thus, as Mills (1959:146) puts 1it, "all
sociology worthy of the name 1is historical sociology".
Furthermore, a historical understanding of social, economic
and political structures necessitates a comparative study of
societies 1in different time periods. Mills (ibid.:150-151)
persuasively makes this point clear:

Comparative study and historical study are very deeply
involved with each other. You cannot wunderstand the
underdeveloped, the communist, the capitalist political
economies as they exist in the world today by flat,
timeless comparison. You must expand the temporal reach
of your analysis. To understand and to explain the
comparative facts as they lie before you today, you must
know the historical phases and the historical reasons
for varying rates and varying directions of development
and lack of development.

Related to the research proposal, this implies that we
have to examine comparatively how the two satellite nations
of 1Iran and Egypt variously articulated with an inter-
national political economy and how the interaction between
international and national socio-economic forces contributed
to create special circumstances of uneven urban development.
In addition, in order to make a historical comparison
between the two social formations, we need to construct a
logic for comparison. In general, there are two approaches
to the comparative method in the social sciences. According
to Przeworski and Teune (1970), the first approach is "most
similar systems" or "concomitant variation"™ --a method which
aspires to the model of a controlled experiment. That |is,

the cases selected for comparison have a great deal in

common. The second approach is called the "most different
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systems" (Przeworsky and Tuene, 1970). This view maintains
that vastly disparate societies may be studied on the
assumption that certain "universal characteristics" may be
discovered that hold across systems.

An alternative logic for comparison has been proposed by
Lubeck and Walton (1979:6-7). In their comparative analysis
of urban class conflict in Nigeria and Mexico within a
world systems perspective, Lubeck and Walton go beyond a
point-by-point comparison. Comparison is made not for its
own sake, rather the goal is to achieve a full appreciation
of both the similarities and differences among the cases
under comparison through a historical analysis of the
circumstances under which different social formations have
become incorporated into the world capitalist economy.
Within this context, I consider the Iranian and Egyptian
social formations as two "historically specific" entities
that have to be understood in terms of their own social,
economic, and political institutions within each specific
period.

It 1is important to note that this research 1is not
designed to uncover causal-deterministic relationships among
the core states and peripheral societies within the world
capitalist system (e.g., Wallerstein, 1974, 1979). Rather,
the comparison is based on an appreciation for the role of

internal forces (class relations, state power, mode of

incorporation, etc.) which influence the course of events in

interaction with external factors. Hence, the historical
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specificity of Iran and Egypt make point-by-point comparison
impossible, and rather irrelevant. Following Walton and
Lubeck (1979), the project intends to go beyond the positi-
vistic premises of a quasi-experimental comparison (which is
based on generalization and ahistorical analysis) in favor
of a more systematic-historical approach and with an appre-

ciation of concrete socio-economic situations.

3.2. The Problem Refined

The objective of this research proposal is to examine
and compare peripheral urbanization 1in Iran and Egyot
through an historical investigation of the following socio-
economic factors and their contribution to the urbanization
process. The application of documentary techniques will
provide access to relevant information by means of a syste-
matic research through the primary and secondary sources.
The following discussion is meant to clarify major issues of
concern and available data sources for this project.

3.2.1. Differences in Dependency Relations: This refers
to the types of economic relations existing inside the peri-
pheral social formations of Iran and Egypt that, as formula-
ted by Dos Santos (1970:232), has incorporated them "into
situations of dependence within the network of international
economic relations generated by capitalist expansion." The
discovery of oil and its production for the world market in

Iran contributed to a specific sort of dependence: a) the

exessive available foreign exchange 1in the hands of the
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state enabled it to import agricultural and industrial
products and thus suppress the primary and secondary
sectors; b) the capital-intensive nature of o0il wproduction
created no backward linkages and employed a tiny lagor force
(Fesharaki, 1976; Girvan, 1976); and c) the oil industry
provided no considerable forward linkages within the social
formation (Halliday, 1979).

In the case of Egypt, the replacement of a subsistence
agrarian economy with that of a mono-culture(cotton),
export-oriented production set her in a different vpath of
dependence: a) unlike o0il, agricultural production for
export required an efficient infrastructure and transporta-
tion network and thus the need to invest a portion of
revenue within the social formation (Crouchley, 1936; 1938);
b) unlike oil, again, agricultural production provided a
strong internal backward linkage and employed a considerable
portion of the rural labor force due to its being domesti-
cally produced means of production and its labor-intensive
nature (Richards, 1982); and c) although capable of provi-
ding forward economic linkages, because of colonial policies
(like 1in the case of Iran) the cotton cultivation's contr-
bution to internal economic forward linkages was minimal.

3.2.2, Different Timing and Modes of Incorporation:
Based on the premises of the "modes of production" approach

(Bettelheim, 1972; Balibar, 1970; Bradby, 1980), despite the
importance of analyzing capitalism at the world level, it is

my contention that the "national economy" has to remain the
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basic unit of analysis which is a concrete, historically
created social formation formed by the "articulation of two
or more modes of production" (Chincilla and Dietz, 1981).
The compl imentary/contradictory patterns of interface
between different modes and their classes influence the
structure, class nature, and direction of development in any
given society. This leads us to recognition of the role of
state and importance of "political-ideological" instances in
the domination of one mode 1in a social formation
(Poulantzas, 1973; Leys, 1977; Munck, 1981). Following Wolpe
(1980) and Munck (198l1), but going beyond the "modes of
production" premises, two distinct possibilities 1in
regard to the penetration of capitalism in pre-capitalist
social @ formations are identified: a) the "transitional
period" within which the pre-capitalist and capitalist
modes are articulated and state power 1is shared among
the elements of the dominant classes from each mode; and b)
the subsequent domination of one mode (in this case capita-
lism) and the role of state as the sole reproductory
agent for the capitalist relations of production.

With regard to this project, we need to identify and
define the prevalent pre-capitalist modes in Iran and Egyot,
as well as the pre-conditions for the existence of a
capitalist mode of production within pre-capitalist social
formations.

Furthermore, pre-conditions for the existence and

reproduction of the capitalist mode of production in pre-
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capitalist social formations have to be existent. That is,
a) monetary capital must be accumulated in the hands of
non-productive labor which has effective control over the
use of the means of production; and b) the direct producers
must be separated from their means of production in order
that they can function as wage-laborers for the controllers
of the means of production.

In order to understand the dynamics of capitalist
penetration of peripheral pre-capitalist social formations,
the articulation of pre-capitalist and capitalist modes, and
the subsequent subordination of the former by the latter,
three historical periods of the world capitalist development
are identified:

I. Penetration under merchant's capital (16th to mid-18th
century) ;

II. Penetration under the dominance of "competitive
capitalism" (roughly the 1750-1850 period); and

ITI. The 1imperialist stage (since the end of 19th
century) (Lenin, 1968; Taylor, 1979; Hobsbawm, 1969;
Castells, 1980).

Faced with the necessity of «creating capitalist
relations of production, imperialist penetration attempted
to destroy the non-capitalist mode in the peripheral forma-
tions by separating direct producers from their means of
production (Taylor, 1979).

In this research project I intend to investigate the

effects of capitalist penetration on peripheral urbanization
in Iran and Egypt since the second period or, penetration

under competitive capitalism. In order to examine the
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dynamics of change in the spatial structure (urban hier-
archy, communication/transportation networks, etc.),
following Dos Santos (1970) and Slater (1975), I have
identified four historical phases:
Phase one: pre-colonial structure (before 18806's).
Phase two: colonial penetration and the beginnings of
internal expansion (188@'s to 19208's); and continued
colonial organization and domination(19208's to 195@'s).
Phase three: neo-colonial concentration or "New Dependence"™
through speculative investment and control of ISI via
multinational corporations (195@0's to the Present Time).

Following Gilbert and Gugler (1981) and Roberts (1978),
and based on the preliminary findings, it is my hypothesis
that plantation systems and specialized export production
contribute to the emergence of primate cities in the peri-
pheries, and tend to restrict urban growth at the 1local
levels. The uneven growth of a few Egyptian cities since the
early 1800's (Cairo and Alexandria) as compared to a more
"even" growth pattern of urban hierarchy and absence of a
primate city in Iran up until the 1920's (by which time
her economy became dependent upon oil production for export)
is supportive of the above-mentioned hypothesis.

3.2.3 Patterns of Rural-Urban Migration: In a careful
estimate of migration in Iran, Bharier (1972) argues that
there was no extensive rural-urban migration before about
1934, but that there were movements of population "within"
both rural and urban areas. On the contrary, Egyot's
(fluctuating) rural-urban migration started as early as mid

19th century (Richards, 1982). It is my hypothesis that the
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differences in patterns of migration are related to
differences 1in types of dependence: Egypt's agricultural
production for the world market has always been contingent
upon fluctuations of the aggregate demand 1in the world
market. Hence, the socio-economic structure of the rural
communities and rural employment opportunities became
contingent upon the ups and downs of the world capitalist
economy. On the other hand, Iran for most of the 19th
century remained a "semi-colonial" state that functioned as
a buffer zone between the interests of the British and
Russian imperialism (Ashraf, 1971). In addition,and as
stated earlier, production of oil for the world market had
no direct effects either on rural or urban areas; and the
0oil revenue functioned as a "collective economic rent" in
the hands of the state that further made rural/urban
development contingent upon state-sponsored planning
(Fesharaki, 1976; Halliday, 1978). This is an important
issue that I intend to explore more in detail by examining
available data.

In addition to the secondary sources, several primary
sources of data will be utilized . In the case of Egypt, the
major sources are: a) the population censuses which are
available for the years 1947, 1960, 1966, and 1976; and b)
statistical indicators for the 1952-1979 period. All of the

above sources are prepared by the Central Agency for Public

Mobilization and Statistics (CAPMAS) that provide informa-

tion about rural/urban population changes and rural-urban



73
migration.

As for Iran, the population censuses of 1956, 1966, and
1976 provide comprehensive data about population changes,
migration patterns and employment conditions in urban areas.
Particularly, the 1976 Census investigates the pattern of
rural-urban migration (original place of emigration and
final destination) which is of great importance for the
study of hyper-urbanization.

3.2.4. Hyper-Urbanization and the Question of Primacy:
Much of the conventional studies' attention has been paid to
city size distributions in which the largest city (primate)
is many times larger than the next city; or to the primate
city's alleged positive association with national develop-
ment (Jefferson, 1939) or negative, wvarasitic relation to
national economy (Hoselitz, 1955). This research 1is not
interested in the question of primacy but instead in what is
called "over-concentration of population in few cities"
(Abu-Lughod, 1965a, Mingione, 1980), or "hyper-urbanization"
(Walters et. al., 1980).

In the case of Iran, several attempts have investigated
the historical roots of urbanization (e.g., Issawi, 1969;
Banab, 1978; Bahrambeygui, 1977), but the rest of the
studies may be categorized as 1) purely descriptive studies
(Gaube, 1979; Boyne, 1961; Beckett, 1966; Bonine, 1979); 2)
modernization/developmentalist studies - of urbanization
(Clarke, 1966; Clarke and Costello, 1973; Costello, 1976;

English, 1966; Kazemi, 19860; Paydarfar, 1974); and 3)
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demographic studies of urbanization (Bharier, 1977;
Paydarfar, 1967).

As for Egypt, Abu-Lughod's outstanding contributions in
her "systemic-historical" approach (1961, 1964, 1965a,
1965b,1972) are valuable sources of information. In addi-
tion, a few studies have tackled the problem of peripheral
urbanization only in passing (e.g.,Antoniou, 1979; Issawi,
1969) . All these sources are utilized and their analyses are
examined, whenever appropriate, throughout my work.

Interestingly, while Cairo experienced hyper-
urbanization since the mid-19th century (Abu-Lughod, 1969),
that of Tehran actually started in the 193@0's (Looney,
1977; Pacione, 1981; Kazemi, 1980). However, they both
experienced a cancerous urban growth pattern during and
after the 1950s (identified as the era of new dependence).
With regard to the effects of uneven economic development
in the peripheral formations, this research investigates two
important aspects of hyper-urbanization:

a) Uneven Urban Growth and Concentration of Economic
Activities in Major Urban Localities.

Following Gilbert and Gugler (1982), it is argued that
the 193@'s depression and the effects of the Second World
War 1led to a process of import-substitution industrializa-
tion (ISI) in the peripheries. Since many of the new indus-
trial enterprises were financed/controlled by multinational
corporations, ISI took place 1in the largest cities and

accentuated the uneven growth and development of the primate
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cities because of the advantages of a central location.

In case of Egypt, by 1965 almost 60% of trading firms,
72% of the brokerage firms, 52% of warehouse companies, and
45% of the banking institutions were located in two hyver-
urbanized centers of Cairo and Alexandria (Abu-Lughod,
1965a). They also contributed close to 50% of the total
value added by manufacture and employed 45% of industrial
workforce in 1976 (The World Bank Development Report, 1979).
On the other hand, since the early 19608's, modern industry
was synonymous with Tehran where most industrial plants were
established, where a large service sector grew, where all
corporations had their headquarters (Looney, 1977); and
where 1in 1976, 36% of industrial labor force were concen-
trated in Tehran (Kazemi, 1980).

b) The Role of Petty Commodity Production in Various
Aspects of Urban Economic Activities of Tehran and Cairo

In the case of Iran, only the "dualistic" approach of
Amuzegar and Fekrat (1971) examines the coexistence of a
large traditional (static) sector and an advanced (dynamic)
export-oriented sector in Iran. Therefore, a careful
analysis of the role of the informal economy (especially the
small-scale 1industry) in Iran's socio-economic activities
has to be undertaken.

On the other hand, the informative works of Mabro and
Radwan (1976), the World Bank's Survey of Small-Scale

Industry in Egypt (1977), and particularly the interesting

work of Abdel-Fadil on the informal sector employment in
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Egypt (1983) provide valuable data about the role of petty
commodity production in the Egyptian economy. My examination
of the Egyptian Census data for the analysis of petty
commodity production sector relies greatly on Abdel-Fadil's
analysis.

The initial studies and comparisons between the
"organized" component of petty commodity production, namely
small-scale manufacturing (employing less than 13 workers)
have indicated divergent patterns. Based on 1973 data, while
the small-scale 1industries accounted for 85 percent of
Iran's industrial 1labor force and 43 percent of the value
added, the corresponding figures for Egypt were 33 percent
and 16 percent, respectively (Mabro, 1973; Mabro and Radwan,
1976) . In his study of Egypt's informal economy, Abdel-Fadil
(1983) estimates that 24 percént of Cairo's emoloyment |is
provided by the small-scale manufacturing and handicraft
activities. 1In case of Tehran, while no systematic research
on the subject has been conducted as yet, but the results of
my analysis indicate a higher share of petty commodity
production in its economy during the third period.

Finally, there are several sources of primary data that
the project intends to focus on related to petty commodity
production: 1) the annual labor force sample surveys for
Egypt by CAPMAS; 2) the Egyptian Census of Industrial
Production for 1950 (prepared by the Ministry of Finance);
and 3) the industrial censuses of Iran for 1963, 1964, and

1976 prepared by the Statistical Center of Iran.
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3.3. 1Issues Concerned With Data Collection, Interpretation,
and Analysis

I have to acknowledge that the existing governmental
data are sometimes incomplete, or utilize generalized
classifications and categorizations which do not fit the
specific criteria beibg used in this project. But in the
absence of such data the project aims at wutilization and
reinterpretation of the available data in order to initiate
further research possibilities in the field.

Throughout the research there were several problems that
made comparison between the two social formations
problematic. First, most of the statistics for 19th century
Iran and Egypt are at best "guestimates" compiled based on
the statements of travellers, military attache's, foreign
advisors, traders, etc. Thus utilizing statistics to support
an analysis runs the risk of unwarranted errors. Second,
there have been government-sponsored census enumerations 1in
Egypt since 1882, but those of Iran started as late as 1956
(with semi-official statistics available for previous
years); also the census years for Iran and Egypt are
different. Although as I stated earlier, I do not intend to
make point-by-point comparisons, the above short-comings
have created difficulties in comparing even the processes of
change within each of the three historical periods. For
example, for the third period (1950s-1970) I have to utilize

the Egyptian population censuses for 1947, 1960 and 1966,

and rely on the 1956 and 1966 censuses for Iran. Third,
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there exists the problem of definition, both in historical
accounts and statistical data. For instance, designating a
settlement as a "town", a "city", or an "urban place" varies
in the two social formations. As for the 19th century and
early 20th century, we have to rely on those who identified
certain settlements as such. For the most recent periods,
the term "urban" has been used based on official demographic
definitions. Whenever necessary, I have tried to give a
proper definition of these terms. Furthermore, there are no
available data 1in the official censuses for the study of
petty commodity sector in Iran and Egypt. Thus it has been
necessary for me to reinterprete and create new relevant
data especially in the case of Iran (Chapter 13).

A final word about historical analysis in this work.
Even though only in two chapters, namely 9 and 14, I have
tried to put the historical pieces together and compare the
two social formations, each chapter in itself is a histori-
cal investigation of the dialectics of social change within

the two social formations.

3.4. Contribution to Sociology and Policy Formulation

Based on the preceding discussion, the preliminary
research gquestions are formulated at two levels: 1) an
examination of peripheral wurbanization in a given social

formation within the world economic system; and 2) a focus
on a particular city/region and its historical development.

Thus, at the first level, the overall pattern of peripheral
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urbanization (spatial hierarchy and historical specificity
of rural-urban migration in different periods) will be
examined; and at the second level, the historical develoo-
ment of a particular city/region in regard to its concrete
position both within the "national" and "world system"
boundaries will be investigated. Furthermore, a comparative
analysis of peripheral urbanization in the 1Iranian and
Egyptian social formations will lead to more knowledage
about:

I. The Relation Between Different Types of Peripheral
Capitalist Formations and Patterns of Peripheral
Urbanization:

To what extent do different types of dependence and

hence, different forward/backward economic linkages

contribute to the development of different patterns of
urbanization (urban hierarchy, uneven urban development,

and communication/transportation networks) in Iran and

Egypt ? ' '

II. The Relationship Between a Historically Specific
Peripheral Capitalist Formation and "Hyper-Urbanization® in
Few Localities:

What are the main areas of economic activity of
petty commodity sector in Tehran and Cairo; to what

degree have the petty commodity and capitalist sectors
been articulated in the two cities during the 1952-1979
period ?

There is general agreement among urban sociologists that
very high rates of urbanization set up stresses which
are a serious threat to social equilibrium and stability.
But, it 1is not always accepted that prevention of rural
to urban migration is the best solution to the problem.
This viewpoint has been strongly argued by Abu-Lughod

(1972: 42-62) who regards rural-urban migration in Egypt as
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both inevitable and necessary for national economic growth.
Ibrahim (1975: 29-45) however, has argued the opposite and
believes that most Arab countries reached the optimum level
of wurbanization (10-20 percent) considered sufficient to
stimulate a healthy economic take-off in the 1940s. Thus,
he contends that rural-urban migration contributes to
"urbanization" but not necessarily to "urbanism" which is
the key to "modernising societies."”
One fact about the future urban scene in Iran and
Egypt which seems beyond dispute is that urbanization will
continue to increase (Blake and Lawless, 1980: 252). In the
case of Egypt, and with regard to the governmental planning
strategies, Abu-Lughod (1965a:341-42) asserts that there
have been no government policies with respect to wurbaniza-
tion. On the other hand, Iran has developed national spatial
strategies since 1960 to create alternative growth poles to
encourage decentralization of industries. Yet Tehran as the
"primate"” city has grown enormously anyway, and these
efforts have been minimal (Blake and Lawlwss, 198@: 255).
This project is based on a contrary view presented by
the Marxist 1literature, where hyper-urbanization, urban
poverty and unemployment are not seen as "problems" that can
be resolved by planning within the existing socio-economic
conditions. Rather, they are seen as the socio-spatial

outcomes of capitalist development in urban areas. Thus, if
this research adds anything to the recognition of this

problem,then it has served its purpose in generating further
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research possibilities and/or proposing alternative
strategies to prevent excessive uneven growth of the urban

areas in peripheral societies.



Chapter Four

Characteristics of Pre-capitalist Social
Formations in Iran and Egypt

4.1. On the Nature of the Iranian Pre-capitalist Social
Formation

There are few studies that have tried systematically to
provide an historical analysis of the Iranian pre-capitalist
social formation. This is due to the fact that the "modes of
production approach" is still in its stage of maturation.
Apart from the "ahistorical" accounts of the pre-capitalist
Iran that ¢try to wunderstand historical developments and
changes through personal conflicts among the elites and the
effects of foreign influences through trade missionaries and
diplomatic relations, it 1is possible to identify four
distinct approaches to the nature of pre-capitalist Iranian
society.l)

The first approach includes the works of Soviet
Iranologists who, based on Marx's unilinear theory of
historical development divide Iranian history into the four
stages of primitive commune, slavery, feudalism, and
capitalism. Thus Persia under the Safavids (1502-1736 A.D.)
is regarded as "centralized feudalism" while the 19th
century Iran under the Qajar rule is thought to be a period

of the disintegration of feudalism as a result of colonial

82
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penetration (Petrushevsky et al., 1967). 1In this context,
while some regard the Iranian society of the 17th and 18th
centuries as feudal "tout court" (Critchley, 1978; Jazani,
1978; Keddie, 1960, 1968 & 1972), others characterize only-
certain periods as feudal. For example, Nomani (1972) argues
that from the 7th to the 15th century, the Iranian social
formation should be regarded as "feudal." The main characte-
ristic of the 1Iranian feudal system was the form of
peasants' exploitation called "Muzara'a". Based on this type
of contract between the landlord and peasant, the latter was
obliged to pay rent (usually in kind such as a share of the
crop) to the former. Then, during the 16th century, Muzara'a
was replaced by a new form of "conditional" feudal ownership
called "Iqta." this new form simply was a grant of land or
its revenue, or both, which was made by the central govern-
ment to its regional officers (governors, etc.). However,
Nomani sees some differences between the feudal nature of
Medieval 1Iran and European feudalism such as: 1) the non-
existence of demense farming which reduced the 1lanlords'
role to an organizer of agricultural production; 2) the
combination of large-scale feudal landownership and small-
scale peasant production; and 3) the non-existence of labor
rent (Nomani, 1978: 119).

The second approach is Marx's own analysis, based on

which he identifies the dominant mode of production in many
pre-capitalist societies (including Iran) as "Asiatic". 1In

brief , Marx identified many non-European societies such as
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Arabia, Persia, India and Tartary as being qualitatively
different socio-economic systems of production. He argued
that "climate and territorial conditions, especially the
vast traces of desert" necessitated "artificial 1irrigation
by canals and water works." The low level of «civilization,
vastness of the territories, and the need for artificial
irrigation, according to Marx, called into life "the inter-

ference of the centralizing power of the government"™ in the
Orient (Marx & Engels, 1972: 37). The shortage of water
resources and the need for organization of agricultural
production resulted in the absence of private ownershio of
land in the East, and the importance of communal property.
By giving the Indian example, Marx & Engels (1972: 315)
assert that the stagnant character of the Indian formation
is because of the self-sufficient nature of villages (and
towns) which form separate units of production but at the
same time are dependent on the central government for public
works. The fundamental principle of the Asiatic (village
community) is that the individual does not become
independent of the community while these isolated communi-
ties are unified under the rule of a despot as the head of
the central state. Hence the foundation of Oriental
Despotism becomes:
ess (T)ribal or common property, 1in most cases created
through a combination of manufacture and agriculture
within the small community which thus becomes entirely
self-sustaining and contains within itself all condi-

tions of production and surplus production" (Marx, 1964:
70).
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The third approach which has been developed and
introduced recently is an eclectic combination/theorization
of Marx's concept of the "Asiatic mode of production;"
Wittfogel's concept of "Oriental Despotism"™ in the so-called
"Hydraulic civilizations;" and Weber's "ideal tyoe" of
"Oriental Patrimonialism."™ For example, Ashraf (1970:313)
identifies the post-Safavid Iranian social formation (16th
century onward) the "Asiatic patrimonial despotism."™ By
stressing the differences between the "urban structure of
Persia and the West," or the persistent and important
element of bureaucracy and the bureaucratic nature of 1land
tenure in Persian society , Ashraf differentiates between
the feudal system and Persia's historical institutions. He
further argues that since the Shah (theoretically) owned all
arable 1lands and water resources, his arbitrary power to
confiscate and redistribute the land prevented the emergence
of a strong landed aristocracy as was the case 1in feudal
Europe. Finally, he realizes the coexistence of "a trichoto-
mous social system of urban, rural and tribal communities"
in the Iranian society under a social system that fluctuates
between "centralization and decentralization" of power
(Ashraf, 1970:313).

While Ashraf emphasizes more the "bureaucratic" nature
of land tenure in Iran, Abrahamian (1974: 7-9) focuses on
the "fragmented " nature of the social organization in the
Asiatic mode of production. following Marx who sought the

foundations for Asiatic despotism in the small "stereotypes"
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of social organisms such as clans, tribes, and villages
(Marx, 1964: 69-71) Abrahamian pictures the 19th century
Iran as a collectivity of self-sufficient units that were
economically self-sufficient and tied together by blood
relations. Although he sees some similarities between
feudal Europe and pre-capitalist Iran in terms of the
existence of a ruling elite and hierarchical social strata,
ties of personal dependence between lord and peasant, etc.;
Asian society is different in one aspect:

While the political structure of the Middle Eastern

societies is characterized invariably as despotic, the

feudal monarchies of Europe were 1limited monarches
restricted by a hereditary and independent <class of

aristocrats (Abrahamian, 1975: 129-30).

Furthermore, Abrahamian argues that the "bureaucratic"
theory of Oriental Despotism is useful in analyzing empires
such as Egypt, India, China and ancient Iran "where there
were despots, bureaucrats, and irrigation works"™; but the
same theory does not apply to 19th century Iran under
the Qajars where "the ruler was neither involved in
irrigation works nor in control of large-scale
bureaucracies" (Abrahamian, 1974:8).

Finally, there are those who attempt to analyze pre-
capitalist 1Iranian socio-economic development within the
"modes of production"™ approach (Lahsaeizadeh, 1984; Mahdi,
1983) by 1looking at the dynamics of articulation of
different modes of production within the "Iranian social
formation." Here 1 will focus on Mahdi's analysis since

Lahsaeizadeh is more concerned with the peripheral
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capitalist Iran. Because of the theoretical relevance of
Mahdi's work to that of mine, in what follows I will briefly
outline his argument.

Mahdi «criticizes those who see pre-capitalist Iran as
"feudal" for three reasons. First, while in a feudal economy
the landlord is the owner of farmland, "the majority of the
rural population" in Iran "lack any means of production and
live by tenancy and/or hired labor on extremely unfavorable
terms (Mahdi, 1983: 65). Second, based on Lambton's analysis
(1965) Mahdi argues that the Iranian landlords did not own
their land but utilized it under the system of "iqta" under
which "the lands were the exclusive property of the state"
(Mahdi, 1983: 65).2) Thus in many cases the mugta's (the
holder of iqta') "could transfer their iqta's to their
children or even sell them." However, they could do so "
only with regard to the right of possession and not the
property right. That is, "they could transfer their right of
usurfruct, but not the ownership rights which they did not
have." (ibid.). Third, in contrast to feudal relations in
which peasants are dependent on the 1landlords, in the
Iranian situation the state was the "sole owner of the land"
and peasants were being exploited collectively (i.e., as
belonging to a wvillage community) and not individually
(ibid., p.71). Mahdi concludes that the system of iqta was

not a hereditary institution and worked "independently of

the political institutions of the state." As a result,
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The economic and political privileges of the landholding

class was by and large derived from their political

service rather than from the ownership of private

property" (ibid., p.68).

Furthermore, Mahdi corectly questions Marx's concept of
the "Asiatic mode of production" which characterizes the
Oriental societies as lacking any internal dynamics of their
own for change. However, he utilizes the "Asiatic mode"
concept within the "modes of production " approach and
refers to the Iranian pre-capitalist social formation as
"Asian". That is , while the Asiatic mode of production was
the dominant mode in that formation, different modes such as
feudalism, pastoral-nomadism and small independent produc-
tion in both agriculture and handicraft manufacture coexis-
ted with it, amidst the constant tension between them. To
support his claim, he considers the contradictory tendency
toward centralization of power (the practice of 1iqta) and
decentralization (development of feudal relations in the
peripheral regions) as a sign of continued tension between
Asiatic and feudal modes of production . thus in different
historical periods, the feudalization of social relations
has signaled the structural disintegration of the central
state and vice versa (ibid., pp. 112-117).

Interestingly, Mahdi identifies the pastoral-nomadic way
of life as a distinct "mode of production" with its own laws
of motion by having three characteristics: 1) lack of a
clear conception of landownership; 2) a mode of production

based on appropriation and exploitation of animals and
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pastures through organization of patterns of movement and
residence; and 3) lack of market/monetary exchange among
nomads (tribes) themselves while it was a common practice
betweeen nomads and non-nomadic population.

4.2. A Critical Assessment of the Problematic of the Asiatic
Mode and the Question of the State in the 1Iranian Social
Formation

In analyzing the Iranian pre-capitalist social formation
and based on the "modes of production" approach, Mahdi's
contribution 1is substantial. However, his analysis stems
from a different theoretical formulation within the modes
of production approach. That is, his definition of the "mode
of production" 1is based on the "restricted"™ and not the
"extended" concept (see Chapter One):

A mode of production ..... refers to a historically

specific structure--- a structure characterized by two

essential components of forces and relations of produc-

tion (Mahdi, 1983: 102).

By conceiving the Iranian social formation as a
combination of "restricted" modes of production, the laws of
motion and reproductive processes of neither the dominant
mode, nor the subordinate modes are given by Mahdi (see
Chapter Two). As a result, the nature of the state and
degrees to which the dominant classes from one or more modes
have access to state power remains unexplained.

In the case of Iran, It is my contention that what in

fact in the Marxist analysis is recognized as the "Asiatic
mode of production", 1is the historical necessity of the

existence of an organizing body or a bureaucracy by a
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ruling stratum with tribal origins. This is a necessary
administrative body for the exploitation (surplus
extraction) of and domination over fragmented socio-
economic enclaves (a complex of villages, towns and tribal
communities with their regional networks of interaction and
functioning under one or more modes of production. Although
we may refer to this organizing bureaucratic body as the
"state" 1in a pre-capitalist social formation, 1its "raison
d'etre" is historically different as compared with the state
in the post-capitalist social formations. The following
discussion 1is an attempt to further clarify my theoretical
position on this issue.

A careful study of pre-capitalist Iranian history
reveals the fact that the tribal forces have always been an
important element of conflict in the quest for domination
and political power. Following Smith (1978) and Lambton
(1979), Mahdi (1983: 123-24) points to the fact that
"various Iranian dynasties have come to power on tribal
support.” For instance, from the Arab conquest to the Mongol
invasion (635-1501 A.D.), Iranian people were ruled by
tribesmen of foreign origin. Furthermore, the ruling strata
of the Safavids (1502-1736 A.D.); the Afsharids (1736-1747
A.D.); the Zands (1751-1795 A.D.); and the Qajars (1796-1925
A.D.) were all Iranian tribesmen who established dynastic
rule in Iran.

The assumption of political power by the ruling strata

of the pastoral-nomadic mode of production manifests itself
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in the ideological tenets of that mode and its reflection in
the superstructure. Describing a complicated system of land
tenure among an Iranain Kurdish tribe in the first half of
the 19th century, Rawlinson (cf. Lambton, 1953: 142-43)
states that:

The country, acquired in war, was originally held as
direct property of the chief. From him it descended to
his family, and thus, at the present day, the oroperie-
torship of almost the whole of this extensive country is
in the hands of a single family, the Baba Amireh....
This small family, which does not number above fifty or
sixty people, cannot be supposed capable of cultivating
all the 1lands, and a system has been introduced, by
which the chief of the tribe can assign any portion of
the country that he pleases to the care of other
inferior 1leaders, called Aghas, with or without the
consent of the proprietor.

As can be seen, the practice of "Iqta" in pre-capitalist
Iran 1is an exact replica of the above-mentioned pastoral-
namodic system though in a larger scale. The continual
conflict between the feudal relations of production (land-
ownership, and local, decentralized power) and pastoral-
nomadic relations (the system of igta and an over-arching
centralized state) testifies to the constant tension both at
the infrastructural and superstructural 1levels. Thus the
emergence of feudal relations based on private ownership
of the land and reinforcement of local political-
jurisdictional power of the feudal rulers is dialectically

related to the weakening of a centralized state in the hands

of tribal rulers (and vice versa).
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4.3. Characteristics of the Pre-capitalist Egyptian Social
Formation:

In studying the Egyptian pre-capitalist social
formation, we have to take into account the dynamics of
interaction between the external forces of domination and
exploitation on the one hand, and internal destabilizing
factors on the other. The former being the Ottoman Empire
and 1its bureaucracy for collection of taxes and the latter
being different factions of the ruling strata whose
interests were threatened by the Ottomans. In fact, the
introduction of the Turkish element into Egypt dates back to
the Ottoman conquest in 1517, A.D., when the social forma-
tion was nominally reduced to the rank of an Ottoman
province for the next two hundred and forty years (McLoan,
1882:28).

At the end of the 18th century, Egypt was ruled by the
Mamelukes, a ruling stratum composed of former slaves who
governed the social formation under the central authority
and control of the Ottomans. According to the twenty four
provinces into which the Turks had divided Egypt, there were
twenty four Mameluke beys (provincial governors) under the
nominal control of a Turkish Pasha (head administrator).
Egypt was of interest to the Ottomans mainly as a source of
tribute derived from the land (Marlowe, 1965:10). The
fiscal crisis of the Ottoman state in the late 16th and

early 17th centuries required decentralization of provincial

administration. Provincial 1lands were granted to Turkish
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treasury officials (emin) who, wunable to do the work
themselves, appointed agents or "avamil"™ who were drawn from
the Mamelukes. Under a system of tax collection called
"iltizam", the Mamelukes were responsible for supervising
tax collection, paying a fixed sum to the Ottoman treasury,
and eventually pocketing what was left out of the surplus
(Richards, 1982:9-10).

The reinforcement of the Mamelukes' authority at the end
of 18th century and a relaxation of the Ottoman control due
to the Court's reluctant recognition of the Mamelukes and
inability of the Ottoman Pashas to control Egypt brought her
to the verge of political decentralization (Little, 1958:50-
51). Since "iltizam"™ was technically the property of the
state, the Mamelukes held only the wusufruct. It was
estimated that of 6,000 muultazims (landholders), 300 were
Mamelukes who held more than two-thirds of the cultivated
land in Egypt. With the decline of the central power, there
was a marked tendency for the usufruct of the land to become
hereditary and hence, the evolution of private property.
(Richards, 1982:10). Thus on the eve of the French invasion
in 1798, the only source of influence left to the Ottomans
was the policy of "divide and rule" and taking advantage of
the existed discord between the Mameluke rulers (Marlowe,
1965:11-12).,

There is not a great deal of literature dealing with the
pre-capialist nature of the Egyptian social formation. Aside

from descriptive accounts of various aspects of the Egyptian
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society, others have rarely looked at Egypt within a firm
theoretical framework. Most of the literature fits into the
modernization schemes that simply refer to pre-capitalist
Egypt as a "tr;ditional society" having its economy based
on subsistence agriculture, in which the mass of peasantry
did not own the land they tilled and land was owned by the
tax farmers (Baer, 1969; Issawi, 1963). Among the scholars,
only Amin (1978, 1980) provides an analysis which 1is an
attempt to wunderstand the exact nature and dynamics of
interaction among various socio-economic forces in pre-
capitalist Egypt.

In his discussion of pre-capitalist social formations,
Amin (1976, 1980) discusses the "Asiatic mode of production"
under a different name: the "tributary mode of production."
According to him, the tributary mode is neither a transi-
tional mode between classless and class societies, nor a
formation belonging to a 1later or earlier historical
stage. ) Rather, it is merely a different mode as compared
with feudalism. For example, with regard to the property
question, the feudal form of landownership results from a
weak and decentralized political power while the tributary
form of property (of the land) as an advanced feudal mode
leads to centralization of the political power (the state)
(Amin, 1980:48-62) . The main characteristics of the

tributary mode are: 1) extraction of surplus product by
non-economic means; 2) organization of production based on

use value rather than exchange value; and 3) the dominance
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of the superstructure (particularly religious institutions)
in extracting the surplus. Furthermore, since production is
initially meant for personal/local consumption, the essence
of the tributary mode is a "natural economy"™ (Amin, 198@:
50-54) . In the case of Egypt, he considers the composition
of the pre-capitalist social formation as an articulation of
the ¢tributary mode of production with other forms of
production such as petty merchant (artisans) and 1long-
distance trade. Although not in detail, he identifies the
tributary mode in Egypt as the dominant one because of the
existence of a centralized state (Amin, 1978:97-98).

It is my contention that Amin's analysis gives an
accurate picture of pre-capitalist Egypt, and fits in my own
theoretical framework as well. Although not clear in his
discussion, it seems to me that he differentiates between
the extended and restricted modes when 1identifying the
tributary "mode" and other "forms" of production such as
mercantalism, petty commodity production and slavery (Amin,
1978:97-98) . Interestingly, and in sharp contrast to the
Iranian situation where the pastoral-nomadic mode of
production played a significant role both at the economic
and political 1levels, evidence indicates the insignifi-
cance and the historical subordination of the pastoral-
nomads to other socio-economic and political forces in

Egypt, which reduced pastoral-nomadism to a restricted mode
in that social formation. However, the method of extracting

surplus product by the Ottomans based on tribute-paying
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resembles that of Iran. The difference was that the Ottomans
(as non-producers) controlled Egypt from outside the social
formation while the pastoral-nomadic rulers in Iran (also as
non-producers) did it from within.

Pastoral-nomads in Egypt are referred to as "bedouin",
which is derived from an old Arabic word meaning "original"
or "aboriginal". The term is therefore used to describe any
nomadic desert-dwellers in contradistinction to the settled
peasants of the Nile valley (fellahin) (Kennett, 1968:1).
Bedouin 1live 1in camp units varying in size from 20 to 790
people. The grazing land and wells are owned communally, but
the cultivated land in most cases has been divided among the
unit members. The life-style of the bedouin in the coastal
and inland areas 1is significantly different. Burja
(1973:146-47) gives two examples of coastal and inland camp
units. While in the former 75 percent were engaged in culti-
vation and 8 percent in animal husbandry, in the latter only
7.5 percent were cultivators while 70 percent engaged
entirely in animal husbandry.

Estimates for the nomadic population in the beginning of
the 19th century are contradictory and ambigious. Even 1in
1882 there was no official classification of the Egyptian
population. But McLoan (1882:22-23) estimated the population
of different groups in 1880s which in the absence of any

other statistics has to be accepted with caution (see Table

4.1).
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Table 4.1: Break-up of the Egyptian Population in 1882

Category Population
Settled Arab peasants (fellahin) 4,500,000
Bedouin 300,000
Turks 10,000
Copts (Christian Egyptians) 500,000
Foreign Residents 290,000
Total population 5,500,000
$ Bedouin to total 5.45

Source: McLoan (1882:22-23).

As can be seen 1in the table, even 1if the bedouin
comprise only less than 6 percent of the population, this
is believed to be an inflated figure. The main reason is the
historical privileges given to the nomads by Mohammad Ali
for their earlier services to his Syrian and Arabian expedi-
tions, when 1in 1830's he exempted the bedouin from enlist-
ment. This led to repeated false claims by the peasants as
belonging to certain tribes in order to escape from cons-
cription, which in turn inflated the number of the bedouin
statistically.

Another factor that might be taken as an indication of
the historical weakness of the pastoral-nomadism in Egypt is
the attempts by the centralized state (Mohammad Ali) to
settle the bedouin (and hence break up the tribal-
communal unity) during the first decades of the 19th century
by granting large tracts of land to tribal heads. All the
Egyptian tribes are composed of associations of families as

clans. With each sub-section of a tribe having 1its own
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petty-chief (shaykh), they are under the authority of the
head shaykh who represents the tribe "in all its
transactions with other tribes, or with the outside world in
genral" (Murray, 1950:41). The growing importance of Egyot
for cotton production to be sold in the world capitalist
markets probably was the main incentive for Mohammad Ali to
settle the bedouin whose lifestyle was a hindrance to the
security of roads and safe transportation of cotton to the
main ports for exportation. Furthermore, the profitabi-
lity of cotton production as compared to pastoralism gave
the bedouin shaykhs a powerful incentive to acquire 1large
tracts of land (Baer, 1969:5-7). Later on, Mohammad Ali
facilitated the break up of the tribal unity by appointing
the shaykhs to government offices. It is important to make
note that this was not done because of the pressures put by
the tribal leaders upon Mohammad Ali. Rather, it was the
policy of the state for sedentarization of the bedouin. As
a result, while wuntil 1833 all offices higher than the
village head were held by non-Egyptians, from that year on
the tribal chiefs and native Egyptians were appointed to be
district officers (nazir gism). Thus, the tribal shaykhs
moved to towns, acquired large mansions, intermarried with
the ruling class and became government officials; while the
rank and file immersed in the peasant population or later on
moved to cities to become wage-laborers in railway construc-
tion and other urban activities. As a result of this policy,

the beduoin became subjugated to the government authority
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and as McLoan puts it in 1882, "the desert on both sides of
the Nile is as safe for caravans or even private travellers

as are the streets of Alexandria and Cairo" (MclLoan,

1882:27) .
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Endnotes:

l. For this part, I am indebted to the works of Ashraf
(1970) and particularly Mahdi (1983) for his historical
review of the literature.

2. For a detailed analysis of Iqta see Lambton (1953:53-77).

3. See for example, Godelier (1978).



Chapter Five
Spatial Developments Within the Iranian

Social Formation During the First
Period (1800-1880s)

5.1l.Introduction: The 19th Century Iranian Pre-capitalist
Social Formation

Historically the Iranian pre-capitalist social formation
first came into contact with the newly emerging capitalist
economy in the 16th and 17th centuries. First, by conquering
many coastal cities in the Persian Gulf area, the Portuguese
entered 1Iran 1in 1507 (Savory, 1980) . Then, England's
enormous industrial growth and capitalist development in the
16th century and her urgent need to find external outlets
for her surplus woolen products 1led ¢to the first British
expedition to extend her foreign trade with Iranmn 1in 1557
(Mahdi, 1983: 408). This was followed by the Dutch involve-
ment in the region's trade (158@3) as well as the French
since 1660s (Glamann, 1958; Peretz, 1963).1) However, Iran's
early involvement 1in the world capitalist economy was
primarily commercial and limited to the coastal regions in
the Persian Gulf.

By the end of the 18th century, the Iranian socio-

economic and political relations were affected by two major
factors: 1) the consolidation of British power in India;

and 2) the emergence of Russia as a competitive economic and

101
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political power in international affairs in general; and in
the Asian continent (Iran, Afghanistan, and Central Asia) in
particular. In regards to Iran, Russia's imminent threat to
the interests of the British in the region forced the latter
to change her regional policy which was based on free trade
to a more structured political and economic strategy with
Iran from early 19th century.

Internally, the assumption and centralization of power
by the Qajars in 1796 was the outcome of an ongoing conflict
and rivalry within the Qajar tribe itself, and between the
Zand and the Qajar tribes (Fasa'i, 1972:Ch 1). In order to
control and run the country, an administrastive system was
established by the Qajars which consisted of two segments:
1) the central government comprising the ministerial offices
headed by the office of the "grand vizier" (prime minister);
and the provincial governments which were run and controlled
by the central governemnt's appointed "governor-generals."

The regional governor-generals were either the feudal
nobles or the local tribal leaders (Avery, 1965: 83-87).
This in fact was a clear manifestation of the contradictory
nature of the Iranian pre-capitalist social formation . That
is, through the practice of igta and tax collection, the
central government was controlled by the rulers of pastoral-
nomadic origin while in provinces the landowners (feudal
mode of production) made every effort to establish their own
local political and economic power by resisting the central

government's demands (Keddie, 1960: 6). Thus the weaker the
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central government, the stronger the feudal governors became
and vice versa.

It was within the above historical conditions (both
internal and external) that the Russian and the British
imperial powers sought to maintain their political and
economic influence in Iranian affairs. According to Ashraf
(1971: 30), because of the rivalry between the two powers,
Iran never became a formal colony. Rather, she "survived as
a buffer state between the expanding Russian appetite for
the South, and the British policy of the defense of India."
This 1is what Ashraf (ibid.), Mahdi (1983), and Mehrain
(1979) call the "semi-colonial situation" in Iran; in which
both powers attempted to control the local rulers and the
central government through securing a series of political,

2)
commercial, Jjudicial, and military concessions. In the
absence of a systematic analysis, Mehrain (1979: 54) gives
three reasons for Iran's semi-colonial situation:

1) Iran's dispersed population, unfavorable terrain and
climate, and until the end of the 19th century, lack of
known natural resources. 2) demands of the British/
Indian and Russian economies..... which were more for
markets attainable through trade concessions and less
for capital investment outlets which would have required
more direct administrative control. 3) existence in Iran
of a particular form of social structure and centralized
state.

Thus the 19th century Iranain political economy was

affected and increasingly being controlled by a series of

concessions given to the capitalist interests. The major
economic concessions of this period may be summarized as

follows. First, in 1801, the British sent an urgent mission
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to Iran led by Captain Malcolm. This mission according to
Mahdi (1983: 462) had three objectives: a) to obtain Iranain
military assistance to suppress the political Afghan threat
to her Indian interests; b) to neutralize the Ffench in
their plan to seek Iranian military assistance in a Jjoint-
operation with Russia against Indian territories; and 3) to
obtain new commercial agreements allowing free operation of
the British merchants in the Iranian territory.

Second, following the Russo-Iranian battle of Aslanduz
in 1812 from which Russia came out victoriously, and under
the "Gulestan Treaty", a vast part of Northern Iranian
territory was ceded to Russia along with the right to sail
warships in the Caspian sea (ibid., p. 466). Russia's
violation of this treaty erupted into another conflict that
ended with Iran's defeat and culminated in the second Russo-
Iranian treaty of "Turkomanchay" in 1828. In addition to
lost territories, Iran agreed to grant "extra-territorial
rights to Russian citizens living in Iran such as owning
homes, shops and warehouses;" and granted Russians a "fixed
custom duty of five percent ad valorem on goods exchanged
between the two countries." (ibid., p.467)

Finally, Iran granted a mineral-exploration concession
to the Britisher Baron de Reuter in 1872 that, according to
Corzon (1966, 1:480), was the most comprehensive and
extraordinary "surrender of the entire industrial resources
of a kingdom into foreign hands." The concession gave de

Reuter an exclusive right to construct the Iranian railway
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system and all the needed public land, to exploit all mines
except precious metals and stones, and to establish a
banking system.

The consequences of this semi-colonial situation were
severe and manifested themselves in the peculiar economic
and political relations in 19th century Iran. First, while
the competition among colonial powers helped the central
government to maintain its grip over the country, the ruling
elements had to adopt a policy of balancing the two major
powers. This consequently led to their increasing dependence
on one of the colonial powers and assumption of a clientele
role (Ashraf, 1971:22). For example, on three occasions of
succession in the Qajar dynasty (Mohammad Shah in 1834,
Nasser _od-Din Shah in 1848, and Muzaffar od-Din Shah in
1896) the "open show of support™ by colonial powers was
"deemed necessary for these successions to take place
(Avery, 1967:47).

Second, Iran's piecemeal integration into the world
capitalist economy resulted in the gradual disintegration
of inflexible 1local markets and underdevelopment of 1local
industries (Ashraf, 1971: 467). For example, the fixed
custom duties put the Russian (and later British) merchants
in an advantageous position in exchange of goods with their

Iranian counterparts (Mahdi, 1983; 467).
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5.2. The Spatial Manifestation of the Iranian Pre-capitalist
Social Formation:

Physically, a complex of mountain chains make up much of
the scenery of Iran and enclose a series of interior basins.
But one <can identify four physiographic wunits of the
country. First, the Zagros mountain range that extends from
north-west to south-east and occupies the entire western
part of Iran. Two sub-regions may be recognized: a) the
northwestern section extending from the Turkish-Russian
border to the Qazvin-Hamadan-Kermanshah zone; and b) the
region beginning from the latter zone and extending to
Bandar Abbas in southeastern 1Iran by the Persian Gulf.
Second, the northern highlands including the Alburz range
and associated Caspian Sea province. The Alburz is extremely
steep and appears as a continuous wall separating the
northern province from the interior desert basins to its
south. Third, the eastern and south-eastern 1Iran which
consists of a number of "upland massifs" separated by lower
plains. Finally, the interior desert basins contained within
the surrounding mountain ranges of Zagros, Alburz and
eastern highlands. This interior basin receives a low rain-
fall, of about 1-6 inches per annum and covers an area of
over 300,000 miles, or more than one-half of the total land
area (Fisher, 1968) (see Figure 5.1).

The aridity of the Iranian climate (except the Alburz

region and north-west Zagros area), the huge size of the

territory, and the ruggedness of its terrain have made it a



107

difficult task for the central governments to have a firm
grip over the Iranian territory. While Egypt, for example,
had the Nile as her prime means of internal communications,
in the absence of roads and navigable rivers, the Iranian
provinces were separated and isolated from each other by
natural barriers. Furthermore, Iran's 1location 1in the
region, situated between the Fertile Crescent and Central
Asia, 1isolated her from the important centers of economic
and political power. Despite geographical barriers, however,
Iran's location on the well known overland trade route known
as the "Silk Road" which joined the Near East to Central
Asia and China offset the consequences of isolation to a
great extent up until the 16th century. Once bringing pros-
perity to many Iranain cities such as Kermanshah, Hamadan,
and Marv and corresponding regions, the shift of world trade
to the sea routes since the 1l6th century deprived 1Iran of
her advantageous position in the region's trade (Issawi,
1971:3).

The spatial configuration of the Iranian pre-capitalist
social formation is conceived by many scholars as a "tricho-
tomous" socio-economic and political system of urban, rural,
and tribal units. Following Marx, some see the units as
fragmented social organizations which are mostly self-
sufficient and coexist under an over-arching state or

"patrimonial ruler"™ (Ashraf, 1971; Abrahamian, 1974;

Mehrain, 1979; Mahdi, 1983). Others look for the regional

integration and interdependence of the three units in
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different parts of Iran. In his now classic work "City and
Village 1in Iran," English (1966) sees the relation between
the three as an "ecological trilogy" which is dominated by
urban centers. This dominance was extended through the
concentration of decision-making strata (rulers, land
holders, and merchants) in urban centers and their control
over agricultural production, craft industries, and animal
husbandry (ibid., pp.87-97). With regard to the spatial
manifestation of the articulation of different modes of
production in the Iranian social formation, only Mahdi
(1983: 212-48) comes close to an analysis of the urban,
rural, and tribal entities. However, as stated earlier,
since his analysis of modes of produciton is based on the
"restricted" concept (see Chapter 2 ), he adopts the
"trichtomy" scheme and fails to incorporate urban, rural and
tribal wunits with regard to the social relations of produc-
tion and hence the important role the central state plays in
spatial development and changes in Iran.

As stated earlier, the Iranian pre-capitalist social
formation was comprised of the articulation of two extended
modes of production, pastoral-nomadic and feudal; and Iran's
involvement in international trade. The increasing influence
of the colonial powers in Iran's political economy and an
increase in the volume of foreign trade, however, should not
be regarded as implying the existence of capitalism and
capitalist relations of production in Iran. The degree of

Iran's involvement 1in the world capitalist economy was
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dependent upon the degree to which the colonial powers had
access to the political structure (the state and the ruling
strata). On the other hand, talking about the pre-capitalist
social formation does not imply that there existed a
"unified national economy”™ under the central government's
firm control. Rather, in the absence of cavitalist relations
of production and a capitalist monetary system (based on
exchange value), it suggests that certain economic and
political 1links existed between different modes of produc-
tion. The following discussion 1is meant to provide an
outline for the spatial characteristics of pre-capitalist

Iran.
5.3. Spatial Characteristics of the Pastoral-Nomadic Mode of
Production

Due to the lack of readily available land and constant
water supplies on much of the Iranian territory, the seden-
tary life over greater parts becomes difficult if not impos-
sible. Thus pastoral-nomadism becomes a viable alternative
way of life in Iran. The social organization of pastoral-
nomadism was based on a hierarchical social structure. At
the upper level there existed a "camp" which was "an integ-
rated composition of several tents headed by a recognized
leader," wusually head of the most prominent tribal family
(Khan) (Mehrain, 1979: 59-61). Under this central authority
there were various sub-tribes (called "tayefeh," "dasteh,"
or "tireh") headed by sub-tribe leaders Kalantars). Accor-

ding to Barth (1961), the Kalantars were directly
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responsible to the chief who was assisted by a small group
of functionaries. Interestingly, the highest strata of
leadership-administration in the confederacies were not
mobilized during the routine seasonal migrations. The kin-
ship ties were the most important regulatory factor in
tribal affairs, defining who belongs to what community
and mediating between the tribe and external communities.

Because of the tribal mobility and search for grazing
areas only partial zones are utilized by the tribes at any
given period. With regard to the land question,
theoretically all ¢tribal land in pre-capitalist Iran was
crown land (belonging to the central authority), and the
tribes were assigned rights of usage in return for taxes
(Mehrain, 1979:63). But in some parts of Iran (such as Fars
province) the tribal pastures belonged legally to tribal
leaders in whose names they were registered (Lambton, 1953:
284) . However, powerful "khans" in most cases monopolized
the control over the organization of production and the
extraction of surplus production. This in times was expanded
over certain villages in which peasants gave dues (in kind)
to the khans in return for an agreement for peaceful coexis-
tence and non-interference. This in fact made the tribal
khans "hardly distinguishable," as Sunderland (1968: 638)
puts it, "from the large landed proprietors."

Historically, there has always been a conflict of
interests between the pastoral-nomadic and the settled

populations in villages and towns. In many areas, when the
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tribe's migration route passed through cultivated areas,
considerable damage was inflicted to the crops. Due to the
precarious nature of nomadic life and periodic hardships,
the Iranian tribes in various occasions have also assaulted
the settled population and robbed them off their food supply
(Mahdi, 1983: 145). On the other hand, at the economic level
the village communities were in need of pastoral produce
(animals and their by-product), and the tribes dependent
upon village commodities such as handicrafts and tools. This
mutual interdependence (in the form of economic exchange)
kept in check the violent conflicts between the settled and
nomadic groups. This exchange in most cases took the form of
simple barter and sometimes mediated through money in a
system of simple commodity production.3)

The spatial configuration within the Iranian pre-
capitalist social formation was also affected by socio-
economic interaction between people who operated within
different modes of production. First, in times of difficulty
due to droughts and epidemics, the village life seemed to
be more attractive to the pastoral-nomadic population as
compared to their less secure 1life-style. Second, harsh
treatment and exploitation of villagers by the central
government and their agents in provinces induced the
peasants to leave the land and adopt a nomadic way of 1life.
This also minimized their conflictual contacts with the
agencies of the government. This "nomadization' was in times

imposed wupon the settled population by force, because of
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the ravages and devastation caused to their settlements by
tribal raids. The Mongol invasion is a prime example (de
Planhol, 1968:414). Thus in certain situations people were
forced to move from one mode to another mode of production
and consequently engage in a different relations of produc-
tion. However, since it was economically difficult for
tribal wunits to integrate peasants who owned few or no
animals to their system of production, the general trend has
been the movement from the nomadic to settled communities

(Sunderland, 1968:641).

5.4. The Unity of Town and Country in Pre-capitalist Iran
One of the major differences between spatial organiza-
tion during the 1Islamic period in Iran and that of feudal
Europe was the relation between town and country. While most
cities in Europe were autonomous and independent units
functioning as the centers for craftsmen and traders, the
real power resided in the villages where the feudal lords
built their fortified castles. Thus town and country were
separated and this enabled the towns- people to challenge
the feudals and develop autonomous cities. This observation
of the historical development in the West has led many to
the conclusion that the contradiction between town and
country 1is a universal phenomenon since they are two
different and independent entities. Furthermore, the walled

cities and villages in the "Islamic Orient" are viewed as

independent socio-economic units, each with its own
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independent and self-contained structure.

According to Ashraf (1974: 42), a closer look at town-
country relations during the Islamic pre-capitalist period
reveals the fact that: 1) the town-country relation was one
of contradiction and mutual interdependence; 2) town and
country shared similar cultural traits despite their alleged
cultural diversities; and 3) there was no distinct spatial
separation or <concentration of agricultural activities 1in
the countryside, and those of industries and trade in the
cities. This indicates the lack of a distinct division of
labor between town and country in the Iranian pre-capitalist
social formation.

In his early writings, Marx (1980: 27-29) considered the
separation of town and country as the "most important divi-
sion of material and mental labor,"™ and as a clear outcome
of the separation of capital and 1landed property. The
absence of private landownership in most Asian social forma-
tions, 1led Marx to clarify the Asiatic societies by some
specifications other than those of the European communities:

Ancient classical history is the history of cities, but

cities based on landownership and agriculture; Asian

history is a kind of undifferentiated unity of town and
country (the 1large city, properly speaking, must be
regarded merely as a princely camp, superimposed on the
real economic structure); the Middle Ages (Germanic
period) starts with the countryside as the 1locus of
history, whose further development then proceeds through
the opposition of town and country; modern (history) is
the urbanization of the countyside, not ,as among the
ancients, the ruralization of the city (ibid., pp.77-

78) .

Furthermore, Marx also conceived of the relation between
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the formation of the Asiatic cities and the external trade
(comprised of long-distance trade routes). The economic-
strategic locations and favorable geographic landscape (such
as access to water supplies) were the main factors for the
survival of the cities;

Cities in the proper sense arise by the side of villages

only where the location is particularly favorable to

external trade, or where the head of the state and his
satraps exchange their revenue (the surplus product)
against labor, where they expend it as labor-funds

(ibid., p.71).

There exists numerous historical evidence to prove the
fact that many cities had rural functions and vice versa.
Some cities emerged out of the spatial junction of several
villages. Qazvin and Kazerun are prime examples in which one
could not distinguish the separation between town and
countryside, since each village unit was transformed into a
neighborhood in the newly formed "urban" conglomerate. In
addition, the walled city suburbs were utilized for
gardening and other forms of agriculture and in some cases
agricultural production took place within the city
boundaries (Lapidus, 1969:64; Ashraf, 1974:42). In fact, the
Iranian cities have always been surrounded by crop fields
and fruit gardens. Mosto'fi (1957:53, 65) describes Isfahan
as "comprised of four villages with plenty of vegetable and
fruit produce," or Qazvin as "the city of fruit gardens and
vegetable plots."

Economic trade and commodity production was not the only

prevalent activity among the city dwellers either. Many



116

artisans and traders were part-time peasants who produced

agricultural products for each city's market (bazaar). For
example, 1in the early 19th century, the majority of the
50,000 inhabitants of Tabriz (Iran's largest and the most
important commercial center) were involved in agricultural
production (Ashraf, 1974:44). Conversely, many settlements
considered as villages (presumably because of their
relatively small size) were centers of industrial activi-
ties, periodic markets, and external trade (Lapidus,
1969:65-66) .

In studying Ferdaus, an "urban region' in north-eastern
Iran, Ashraf (1974:46-47) also finds the existence of this
unified rural-urban entity with regard to agricultural,
industrial, and trade activities. English (1966) in his
study of the Kerman Basin and Lapidus (1969) in his analysis
of Muslim Cities have come to similar conclusions: the
existence of composite "urban regions" comprised of several
villages and towns; and the lack of a clear distinction

between town and countyside.
5.5. Socio-economic and Spatial Characteristics of Pre-
capitalist Villages in 19th Century Iran:

Because of the arid climate over much of the Iranian
territory, most of the cultivation depends on obtaining
water from the high areas, either in rivers or through

underground conduits (ganats). In the absence of large

rivers, and a shortage of water, agricultural 1irrigation
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networks have been of great importance
4)

for the Iranian

peasants. Qanats require a great deal of maintenance and

organized «collective activity is required to secure an ade-

quate water supply to a village community.

Thus the scarcity

of water and 1its availability has determined the site of

settlements. Putting aside the exceptions, very many Iranian

villages are small and a large number are comprised of fewer

than a hundred inhabitants. Most wvillages are small

clusters of dwellings with a few facilities such as a

mosque, few shops and a community bathhouse. The villages

located in the Zagros and Alburz regions tend to have a

scattered settlement pattern (Behnam and Rasekh, 1969: 193).

The social organization in the villages was similar to

that of the tribes: one agricultural and judicial headman

(kadkhoda) in charge of the village affairs. The Kadkhoda

was usually helped by the "mirab" (person in charge of the

distribution of water supply for irrigation) and "mullah"

(the religious-judicial-educational authority). However,

these were not the dominant strata in the village communi-

ties. The real power and authority was in the hands of

official representatives of the provincial
governments. their function was mostly
collected taxes and helped to build and
infra-structure such as irrigation systems,

dings, etc. (Mehrain, 1979:67).

and/or central
economic: they
maintain rural

community buil-

In the second half of the 19th century, the fiscal

crisis of the central government and its

need for extra
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income led to the sale of local governorships to the highest
bidder. Since the governors were most concerned with increa-
sing their 1income 1in order to keep up their bids, they
recruited village officers on the basis of their promised
monetary return. Since officials at each 1level retained
profit from collected taxes, the peasants had to support a
hierarchy of government officials (Keddie, 1960:4-5) .
Despite the recognition of private landownership by the
Islamic laws, the agricultural land belonged to the entire
Muslim community, but in fact control and the utilization
rights belonged to the king. Thus the peasants in most cases
enjoyed only rights of usufruct, and were obliged to pay
taxes.

The peasants during this period consisted of four
distinct groups: 1) rich peasants who employed the landless
peasants and had agricultural surplus; 2) middle peasants
who worked on their own land as well as on the landholders';
3) poor 1landless peasants (the majority) who enjoyed the
right to use the landlord's land; and 4) landless agricul-
tural workers who 1lived through the sale of their 1labor
power in return for money or in kind (Vali, 1980: 26-29).

In general, the peculiar geographical conditions in Iran
were a decisive factor in creation of small, 1isolated and
economically self-contained village communities. In a pre-
capitalist economy, this self-sufficiency is defined as
subsistence economic production for the purpose of consum-

ption in each village and within the greater urban regions.
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5.6.Urban Classes in the 19th Century Iranian Cities

The social organization and class relations in Iranian
cities were rather complex. This was due to the socio-
economic interaction between different classes belonging to
different modes of production (feudal and pastoral-nomadic)
and forms of consumption and distribution (mercantalism and
commercial activities). 1In general, the "urban" population
during the 19th century can be classified into three
classes. First, the feudal 1landowners, tuyulholders
(including the king, the princes and influential courtiers
of the Qajar Dynasty), ¢the political governors, tribal
chiefs (khans), state-appointed religious officials (imam
jum'es), and top-ranking administrators, as belonging to the
ruling classes of either feudal or pastoral-nomadic modes of
production (Abrahamian, 1980:33).5) This concentration of
landowning and 1landholding <classes in towns (absentee
landlordism) puts Iranian cities in sharp contrast with the
European feudal <cities (Lambton, 1963:113). This also
approves Marx's definition of Asian cities as "princely
camps" (Marx, 1980). Next are the urban wage-earners such as
hired artisans, apprentices, constructuion workers, journey-
menn and low-ranking clerics as the subordinate urban class.
Finally, there were the propertied urban merchants
(tujjar), shopkeepers, small workshop owners-craftsmen who
belonged to the bazaar community (Abrahamian, 1980:33-34),
The urban merchants were involved in trade of commodi-

ties both with internal and European and Asian markets.
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They also carried out banking and brokerage but "did not pay
a penny in taxes"™ to the state, but only had to pay rent on
their shops to the bazaar owners (de Gobineau, 1971:36).
This has 1led many obsrvers to regard the merchants as an
independent capitalists of the 19th century Iran.

5.7. The Spatial Distribution of Population and Urbanization
in 19th Century Iran

It is difficult to study demographic changes and spatial
distribution of ©population in different localities in 19th
century Iran. This is due to the fact that no general census
has been taken in the past century. As de Planhol (1968:463)
puts it, "rarely, 1if ever, can statistics be obtained from
official documents before the 20th century." The central
government's interest in having an accurate number of inha-
bitants for taxation led to an attempt for a general census
in 1860. However, it ended in complete failure because
people for various religious, economic and cultural
reasons were reluctant to reveal the number of family
members (especially women) (Issawi, 1971:33). Thus all
population figures and estimates remain sketchy and highly
unreliable. Most figures are merely "guess estimates" of
travellers, foreign advisors, and army officers of foreign
missionaries who lived in Iran in different dates, and whose
estimates were often contradictory. This makes any viable
analysis of demographic changes almost impossible. However,
based on the estimates given by Schindler, 2Zolotoliv,

Curzon, and Medvedev in Sobotsinskii (cf. Issawi, 1971:33-
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35) and Shiel (ibid, p.28), it is possible to sketch the
population distribution and changes in the second half of

the 19th century Iran (see Table 5.1).

Table 5.1: Spatial Distribution and Estimation of Population
in Pre-capitalist Iran, 1867-1913 (in thousands)

Year Estimated Tribes Villages Towns Total
By:
Pop. 3 Pop. % Pop. % Pop.
1
1867 Shiel 1,760 39 1,700 39 1,008 22 4,400
2

1884 Hou tum-
Schindler 1,916 25 3,780 49 1,964 26 7,654

3

1888 Zolotoliv 1,504 25 3,000 50 1,500 25 6,900
4

1891 Curzon 2,250 25 4,500 50 2,250 25 9,000
5

1913 Medvedev 2,500 25 5,000 50 2,566 25 19,000

Sources: (1) from J. Shiel's "Notes on Persian Eelyats"
Issawi, 1971:28).
(2), (3), (4), and (5) from A. Sobotsinskii (cf.
Issawi, 1971:33).

Shiel's estimation for 1867 (especially related to
tribal population has to be accepted with caution, as a
liberal computation and underestimation (ibid, p.28). Taking
Issawi's own estimation for the early 19th century that
puts the nomadic population as about half the total
population (ibid, p.20); there seems to be an steady decline

in tribal population and an increase in that of rural

settlements throughout the century. However, based on the

percentages, no spatial displacement and redistribution of
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population among tribal, rural and urban units seems to have
hapened during the 1884-1913 period.

Related to the changes in the "urban" population, 1in
view of the unreliability of all the estimates, no firm
conclusion can be drawn. But there seems to be a slight
rise 1in the population of major Iranian cities. Table 5.2
illustrates the changes 1in the population of principal
cities during the 1867-1900 period. While total population
had a growth rate of 118 percent (from 4,400,000 in 1867 to
9,600,000 in 1900), in addition to Tehran several cities
such as Shiraz, Barfroosh, Rasht, Kashan and Khoi
exceeded this mark. The main reason for the growth of Rasht,
Babol and Barfroosh was the increasing volume of trade with
Russia via the Caspian Sea. Likewise, Shiraz and Kashan owed
their importance to the regional trade via the Persian Gulf.
In brief, wurbanization in the 19th century Iran has to be
considered as the growth of cities located on the trade
routes.

On the other hand, most cities which served as the
centers of "urban regions" in the provinces (e.g., Tabriz,
Mashhad, Isfahan, Yazd, Kerman, Kermanshah, and Hamadan) had
a lower growth rate as compared to that of general popula-
tion 1in the 1867-1900 period. The importance of Tabriz and
its growth was exacerbated by its being the capital city of
various pastoral-nomadic rulers such as the Mongols, the

Qara Qoyunlu, the Aq Qoyunlu, and finally the Safavids.
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Table 5.2: Population of Principal Iranian Cities of 10,000
or more Inhabitants in the 19th Century (in thousands)

(1) (2)

1867 1900 % Change
(1867-19@9)

City
Tabriz 119 200 82
Tehran 85 200 135
Mashhad 70 75 7
Isfahan 60 100 67
Yazd 49 75 87.5
Kerman 30 60 100
Hamadan 30 5@ 67
Kermanshah 30 60 100
Rezaieh 30 35 17
Shooshtar 25 20 -20
Khoi 25 60 140
Shiraz 25 60 140
Qazvin 25 40 60
Zanjan 25 20 -20
Bushehr 18 15 -17
Astarabad 18 6 -67
Rasht 18 40 122
Dez ful 15 16 6
Maragha 15 15 g
Saree 15 8 -47
Sabzevar 12 15 25
Qom 12 20 67
Kashan 10 30 200
Torsheez 10 6 -60
Qoochan 10 10 0
Barfroosh 10 40 300
Ardebil 19 10 g
Boroojerd 10 17 70
Total 4,400 9,000 118
Population

Sources: (1) Based on Thompson's estimate quoted in Issawi
(1971:28).
(2) Based on Bharier (1977:333-34).
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Thus, anxious both to be near their tribes and to escape the
excessive heat of the southern regions, the princes of these
nomadic tribes settled in Tabriz. Until the beginning of
this century, Tabriz was the center of foreign trade with
Europe (via Turkey) and Russia (de Planhol, 1968:432-340).
However, designating Tehran as the capital «city by the
Qajars and the diversion of trade from the Tabriz-Trebizond
route to the Persian Gulf route (after the opening of the
Suez Canal) reduced the prosperity and importance of the
town and caused its stagnation and relative decline (Issawi,
1971:26-27) .

Other principal cities (as centers of Urban regions)
either declined or stagnated. For example, while Isfahan's
population doubled from 100,000 to 200,000 between 1800-
1815, its population dropped to 60,000 in 1867 and rose only
to 100,000 in 1900, with almost no change within a century
(Issawi, 1971:26). Similarly, Yazd's population which may
have reached as high as 100,000 in 1800, declined to a 1low
40,000 and recovered somewhat in 1900. The Other principal
cities of Mashhad, Kerman, Kermanshah, and Hamadan seems to
have stagnated with an average growth rate similar to that
of the total population. The most remarkable growth was that
of Tehran, beginning with the Qajar Dynasty's founder Aga
Mohammad Khan, who decided to make it the capital city 1in
1786. Having about 50,000 inhabitants in the early 19th
century, Tehran's population reached 90,000 in the 1850's

and 156,000 in 1884 (Amani,1970:89). Throughout the century,
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Tehran lagged behind Tabriz in both population and commer-
cial importance but gained momentum from the early 1900's
onward (see Chapter 13).

A striking feature of Iran's urban history in the 19th
century 1is the underdevelopment and stagnation of port
cities. This 1is attributable to the non-existence of an
export-oriented economy in Iran. For instance, Bushehr, the
main port city on the Persian Gulf did not pass the 29,000
mark by 1900, and it was only with the oil discovery and
development of the o0il industry that Iran got a large

port city, Abadan.

5.8. The Effects of Foreign Trade on the Growth of Cities

In general, the volume of Iran's foreign trade during
the 19th century grew steadily as a result of the increasing
interest and influence of colonial powers in the Iranian
economy. Issawi (1971:70) puts this increase during the
1800-1914 period as twelvefold. However, there were periodi-
cal crises and setbacks. For example, the failure of the
silk crops in Gilan Province (1865); reduction in imports
due to overstocking of 1local markets (1852); and the
American Civil War and its consequences for the textile
industry (shortage of American cotton) all affected the
Iranian economy (ibid.).

The terms of trade such as removing prohibitions, provi-
sion of five percent ad valorem duty on both exports and

imports for foreign capitalist firms; and freedom of
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action/movement for foreign merchants were set by Russia
through the provisions in the Treaties of Gulestan (1813)
and Turkomanchay (1828).6) This put the Iranian merchants
in a disadvantageous position to that of their foreign
counterparts since they had to pay various road taxes and
imposts.

The consequences of trade with the world capitalist
economy were significant for the Iranian economy. On the one
hand, there was a sharp rise in cash crops such as opium
(for the Chinese and European markets). In addition, the
carpet industry flourished due to the increasing demands for
the Persian carpets in the European and American markets. On
the other hand, Iran increasingly became a net importer of
commodities from the capitalist markets. For instance, the
import of European and Russian textiles dominated the
Iranian markets and gradually destroyed domestic textile
industry (once an important export 1item to Russia and
Central Asia). Iran also became a net importer of cereals
and other colonial commodities (such as sugar and tea from
India). Since in the absence of capitalist production there
was no significant industrial activity in the 19th century
Iran, the imports of machinery for both capital and produ-
cers goods industries remained negligible (ibid, pp.71-72).

Interestingly, most of the trade with foreign countries
remained in Iranian hands. This points to the importance of
the Iranian merchants as an influential group on the rise.

The headquarters for handling Iran's foreign trade were
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mainly Tabriz and Tehran, where foreign firms were also
located. According to Issawi (1971:101), in the 184@Gs there
were three Greek firms, one Austrian firm, and four Russian
firms with headquarters in Tabriz (all under Russia protec-
tion). In addition, at least three Armenian and four Iranian
firms were operating in that city (total of fifteen). Tehran
was less significant and only three Russian-Armenian and one
Austrian firms (also under Russian protection) had their
headquarters in the capital city. This clearly corresponds
with a striking feature of 19th century Iran (as compared
with Egypt, for example) which is the small number of
foreign residents/merchants. 1Isaawi (1971: 230¢) puts the
number of foreigners in the 1860s as twenty five British,
fifty French people (mostly missionaries), and eighty-six
Indians (under British protection). Even the establishment
of telegraph and Anglo-Persian 0il Companies, foreign
consulates, hospitals and more trading firms in the early
20th century did not bring the number of foreign residents
to more than a few hundreds.

The direction of foreign trade in the 19th century
Iranian economy can be attributed as follows. First, around
1800 1Iran's main trade partners were Afghanistan, Turkey,
and India. These were also the countries which handled the
British trade. The 1800-50 period witnessed a sharp rise in
trade with Britain via Turkey (Constantinopole and
Trebizond) and India (through the Persian Gulf). Thus in the

1850s, Britain alone accounted for fifty percent of Iran's
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total trade. The second half of the century witnessed a rise
in Russia's share of trade and a sharp decline in that of
Britain. According to Issawi (ibid. p.71), while the total
trade with Russia multiplied twelvefold during the 1860s-
1910s period, that of the British fell to twenty percent of
total trade.

The growth, development and/or decline of the 19th
entury Iranian cities was to a great extent related to the
trade routes that connected Iran to the world capitalist
markets. Four important trade routes through which most of
Iran's foreign trade were carried can be identified. 1) The
Constantinopole-Trebizond-Erzerum-Khoi-Tabriz-Tehran route.
This was the most important land route for the European (and
especially British) markets in the 1800-1860 period. It also
explains the enormous growth of Khoi, Tabriz, and Tehran
during the 19th century (see Table 12.2). 2) Two routes
connected Russian markets via the Caspian Sea to the centers
of Iranian trade. The first was the Nizhni Novgorod (via
Volga River)-Anzali-Rasht-Tehran route, and the second was
Mashhad Sar (later renamed as Bandar Shah)-Barfroosh-
Asterabad (Gorgan)-Mashhad.. The first route, through Tehran
(as the exporting center) connected Russian markets to
Central 1Iran, and the second, to the North-Eastern
provinces. 3) the Baghdad-Kermanshah-Isfahan route which
brought the British goods into Iran via the Persian Gulf. 4)
Finally, the Bombay-Bushehr-Shiraz-Yazd route which

connected the British markets in India (as well as the
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European markets) to that of Iran via the Persian Gulf
(Polak, 1971:278). In addition, there were two other routes,
although of lesser importance, that connected the British-
controlied Indian market to Iran: the Herat-Mashhad route in
the North and the Bombay-Bandar Abbas-Yazd-Kerman route in
the south (see Figure 5.2).

Among the Iranian cities, Tabriz was the leading trading
center and the "depot" of the European trade with Northern
Iran because of its geographical location situated at the
junction of the routes from Tiflis (in Russia) on the north
and Trebizond (in Turkey) on the West, both 1leading to
Tehran. The increased importance of Tabriz was due to an
increase in the output and export of silk, and the channel-
ling of European trade through Trebizond during the first
half of the 19th century. As a result, Tabriz handlead
between a quarter and a third of Iran's total trade in the
late 1830s and early 1840s (Issawi, 1971:108). Hence, most
European merchants also resided in Tabriz, with few others
in Rasht and Tehran. The importance and growth of Tabriz was
later undermined, however, due to three factors: 1), the
failure of the silk crops in 1867 and hence a decline in
its trade; 2) the Russian conquests in Turkestan (Northern
Iranian territories) which closed that market to foreign
commodities and reduced Tabriz's share of that trade; and 3)
the opening of the Suez Canal in 1869 that provided a new
channel through which European commodities and Iranian

Products were transported more cheaply than the overland
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Trebizond-Tabriz route. This in turn increased the
importance of the Baghdad-Kermanshah and Bushehr-Shiraz
routes. Hence, Shiraz became the "entrepot" of trade in the
second half of the 19th century (ibid., p.119).
5.9.Development of Iranian Cities Related to Industrial
Activities

Historically, Iranian crafts and small-scale manu-
facturing reached a technological level during the Safavid
era (1502-1736) comparable to that of the most advanced
capitalist countries of the time. But a period of civil wars
and devastating tribal invasions virtually crippled the
handicrafts industries in many cities such as Shiraz,
Isfahan, and Kerman. The relative strengthening of the
central government under the Qajars, <coupled with a reduc-
tion in European exports due to the Napoleonic wars, created
a peaceful environment in which most crafts and domestic
industries recovered. However, this period of rehabilitation
was brief and the Western penetration which was achieved
through colonial concessions and superior technology
gradually destroyed the 1Iranian manufactures and their
capability to compete with the machine-made goods.

Local tax immunities and low custom duties enabled the
foreign capitalists to practice dumping and hence to force
the Iranian products out of market. For example, in the

1840s Kashan's 1large 1local factories were reveatedly

destroyed because of this practice (Flandin, 1957:107).

Isfahan, once the leading city in local industries became a
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"consumer of manufactured goods, almost wholly from
Manchaster and Glasgow" (Curzon, 1966, 1II1:41). In other
places such as Yazd, 1local industries were replaced by
cultivation of poppies and production of opnium for the world
market (ibid, pp.211-212).

In general, the centers of manufacture and commodity
production 1in pre-capitalist Iran during the first decades
of the 19th century were chiefly the cities of Isfahan,
Yazd, Kashan, Shiraz, Hamadan, and Rasht. Although of trade
importance, the cities of Tehran, Qazvin and Kermanshah did
not have any significant industries. In Table 12.3 the types
of pre-capitalist commodities in different cities are
identified. One point has to be made in this juncture. The
increasing demand for some Iranian products in the world
capitalist market to certain degrees transformed the pre-
capitalist organization of comodity production and intro-
duced new provisions for a more rational division of labor.
For example, at the end of the 19th century Persian carpets
were in high demand in the world markets. This necessitated
the transformation of small workshops into large workshops
employing up to one hundred workers. Abdulayev (1971:297-98)
clearly describes the extent of division of labor 1in the
reorganized carpet industry:

..« In some large carpet workshops there were specia-

lists who dyed the yarn, which apprentices gathered 1in

skins. Often 1large merchants who owned carpet manufac-
turies bought up raw wool and put it out for spinning
into yarn at home; ... the merchant owning a large

carpet workshop also put out raw wool to carpet weavers
who worked at home.



133

Table ¢ Centers of Manufacture and Commodity Production
in Pre-capitalist Iran (Circa 1800)

City Type of Manufacture Remarks

Isfahan gold brocades, lambskin, the most important
cotton, clothes, saddles, city in Iran
sawords and utensils

Yazd silks, carpets, namads (rugs),
wollen shawls, cotton cloth

Shiraz guns, pistols, swords and trade of Shiraz
other military arms, glass- has decreased
ware, sheepskin and lamb- since it ceased
skin, enamelled work, to be the seat of
coarse cloths government

Kashan silk and carpet

Hamadan leather, namads, saddles
and coarse cloths

Rasht silks, saddle cloths

Kerman shawl manufacture

Source: Malcolm (1971:262-63)
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Aside from pre-capitalist commodity production, few
efforts were made in the early 19th century to introduce
industrial production based on modern capitalist technology.
For example, 1in the 1830s a factory 1in Tabriz produced
cannon and ammunition. Later, in 1849, textile, paper, and
glass works were established under Amir-i Kabir's efforts
(the prime minister in the Nasser od-Din shah's Court), but
most of them ended in failure. Attempts by foreign capita-
list enterprises were also made in the 1880s also with
little or no success (Issawi, 1971:260-61).

The reasons for the failure of modern industries may be
attributed to several factors: 1) the persistence of subsis-
tence economy and underdevelopment of a national market
economy; 2) lack of skilled industrial labor force; and 3)
non-existence of banking and credit institutions. In addi-
tion, the difficulties 1involved with the importation of
machinery and spare parts (such as lack of adequate and safe
inland roads) made any industrial operation expensive and

unprofitable for the capitalists (Polak, 1971:268).
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Endnotes:

1. For a detailed analysis of Iran's early involvement in
the world capitalist trade see Mahdi (1983: Chapter 4).

2. Originally, the concept of "semi-colonialism" was used by
Lenin (1964:151) and Mao-tse Tung (1965:196-99) to distin-
guish societies which maintained their formal political
independence under colonialism, from those which were
completely colonized (e.g., Egypt during the 1882-1922
period) and lost their independence.

3. Simple commodity production can be defined as an economic
system in which:

"producers sell the products of their 1labor on the
market, but remain properietors of, or have direct
access to, their own means of production and livelihood
(essentially small farmers and independent artisans),
The general purpose of such commodity-owners is to sell
their own products in order to buy goods necessary for
their 1livelihood which they do not produce themselves"
(Mandel, 1978:597).

4, According to Lambton (1953) the term "igta" or 1land
assignment was gradually replaced during the Ilkhan period
(1256-1336 A.D.) by "tuyul" and was carried on to the Qajar
period. For a detailed explanation of various types of tuyul
during the Qajar period see Ibid. (139-140).

5. For a detailed explanation of ganats and their importance
for agricultural production 1in Iran see the works of
English (1966:30-38) and Mahdi (1983:212-220).

6. See the texts in Hurewitz (1968, Vol.I:68, 84, 96).



Chapter 6
Capitalist-Commercial and Industrial Domination

and Urbanization in Iran During the Second
Period (1880s-1953)

6.1.The Crisis in the Iranian Pre-capitalist Social
Formation

By the end of the 19th century the growth of foreign
trade was instrumental in the development of a group of big
Iranian merchants who controlled the Iranian markets with
an increasing potential political power. On the other hand,
the foreign powers' involvement with the Qajar kings and
government administrators in proposing - and concluding
treaties, or obtaining concessions weakened the relative
autonomy of the 1Iranian state apparatus (Katouzian,
1981:55).

The 1last two decades of the past century witnessed the
increasing discontent of the propertied class of merchants,
craftsmen and guildmembers because of the role of Russia and
Britain in handling Iran's foreign trade activities. 1In
particular, the active role played by the Russian govermment
in promoting the commercial activities of its subjects in
Iran was alarming. Beginning in the 1880s, the Russian

government introduced easy loans and provided bonuses for

merchants trading with Iran. This enabled Russian merchants

to sell their products below the market prices. As a result,
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not only were the Iranian commodities unable to compete
with the Russian goods, but this drove the latter's main
rival, Britain, out of the Iranian market as well (Nashat,
1981:76-7).

The dissatisfaction of the "bazaar" community burst into
the open by Naser od-Din Shah's sale of another concession
to the British Major Talbot 1in 1841. The concession
granted a fifty-year monopoly over the production, distribu-
tion, and exportation of tobacco. This was in return for "a
personal gift of 25,000 Pounds to the Shah, an annual rent
of 15,000 Pounds to the state, and 25 percent of the yearly
profit"™ (Abrahamian, 1979:399). The Tobacco Crisis of 1891-
92 started with the arrival of the company agents in Shiraz
(the main tobacco region) and subsequent local strike of the
merchants and craftsmen in the bazaar. The strike was soon
spread through all bazaars in major cities such as Tehran,
Tabriz, Isfahan, Mashhad, Yazd, Kermanshah and Qazvin. Even-
tually, by having the support of the leading clergy the
strike turned into a nation-wide consumers' boycott and mass
demonstration, and forced the Shah to annul the concession.
The tobacco crisis was in fact the early signs of disinteg-
ration of Iran's pre-capitalist economy and its vulnerable
position within the world capitalist economy. The final blow
to 1Iran's economy came from a chain of events in the
early 1905:

A bad harvest and a sudden disruption in the northern

trade caused by a cholera epidemic, by heavy snows, by
the Russo-Japanese wars, and by the subsequent
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revolution in Russia, led to spiraling inflation

throughout Iran. During the first three months of 1905,

the price of sugar rose 33% and that of wheat by 90% in

such cities as Tehran, Tabriz, Rasht and Mashhad

(Abrahamian, 1979:404).

Unable to cope with external forces, the government held
the Iranian merchants responsible for price inflation and
raised tariffs on imported goods. The increasing discontent
among the bazaaris, supported by both intellectuals and the
clergy, triggered three public protests which culminated in
the Constitutional Revolution of August 1906. Y For the
purpose of this study, it is important to emphasize the role
that merchants and guild members played in challenging the
Shah and the state. This of course was done within the
context of the Court's relationship to colonial powers.
While the Russians stood behind the Shah and the Court
opposing the demands of the protestors; the British tried to
maintain their neutrality by giving a subtle but very effec-
tive support to the bazaaris, that is, providing sanctuary
(bast) for the merchants and craftsmen. The subsequent
British support ended in the sanctuary of 14,000 people,
mostly from the bazaar community, in the summer residence of
the British Legation near Tehran. the sanctuary forced
Muzaffar od-Din Shah to sign a proclamation for the
convening of a Constituent National Assembly. Despite the

effects of newly arrived bourgeois political ideas and

values from the West and calls for "liberte', egalite’',

fraternite'", the Revolution was not a bourgeois revolution.

The court and the Shah as the sole agents for protecting the



139

foreign capitalist interests, were not the representatives
of the comprador bourgeoisie.Z) To be more clear, the
Court's existence rested more on its relation with various
factions within the pre-capitalist social formation and
not the foreign powers. Thus, 1in the absence of capitalist
and 1industrial working <classes, the disenchanted petty
commodity producers, local merchants, intellectuals and the
clergy attached to the bazaar community provided the socio-
economic and political basis for the Constitutional
Revolution (Mehrain, 1979:123). A discussion of the 1906
Revolution is in order.
6.2. Ascendance of Feudalism, and the Share of Petty
Commodity Producers and Merchants in the State Power

The Constitutional Revolution caused an immediate shift
in control over state power from the Qajar Shahs (the Court)
to the new National Parliament dominated initially by the
urban merchants and guildmembers. This was reflected in the
social composition of the First National Assembly's deou-
ties. According to Shaji'i (1965:176), 26 percent of the
deputies were guildmembers, 15 percent merchants and 20
percent clergymen (mostly associated with bazaar). Despite
this shift of power and empowerment of the National Assembly
(Majles) by the Constitution to control over financial
legislation, the Majles never directly attacked the
interests of the imperialists. In fact, the imperialist
powers and the court remained in control of the financial

institutions, trade regulations, and above all, the military
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and coercive apparatus (Mehrain, 1979:185). This has to be
associated with the fact that petty commodity production and
mercantalism have always remained as a "form"™ of production
and exchange within a social formation; and unable to repro-
duce their own social relations and productive forces
independent of other modes of production. the control of the
state power as the most important superstructural apparatus
for reproduction of different modes of production thus has
to be 1in the hands of a class or classes who serve the
interests of the dominant mode.

On the other hand, the provisions of the Constitutional
Revolution for a National Assembly was an ideal opportunity
for provincial feudals and Khans to share state wvpower and
. strengthen their position within their own imediate rural
regions of influence. The consequent political crisis during
the 1906-1908 period was: 1) the concentration of "Constitu-
tional” power (legislative) in the hands of petty commodity
producers, merchants, and their affiliates among the clergy
and intelligentsia supported by the British; 2) control
of "real" state power (military and finance) in the hands of
the Asiatic government with ties to Russia; and 3) exclu-
sions of feudal lords and provincial tribal Khans from both
previous power structures. Within this context, the coup
d'etat of 1908 by the Asiatic faction (the Shah, supported

by the Russians) was aimed to eliminate the Parliament in

order to gain total control over the state (judicial,

executive, and military). It was at this historical moment
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that the feudal and tribal factions directly entered the
scene to support the Majles and the bazaar community. The
final defeat of the Cossack Brigade (Imperial Guards trained
by Russians) and consequent expulsion of Mohammad Ali Shah
to Russia in 1909 came through military intervention of
three provincial armies: 1) the Tabriz Revolutionary Army
led and supported by petty commodity producers; 2) the Gilan
army led by a landed elite (Sepahdar-i A'zam); and 3) the
military forces of the Bakhtiari tribe mobilized by Sardar
As'ad, a tribal leader.

A closer look at the social composition of the Revolu-
tionary Committee and the first cabinet appointed by it
indicates the increasing influence and political power
gained by the landed and provincial khans.3) According to
Mehrain (1979:191-92), the Revolutionary Committee was
composed of prominent merchants, affiliated clergy and
intellectuals (12 percent); and the landed feudals (both
from provinves and Qajar bureaucracy) and tribal khans (87
percent ). Furthermore, three of the six-member cabinet were
also the top landed bureaucrats of the Qajar Court, two were
landed feudals from the Gilan province, and one was a
Bakhtiari tribal khan (Shamim, 1963:321-24). The failure of
the Constitutional Revolution in fulfilling the demands and
interests of the bazaar community , and the consequent state
takeover by the feudal faction was clearly reflected in the
composition of the second Parliament when the merchants and

guild members' representation dropped to only 7 percent
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as compared to 37 percent in the first Parliament (Shaji'i,
1965:176) . Ascendance of feudal relations in fact started
with the abolition of "tuyul" 1in 1907 by the National
assembly's reform measures which acknowledged the ©private
ownership of land (Lambton, 1953:178-79).

One of the major developments in the Iranian social
formation throughout the 19th and early 20th centuries, was
the 1legal recognition of private property and especially
that of 1land. Historically, since the Arab conquest of
Persia (Iran) in the 7th century and based on Islamic laws,
the existence of private property was both recognized and
approved of; and was held to be inviolable except "when it
was necessary to resort to expropriation" either legally or
illegally (Lambton, 1953: 16-17). The institution of private
landownership thus has existed hand in hand with other forms
of landholdings such as crown lands, state lands, communal
lands administered by the imam (prayer 1leader), and 1land
assignments or "toyul" for the military /administrative and
financial services (ibid, p.20; Ashraf, 1971:151; Mehrain,
1979:78-80) .

The legal recognition of private ownership of 1land in
the form of 1land registration is documented since the
Mongol's period (1255-1501 A.D.). Prior to that, the land-
holders had "some sort of title-deed in their possession"

but this did not prevent whatsoever the transfer and/or

cancellation of titles "when the property was transmitted

from one holder to another". (Lambton, 1953:69). Land regis-
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tration and legalization of land ownership, however, entered
into a new stage of development during the 19th century.
The 1increasing political and economic pressures by the
colonial powers and the weakening of the central government
(amidst its survival) during this period vaved the way for
the growth and reinforcement of landownership in Iran. On
the one hand, the "toyul" system of 1land assignment
inherently tends to alienate large areas of the country from
direct administration by the central government. This
resulted in usurpation of large portions of arable lands and
their convertion into de facto private property by toyul-
holders, whenever the central government was unable to
maintain 1its control and power in the provinces (Lambton,
1953:139).

On the other hand, 1in the second half of the 19th
century the interests of the foreign powers in commercial
activities and trade with Iran necessitated the establish-
ment of monetary relations (based on exchange value) and
recognition of private ownership rights. 1In one occasion,
the British put pressure on Nasser od-Din Shah (1848-1896)
"to issue the decree on the security of life and property"
of all subjects (Ashraf, 1971:1522-53). Thus, foreign
pressure coupled with the fiscal crisis of the state and the
challenging of the shah's authority by regional rulers,
resulted in a weak central government. This compelled the
Qajar shahs to "sell a portion of the available crown and

public domains, and then to confiscate and incorvporate a
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portion of toyuls and private lands into state 1lands for
further sale" (ibid.). The institutionalization of private
landownership reached 1its peak in 1907, when the first
Iranian Congress (Majles) abolished toyul and recognized all
toyulholders as the private landowners. Thus 19th century
Iran has to be regarded as a transition period in which the
feudal relations gained momentum while the Asiatic relations
based on pastoral-nomadic relations of production (based on
toyul) became increasingly weak. The recognition of private
property at the same time facilitated the penetration of
foreign capital and international trade.

The ascendance of feudalism in the Iranian social forma-
tion inevitably resulted in the shrinking political,
economic, and military power of the central Asiatic state
and disintegration of the social formation itself. During
the First World War (1914-18), the Iranian social formation
was parcelled out by various tribes, feudal lords in the
provinces and government officials who, caught up between
the Russo-British imperialist rivalry, affiliated themselves
to one or the other colonial powers. The October Revolution
of 1917 in Russia and the elimination of the Czarist
imperialist interests in Iran created a power vacuum. This
was an opportunity for the British to force Iran to enter
protectorate status in 1919 in the form of a bilateral

treaty of technical assistance and economic cooperation.
Provision of a loan by Britain to Iran and employment of

British military and civil advisors were the main points of
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this agreement. This caused both internal opposition (e.g.,
the anti-imperialist nationalism) and external reaction (the
Soviet invasion and threat to establish a Soviet republic in
the Northern province of Gilan) against the treaty. The
British, faced with the Soviet reaction and anxious ¢to
safeguard their interests in the Iranian economy, responded
through their subtle but active supnort of the military coup
d'etat which brought Reza Khan (later Reza Shah as the

4)
founder of the Pahlavi Dynasty) to power.

6.3. Imperialism and the Imposition of Capitalist Relations
of Production on the Iranian Social Formation Through the
Internationalization of Finance Capital

During the 19th and early 20th century the economic
relations between the Iranian social formation and the world
capitalist economy was based on internationalization of
commodity exchange, i.e., production for export and
consumption of imports via domestic and foreign markets.
World capitalism reached the imperialist stage (as characte-
rized by Lenin) with the increasing importance of finance
capital. The main characteristic of the imperialist stage
was the merging of banking and industrial capital and the
formation of finance capital (Lenin, 1968). The ascendance
of feudal relations in Iran and the weakening of the
central state apparatus was conducive for imperialist
penetration and introduction of capitalist relations. But
the premature nature of pre-capitalist commodity production

in Iran and inability of the bazaar community (merchants
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and guildmembers) to make the transition from pre-capitalist
to capitalist relations of production led to the defeat of
the Constitutional Revolution. Followed by a decaying pre-
capitalist commodity production and the almost non-existence
of a domestic bourgeoisie, the only alternative for the
introduction of <capitalist relations of production was to
take control of the state apparatus and to introduce state
capitalism. Thus supported by international finance cavital,
during the 1921-53 period and especially the 1930s a pro-
capitalist state laid the grounds for capitalist development
in the Iranian social formation.

As stated earlier in Chapter Three, 1in order to intro-
duce capitalist relations of production in a pre-capitalist
social formation, two preconditions must be met: 1) Accumu-
lation of money capital in the hands of non-productive labor
which has also control over the means of production; and 2)
separation of direct producers from their means of produc-
tion in order to create wage-laborers for capitalist produc-
tion (Taylor, 1979:143). The former prerequisite was met by
the increasing o0il revenues in the hands of the state, in
addition to the foreign-controlled money capital in the
forms §f foreign aid, foreign bank loans and foreign direct
investments. The latter had to be met through state inter-
vention and a variety of strategies such as taxation, 1land

redistribution, infrastructural projects (roads, railway,

health care, etc.) and the elimination of the subordinate

modes of production. These measures along with the policy of
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import-substitution-industrialization paved the way for
capitalist production in Iran.

Although the o0il discovery dates back to the 19th
century (1892) based on the investigation of a French
government scientific mission, however, it was not until
1908 that the extraordinary amount of Iranian oil was disco-
vered 1in Masjed-i Soleiman by the Britisher William Knox
D'arcy. In fact, Iranian oil production began before that in
any other Gulf country. °) In 1909 the Anglo-Persian 0il
Company (APOC) was established to take over the Iranian oil
operations. It was at this time that the British government
became interested 1in Iran's oil revenue and consequently
financed APOC (later became AIOC or Anglo-Iranian O0il
Company) and virtually controlled its operation based on
D'arcy's original concession. The concession clearly
specified that the Iranian government was to obtain 16
percent of the profits but in reality this was never
fulfilled. In order to preserve her vital interests in
Iranian o0il, the British colonial power was determined to
utilize any possible means to fulfill her main objectives.
During the World War Two and post-war period, however, the
menace of communist and nationalist movements led Britain to
revitalize the o0l1ld colonial policies within the 1Iranian
community. That is, the British utilized the Majles
deputies, tribal khans, the press and the army generals in
order to safeguard their interests (Ashraf, 1971:101-102).

AIOC initially paid a low revenue to Iran .Between 1915 and
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1950 the company had a profit of $613 millions, and paid
.only $316 millions to the government (Halliday, 1979:141).
During the 1950s, the British government's total revenues
from o0il was almost doubled compared to the total revenues
of the previous four decades. As Halliday puts 1it, Iran
suffered in two ways:

It received a low inflow of revenue, and its income was

determined not by its own policies and needs but by the

quite separate needs of the AIOC (ibid).

Fur thermore, Iran's involvement in foreign trade
necessitated the introduction and institutionalization of
modern banking. The first bank in Iran was the branch of the
British New Oriental Corporation which opened in 1888 with
offices in Tehran and other major cities. This was followed
by the establishment of the Imperial Bank of Persia in 1889
(British firm) and the Banque d'Escopmte de Perse in 1899, a
branch of the Russian State Bank (Issawi, 1971:346-47).
However, it was not wuntil 1927 when banking came under
national control with the provision for a National Bank
(Bank Melli). Later in 1930, the right to issue bank notes
was transferred from the British Imperial Bank to Bank
Melli. The government gradually expanded its domination over
financial matters by forming the Agricultural and Industrial
Bank in 1933, and the Loan Bank in 1939. The initial capital

was provided through taxing the population and specifically

the poverty striken peasants, urban petty commodity

producers and workers (Keddie, 1981:102). Despite Reza

Shah's attempts for concentration of money camital 1in the
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state-controlled banks, the Iranian merchants for a 1long
time afterwards remained dependent on the pre-capitalist
money lenders (sarrafan), the Iranian counterparts to the
European goldsmiths (Katouzian, 1981:112).
6.4. Spatial Manifestation of the Introduction of Capitalist
Relations of Production into the Iranian Social Formation,
1900-1952

As was the case for the 19th century Iran, there is no
systematic and comprehensive information about population
changes, movements and socio-economic conditions in towns
and villages for the 1900-52 period. The first national
census was not conducted until 1956, and therefore most of
the available data should be considered as "questimates"
and dealt with caution. The only viable study of the popula-
tion changes and growtﬁ of towns and villages for this
period is a quantitative analysis by Bharier (1977). Based
on independent estimates of urban and rural population for
the years 1900, 1934, 1940, 1956 and 1966, Bharier attempts
to analyze the patterns of inter-urban and rural-urban
migration. His definition of an urban place follows that of
the official categorization, which considers all places of
5,000 or more inhabitants as "urban". This by all means is a
vague definition. Based on previous discussion, it is my
contention that up until the 1930s and introduction of
capitalist relations of production, there were no clear
distinction between the town and country in Iran. This was

mainly due to lack of a distinct division of labor between




150
town and country, and involvement of the "urban" population
in agricultural production. It may be argued that in the
absence of capitalist relations of production, the Iranian
social formation maintained its pre-capitalist characteris-
tics and towns and villages remained undifferentiated. This
hypothesis is supported by Bharier's estimates of the growth

rates for rural, urban, and total population in Table 6.1l:

Table 6.1: Annual (Compound) Rates of Population Growth for
Iran for Selected Periods

Period Urban Rural Total Pooulation
1900-26 g.08 7.08 0.08
1927-34 1.50 1.50 1.50
1935-40 2.30 1.30 1.50
1941-56 4,40 1.40 2.20

Source: Bharier (1977:335).

As can be seen, during the 1900-1935 period the rural
and urban areas had growth rates similar to those of total
population. In the absence of reliable data, one cannot make
an assessment of rural/urban migration and deurbanization
(towns which lost their status as "urban"), but at the risk
of generalization I may argue that population movements were
mostly of inter-urban and inter-rural nature. Reza Shah's
ascendance to power and the state-supported and 1initiated

strategies to introduce capitalist relations of production
from early 1930s affected the spacial composition within the

Iranian social formation. As was arqued earlier, besides
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concentration of money capital in the hands of the state,
direct producers had to be separated from their means of
production in order to pave the way for capitalist
production. The following discussion is meant to explore the

spatial consequences of the above-mentioned measures.

6.4.1.1. Sedantarization and Subordination of Pastoral-
Nomadic Mode of Production Within the Iranian Social
Formation: The Constitutional Revolution of 1906 1laid the
grounds for subordination of the pastoral-nomadic mode of
production through the abolition of "tuyul"™ and gradual
exclusion of tribal leaders from political power. However,
the final blow came with Reza Shah's policy of forced
sedentarization of tribes in order to establish a strong
centralized state free from tribal and regional threats. 1In
addition, communal land ownership, a distinct characteristic
of the tribal mode was a major obstacle for the expansion of
capitalist relations and private landownership. To this end,
many tribal leaders were executed, imprisoned, turtured, or
were brought to Tehran and kept as hostages in order to
force the tribes to cooperate with the central state (Mahdi,
1983:127). The tribal 1life which was based on orderly
migration throughout the year was deliberately disrupted.
Through the use of force, the central state attempted to
settle nomads in newly built villages, mostly on unsuitable
lands (Sunderland, 1968:641-42). Reza Shah's conscious

policy of sedentarization led to a considerable 1loss of
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livestock and undermined pastoral-nomadic relations of
production. Separated from their means of production (lost
livestock and communal grazing lands), the tribal population
were gradually and forcibly converted into seasonal wage-
laborers for the rural economy. Smith (1978:60) clearly
describes the destruction and misery of the nomads:

Sedentarized nomads in modern Iran are among the most

miserable of all the peasantry partly because they have

consumed their animal capital while trying to avoid
settling, but in large part because the available agri-
cultural 1land and jobs are already taken by members of
the long-established sedentary society, which relegates
the former nomad to casual labor.
Thus, in the absence of new cultivable land and an stag-
nating rural economy, the sedentarized population were
forced to seek employment in the seasonal and casual
agricultural sector, petty commodity production, and in
construction activities in major cities where capital was
concentrated (Mahdi, 1983:127).

Information about the changes in the nomadic population
during the 1900-52 period is sketchy. But the available data
indicate a sharp decrease in the nomadic population during
the 1910-56 period, as 1is shown in Table 6.2 The destruc-
tion of pastoral-nomadic mode of production and decline 1in
Iran's nomadic population is demonstrated in the ratio of
nomadic population to total rural population. the only

exception is the 1940s' period during which the abdication

of Rza Shah in 1941 and weakening of the central state

enabled many settled nomads to return to pastoralism.
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Table 6.2: Pastoral-Nomadic and Rural Population in Iran:
1910-1956 (in Millions)

Year 19140 1932 1945 1956
Total Rural 8.36 10.24 11.70 14.6
a
Pastoral-Nomadic 2.65 1.0 2.0 0.24
Settled Rural 5.71 9.24 9.70 14.36

% Pastoral-Nomadic
to Total Rural 31.6 9.8 17.0 1.6
a: The nomadic population is a rough estimate for the 1940s.

Source: Table constructed based on information given in
Bharier (1977: Table 3, p.335, and p.338).

Fur thermore, during the 19006-52 period there was a
considerable increase in the number of small villages
(having 50-1900 inhabitants) throughout Iran, as compared to
the larger villages and regional centers. This increase
might be attributed to the process of forced sedentarization
and a decline in tribal population (see Table 6.3).

Based on Bharier's estimation, there were about 15,000
villages in 1900 as compared to 39,099 in 1956 (ibid).
Within this context, small-size villages (50-1060 inhabi-
tants) had an 8 percent proportional increase 1in their
numbers as compared to 8 percent decline for larger villages
(1000-5000 inhabitants). Again, 1in the absence of reliable
data and information about the spatial movement of tribal
population, it is my contention that destruction of
pastoral-nomadic relations forced the nomadic people to

settle in small villages in the first place, as is supported
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by figures in Table 6.3. Thus I will arque that sedentari-
zation was not a decisive factor in the increase of the

compound rate of urban growth, particularly during the

1930s.

Table 6.3: Size Distribution of Villages in Iran, 1960 and

1956
Village
Population 1900 1956
Size % % -
50-999 87 95
1000-4999 13 5

Source: Table constructed based on information given in
Bharier (1977:339).

6.4.2, Taxation and Its Effects on Rural-Urban
Migration: Another strategy for paving the way for capita-
list production is imposition of a wide variety of taxes on
peasants, their lands, and agricultural produce. The main
objective of taxation is to undermine peasants-producers'
ability to exchange their products in the market for an
adequate return, and hence forcing them to sell their labor
power (Taylor, 1979:209-10) To this end, the financial
mission under Dr. Millspaugh in 1922 was aimed at devising a
more efficient method of collecting taxes on land, animals
and agricultural products. Shopkeepers and craftsmen were

also subjected to taxation although through their gquild

organizations. Furthermore, indirect taxes on items of

public consumption such as tobacco, opium, sugar and tea
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were being derived more efficiently (Avery, 1961:262-63).

Related to agricultural production, based on the 1land
tax law of 1926 the irrigated and unirrigated lands were to
pay "3 percent on the gross produce before the division of
the crop between the landlord and the peasant"™ (Lambton,
1953:184). Later on, this law was replaced by a new one in
1934 which increased the burden of taxation on the peasants:
all agricultural and animal products were to pay a 3 percent
tax in kind upon entry to a town or a market place (ibid.).
Taxation along capitalist lines was further reinforced with
the abolition of payments in kind in the late 1930s and the
introduction of income tax in 1942.

The destructive effects of taxation have to be looked at
within the Iranian agricultural system of production during
this period. The widesoread practice of agricultural produc-
tion in Iran was share-cropping. That is, sharing the croo
yield according to landlord's or peasant's control over
land, seed, oxen, water, and labor. This perpetuated the
poverty of the majority of rural population who only had
control over their labor power (Sunderland, 1968:624). On
the other hand, about 75 percent of all lands were owned by
large land owners, the state, the Shah, and religious insti-
tutions (see Table 6.4).

According to McLachlan (ibid.), about 56 percent of
cultivated land was owned by 1 percent of the population. At
the same time, 95 to 98 percent of the rural porulation was

reportedly landless (Lambton, 1953:262-63). In many rural
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areas, the poor peasants were perpetually indebted to the
landlords by receiving an allocation of grain 1in advance
(Sunderland, 1968:624). Thus, 1in a situation where the
majority of the rural population were tied to the land
through indebtedness, the effect of state-imposed taxation
on them should have been devastating. There are no viable
data available for the 1900-52 period related to rural-urban
migration, but it is my contention that the desperate condi-
tions in rural areas after the implementation of new
measures for taxation contributed to an increasing rate of

urban population from 1935 onwards (see Table 6.1).

Table 6.4: Estimates of the Distribution of Landownership in
the Period Prior to the 1961 Land Reform in

Iran
Type of Ownership $ of All Land owned $ of All Villages
Large Landowners 56 34,43
Small Landowners 10-12 41,93
Royal Holdings 10-13 2.06
Religious Endowment 1-2 1.81
Tribal Holdings 13.0 ——-
State-owned Lands 3-4 3.67
Other (mixed and
unknown ownership) ———- 16.10

- D - - - - - - - - — - - - D D D DD - D - - - - - - - - — - - - - - D — - - - - - -

Source: McLachlan (1968:686) .

6.4.3. Wage-Labor, Import-Substitution-Industrializa-
tion, and New Patterns of Urban Concentration: Despite
Iran's involvment in the world capitalist economy and

earliest attempts for industrial production, its extents
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were limited prior to the 1930s. Estimates prior to the
1914-18 period 1indicate that only 1,700 workers were
employed in "modern" factories, of whom 400 worked in cotton
ginneries and 300 in sugar products. Some 7,000 to 8,009
workers were empl<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>