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ABSTRACT

THE IRANIAN SOCIAL FORMATION:
PRE-CAPITALISM, DEPENDENT CAPITALISM, AND THE WORLD SISTEM
By
Ali-Akbar Mahdi

This is an historical comparative study of the nature of socio-
economic formations in a Third World country. Basically, this
research investigates two major related issues: (a) the nature of
pre-capitalist relations and (b) the genesis of dependent capitalism
in Iran within a "world-system™ framework.

With regard to the first objective, after a critical
examination of various classical approaches to the nature of pre-
capitalisa in Iran, the study utilizes the concept of "social
formation® as an artioculated entity containing various social
relations. It is argued that the Iranian pre-capitalist social
formation is characterized by a variety of social relations of
production. This constellation of various socio-economic
relationships is called the "Asian Social Formation.® The latter is
used as a construction describing a collection of historically
specific modalities of productive relations. To characterize the
political nature of this social formation, this research introduces
the concept of "Patrimonial Despotism® as a synthesis of Max Weber's

ideal type of "Patrimonial Authority® and Karl Marx's concept of



"Oriental Despotism,."

With regard to the second objective, attempts are made to
explore the dynamic interaction of the peripheral Iranian social
formation and the metropolitan countries in the global division of
labor during the period between the sixteenth to the early twentieth
century. If is argued that the rivalry of European powers,
beginning in the late sixteenth century, for the control of the
Iranian market and silk production marked the beginning of the
process of early incorporation of Iran into the emerging capitalist
world system. By the late nineteenth century, the world caplitalist
system played a decisive role in the transformation of Iranian pre-
capitalism into a dependent capitalism. This period is shown to be
marked by increased intervention and penetration of European capital
and goods into the Iranian economy --a process which distorted the
course of Iranian economic development and helped the
underdevelopment of Iranian industries.

Using a dialectical method, the research selects information
from a variety of sources and put them into an historical framework
chiefly by applying a comparative historical methodology. A variety
of primary and secondary sources, both in English and Farsi, are
consulted., This information is systematically used to develop
evidence about the socio-politico-economic processes which have
shaped the pre-capitalist Iranian social formation, contributed to
the incorporation of the Iranian economy into the world capitalist
system, and led to the formation of dependent capitalism in early

twentieth century Iran.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION: THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL
CONCEPTUALIZATION OF THE PROBLEM

This is a study in the historical nature of political and
eoconomic underdevelopment. Social scientists provide different
understanding of the historical nature of socio-economic
underdevelopment and see it as being caused by various factors
according to each scientist's perspective. For instance,
modernization theorists have identified some of the most critical
issues of underdevelopment as the shortage of capital and the lack
of adequate technological development, According to these social
scientists, undordevelopngnt is caused by the institutional
inadequacies, behavioral attributes, or traditional norms indigenous
to the underdeveloped societies (Rostow, 1960; Levy, 1966; Lerner,
1966; Hoblblland, 1961). In contrast, dependency theorists perceive
underdevelopment essentially in terms of the historically promoting
and retarding forces from both within and without national context.
To these social scientists, underdevelopment is the product of the
same historical processes which created the development of the world
capitalist system (Wallerstein, 19T4; Frank, 1970, Amin, 1976).

This research is concerned with the analysis of the nature of



pre-capitalist Iran and its preceding social relations of
production. Basically, the thesis will attempt to investigate two
major related issues: (a) the nature of pre-capitalist relations
and (b) the genesis of dependent capitalism in Iran. This
introductory chapter will begin with a conceptualization of these
problems by locating them within the theoretical framework of the

study, followed by a discussion of the methodological aspécts of the

work,

1.1. The Iranian Pre-capitalist Mode of Production

The first objective of this study is to explore the naéure of pre-
capitalist Iran because the development of the capitalist social
relations in any socio-economic formation is an historical process,
and those relations do not suddenly appear on the scene by
themselves. Their constituent elements develop within the pre-
capitalist socio-economic structure of the society to the extent
that their articulation within the older formation establishes
preconditions for their emergence., The articulation of the dynamics
of various modes existing within this pre-capitalist formation, and
the particular historical conjunctures upon which the effects of
these modes allow for separation of direct producers from their
means of production, should be related to the origins of the
capitalist mode of production. For instance, in the transition from
European feudalism to capitalism, three of four elements allowing
the accumulation of monetary wealth,i.e., usury, mercantile capital,
and state deficit financy were developed within the feudal formation
2



‘(Marx, 1967,1). Of course, the fourth was hoarding by peasants and
tenant farmers.

It therefore follows that the analysis of the emergence of
capitalism must start, both historically and logically, with the
examination and evaluation of pre-capitalist productive
organization. This can be done by specifying as accurately as
possible which mode or modes of production were present in pre-
capitalist Iran. It is important to determine more clearly and
precisely than previous works have done what the articulated
characteristiocs of this society were.

The examination of social, economic, and historical writings
reveals two approaches to the nature of pre-capitalist Iran., One is
the approach usually taken by various Western social scientists and
some Western-educated Iranian social scientists., This approach is
usually guided by the functionalist perspective and is quite
supportive of the socio-historical developments occuring in Iran
within the last half a century. In ocontrast, the second approach is
radical and presents various critical analyses of Iranian past and
present,

The first approach has characterized pre-capitalist Iranian
society basically as traditional. This traditiomality, according to
this modernizationist perspective, involves low degrees of
industrialization, urbanization, and their concommitant functional
specialization and structural differentiation, Such a society is
said to have low degrees of educational development, individual and
class mobility, achievement motivation and psychic mobility, and
entrepreneural personality (Lerner, 1966; Inkeles, 1969; McClelland,

| 3



1961; Smelser, 1966 & 1968; Hoselitz, 1960). These social
scientists, despite their differing interpretations of the past
history of these so-called "traditional societies,™ often
characterize the pre-industrial period as an undifferentiated entity
demonstrating long established forms of traditional organizations.

As opposed to this approach, there are varieties of critical
analyses of Iranian society with both Marxist and non-Marxist
orientations, Marxist theories usually develop their argument in
teras of the mode of production. The pre-capitalist period in every
society is marked by one or several modes of production. The major
emphasis in various Marxist interpretations is on the concept of
"mode of production® as the organizing principle of social relations
of production.

However, the Marxist theorists, despite their theoretical
commonalities, part from one another when it ocomes to specification
of one mode or various modes of production in given societies. This
controversy over the mode of produstion has been a long
preoccupation of Marxist scholarship which has elicited much debate
and much oonfusion. The debates between Sweezy and Dobb about the
transition of Europe from feudalisa to capitalism (Hilton, 1976),
between Laclau and Frank (Frank, 1967; Laclau, 1971) about the
characterization of the mode of production in Latin America, and
contributions of Meillassoux (1972), Rey (1973), Coquery-Vidrovitch
(1978), Anderson (1974), Banaji (1972 & 1973), Wallerstein (1979),
Alavi (1975), Amin (1976), and Hindess and Hirst (1975) have been
celebrated exchanges and developments in this complex and

multifaceted issue,



These opposing views about the nature of the pre-capitalist
social formations in the East raise serious questions in the context
of the present study: What is the nature of the pre-capitalist
mode(s) of production in Iran? Was this mode feudal? slavery?
Asiatic? semi-Asiatic? semi-feudal? or tributary? Or was this
mode just a hybrid formation having the facets of more than one of
these modes? And finally, did this mode represent a society
containing various contending modes of life and production?

Some scholars have characterized the pre-capitalist Iranian
society as feudal (Plekhanov, 1926; Herzfeld, 1914 & 1935; Jazani,
1978) and some others have seen it as being marked by an Asiatic
mode of production (Marx, 196T; Wittfogel, 1957; Ashraf, 1971). (1)
And there are few other efforts which have variously described this
pre-capitalist period as "traditional,® "bureaucratic,® and
"nomadic.® Some of these theories are reviewed in the first chapter
of this work. |

The search for clarity on this issue leads us to a critical
review of European theories of the transition to capitalism and of
the unilinear explanations of such a transition. It is the
contention of this author that many of these characterizations are
based on a simplistic interpretation of Marx's writings on the
historical development of Western society. Many assume that every
society should pass through slavery, feudalism (or the Asiatic form
in case of Oriental societies), capitalism, and socialism to
communism, This simplistic interpretation of Marxian texts reduces
human history to a series of a priori categories of societal
development, It is one of the tasks of this study to critically

5



review these assumptions and present an alternative approach to this
problem in the context of the Middle Eastern region.

This study will provide an understanding of the nature of pre-
capitalist societies by utilizing the concept of "social formation®
as an articulated entity containing varidus modes of production.

The articulation of different social relations in a given society
and a given time can be seen as a social formation. The concept of
¥"social formation® designates this comprehensive structure of the
social relations existing within a society. (2) Different social
formations have distinotive structural and historical
characteristics which separate them from one another over time and
space, ]

Every social formation is marked by a basic principle of
organization which delineates the structural conditions of
variability within that formation., As Habermas (1973: T) put it,
this principle determines the range of possible social-systemic
changes and it *... limit[s] the capacity of a society to iearn
without losing its identity.®™ This organizing principle of every
social formation is the mode of production. The concept of "mode of
production® is to be understood as aheuristic oconcept allowing the
researcher to differentiate various social relations within a social
formation on the basis of their productive characters. The notion
of the mode of production is understood to be an "abstract-formal
object which does not exist in the strong sense of reality"”
(Poulantzas, 1975: 15). The distinction between the two concepts of
®social formation® and ™mode of production® presupposes the
transcendence of the theoretical rigidity inherent in unilinear

6



theories of progression of historical epochs. It is based on the
assumption that there may exist variants of the primary modes yet to
be identified through specific historical studies of unidentified
cases which may mean that the historical transition of peripheral
eoconomies into capitalism might have involved *historical leaps® or
other forms of discontinuity. Therefore, one can assume that "it is
possible for more than one pre-capitalist mode of production to
exist, and exist spatially and temporally conterminous with others,
and not necessarily expect one pre-capitalist mode of production to
evolve intc predetermined mode.®(Elliott, 1980: 3) Although more
than one mode of production may exist in a given social formation at
any point in time, it is the predonimnt mode of production which
best characterizes that socio-politico-economic system.

In the absence of a systematic exposition by Marx, the issue of
pre-capitalist mode(s) of production beoomes a real concern for a
study’ of this nature. Identification of the number and nature of
the various modes of production, and of the various elements of
political and ideological superstructures, is an important task of
this study. To define the pre-capitalist social relations in Iran,
this work will attempt to study and specify the role of state, the
forms of land ownership, irrigation, town and oity development, and
Judicial as well as political features characterizing the intra-
group relationships of the Iranian society in the pre-capitalist
period. We will develop a critical examination of the concepts
"feudal,®™ "Asian," and “"tributary®™ modes of production, both
theoretically and, in case of Iran, empirico-historically.
Furthermore, attempts will be made to compare the pre-capitalist

7



socio~-economic formations of the Western European countries with
that of Iranian society.

The thecretical problematic of the pre-capitalist formation
will also lead us to the problematic of the articulation between
modes of production, Meillassoux (1972), Banaji (1972), and Wolpe
(1972) have argued that the preservation of pro-capit#list modes of
production is functionally related to the requirements for the
reproduction of capitalism on a world scale., Rey (1973), on the
other &nd, has rejected this position and argues that the
articulation of modes of production reduces to nothing more than the
progressive extention of one mode of production to the detriment of
another mode. For Rey, only the original transition from feudalism
to capitalisa in Western Europe required the reproduction of a pre-
capitalist mode of production as a source of labour and of raw
materials, While historically capitalism completely dissolved all
pre=capitalist modes of production in the center countries, in the
periphe-riea it overlay pre-capitalist modes., As for the effect of
the world capitalist system on these peripheries, Banaji (1972)
makes a distinoction between the peripheral societies dominated by
the world capitalist system and those populated by the European
settlers, He argues that the European settlement in colonies
usually destroyed the existing modes of production and substituted
them with capitalism. Whereas in the countries which came under the
domination of ml& capitalism the pre-capitalist forms of
production were preserved, though their autonomy was diminished.

It is our contention that there is no universal theory of
transition from the pre-capitalist mode to capitalism because the

8



world capitalist system does not entail homogeneity and unity.
Because of the diversity of goeial formations in the periphery, and
the contradictory impect of capitalism on these societies,
peripheral capitalist development takes various forms. This means
that the transition of peripheral pre-capitalist modes to capitalism
does not mean the dissolution of those modes. While the penetration
of the world capitalist system into the peripheral societies allows
the distorted persistence of pre-capitalist modes, it destroys the
potential indigenous fcrceg capable of leading the development of a
genuine national capitalism. It is our contention that in the past
three and a half centuries, The Iranian social formation has
éxperionced uneven tendencies and developments which progressively
have subordinated its internal dynamics of the pre-capitalist social
formation to the requirements of expanding Western capitalism.
Socio=historically, this process was associated with a pervasive,
but ultimately only partial, transformation of the productive base
of the Iranian economy from one dominated by the production of goods
for consumption to one dominated by the production of commodities
for exchange. This transformation has had serious effects on the
modes of surplus appropriation, the nature of ownership of the means
of production, the class struc'ture, and on forms of political
behaviour within the Iranian social formation. These
transformational tendencies and their effects on the Iranian social

structure are discussed in the latter part of this work.



1.2. The Emergence and Development of Dependent Capiéaliém
and the Integration of the Iranian Economy into
the World Capitalist System
The second objective of this study is to investigate the
emergence and genesis of what is called "dependent capitalism®™ in
Iran within a "world-system" framework for interpreting Iranian
developmental history. The study attempts to trace the historical
roots of capitalist penetration in Iran and the subsequent
incorporation of Iran into the world-wide capitalist system. Our
aim is to explore the dynamic interaction of the peripheral Iranian
economy and the metropolitan center in the global capitalist
division of labor from the sixteenth to the early twentieth century.
The main assumption informing this attempt is that social

change and politico-economic underdevelopment of Iranian society can
be most adequately explained within a "world-historical® framework
of analysis., Capitalism as a system emerges when capital, as an
economic reflection of a class division in society, becomes
relatively the most significant aspect of the economy. Economic
productivity develops as if it is the productivity of capital
(Takahashi, 1952). The world capitalist system, as we know it
today, is but the specific manifestation of the world-wide expansion
of the already developed capitalist mode of production. The
European capitalist system which emerged as the most prominent
economic institution in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries had
its earliest beginning, according to Marx, in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries when an urban handicraft economy operating in
a feudal manner gave way to a more complicated productive system.

10



(3) Capitalism came into existence in Europe somewhere between 1450
and 1550 as a distinct mode of production. (4) As capitalism matured
in the West, factors evolved which encouraged its expansion into the
peripheral countries of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. Some of
these factors were economic, such as the search for raw materials,
export markets, and investment profits. Some others were politico-
military, as the European powers engaged in strategic competition
and in the construction of empires. And there were those which
combined the political, economic, and social interests of the
capitalist center.

From the beginning of the emergence of capitalism, expansion
has constituted an immanent tendency of this system. Capitalism
could not funoction as a closed system. As Rosa Luxemburg argued, it
is compelled to gain control of "non-capitalist social
organizations® in "primitive lands® in order to supply itself with

new markets:

esscapitalism in its full maturity also depends in all
respects on noncapitalist strata and social organizations
existing side by side with it., It is not merely a
question of a market for the additional product.... The
interrelations of accumulating capital and non-capitalist
forms of production extend over values as well as over
material conditions, for constant capital, variable
capital and surplus value alike. The non=capitalist mode
of production is the given historical setting for this
process. Since the accumulation of capital becomes
impossible in all points without non-capitalist
surrounding, we cannot gain a true picture of it by
assuming the exclusive and absolute domination of the
capitalist mode of production.... Capital needs the means
of production and the labour power of the whole globe for
untrammelled accumulation; it cannot manage without the
natural resources and the labour power of all territories,
Seeing that the overwhelming majority of resources and
labour power is in fact still in the orbit of pre-
capitalist production--~this being the historical milieu of

11



accumulation =-capital must go all out to obtain

ascendancy over these territories and social

organizations, (Luxemburg, 1968: 365)

Capitalism, as a mode of production (or a social system), moved
toward unviversalization of itself since the mercantilist period
(roughly between 1500 and 1800), when the most immediate conditions
for the development of new forms of eoconomic production occurred.,
Two basic means through which th_e dynamics of capital accumulation
developed were commercial penetration and the international flow of
capital. The internationalization of capital has been an intrinsic
tendency of caitalist accumulation since the sixteenth century
(Wallerstein, 1974; Frank, 1978).

Socio=historical consequences of the development of capitalism
on a world-scale are expressed as concrete class struggle between
capitalists, wage-laborers, and the people of pre-capitalist
societies whose nmatural economies are disrupted or, in some cases,
even destroyed by the advance of capitalism (Marx, 1967, I). This
integration of the economies of peripheral countries into the global
capitalist system has been one of the most important factors which
has oconditioned the processes of socio-economic change in societies
which have been part of the capitalist system. Any attempt at
understanding the development of this process in peripheral
countries, such as Iran, requires the student of peripheral
development to look for the conditioning effects of the capitalist
system on these societies, For this reason, the particular causes
of any form of expansion could only be understood, according to
Lenin, by "taking the facts of the development of capitalism in a
particular country.® (Lenin, 1974#: 67)
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As a result of the historical expansion of Western capitalism,
the reproduction of certain forms of capitalist aoei‘al relationship
has beocome a signiricant'_. feature of peripheral societies. The
introduction of this capitalist system into a peripheral economy has
distorted the latter's societal development in the direction of the
interests of the former (Baran, 1957). The autonomous historical
development of these societies have been subsummed to the interests
of the dominant outside forces of imperial powers. Such an
expansion has furthered the capitalist development at the center and
at the same time it has undermined the historical capability and
potentialities of the peripheral countries for any genuine
.development,

With respect to the productive forces of society, capitalist
development is a progressive process and growth is undoubtedly one
of its inherent characteristics. The underlying impulse that sets
the capitalist mechaniam in motion and keeps it nov;ng comes from
the inoroasing generation of new consumer goods, new methods of
production, and new markets, That is, in essence, the interminable
process of oapitai accumulation. According to this perspective, the
process of capital accumulation is the starting point of the
development of the capitalist mode of production because capitalist
productive relations presuppose the existence of free labor as well
as the accumulation of a substantial amount of capital (Marx,
1967,I: T13). Capital ownership in the underdeveloped countries
falls into three categories: state-owned, privately owned by
domestic business interests or the so-called ®"national bourgeoisie,"
and privately owned by foreign nationals or corporations. From a
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political eoconomic perspective, the latter is of the utmost
importance because the socially produced surplus derived from the
investment of this capital returns to the foreign owners, not to the
indigenous economy, to be disposed of as that owner sees fit. The
capital owned by the national bourgeoisie is also subordinated to
the directions and interests of foreign capital since its economic
funotion is structured around the material and service requirements
of the fareign industrial interests, State control of economic
development and the establishment of national priorities are also
thwarted by foreign ownership of capital and the effective ocontrol
and investment planning of the foreign corporations toward the
maximization of their profits.

Capitalist development often has a positive relationship with
the rate of exploi&tion of labor. (5) The two phenomena are
dialectically related and, in many instances, form the dynamic
process of capital accumulation. A positive rate of exploitation
seems to be necessary for any positive rate of growth under
capitaliam, The essence of this exﬁlo:ltation lies in the element of
control over the productive machinery of the society which has
implications for the division of the society into social classes,
based on their relationship to the means of production and on the
appropriation of the social surplus. Since the process of capital
accumulation involves the production, circulation, and consumption
of values, then one has to look at the processes which lead to the
creation of different types of classes who live off the surplus
value produced by the laborers. This same chain of exploitative
relationships that linked Western capitalist classes to dominant
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classes of the peripheral societies extended from these classes to
traders and producers located in provincial towns, right down to the
peasant producer or the landless rural workers. An analysis of
these processes and social classes is very important because they
serve to mediate the struggle between capital and labor at all
levels of society.

To investigate the genesis of capitalism in Iran, this study
starts with the initiation of primitive capital aochuauon in that
country. With the breakdown of the pre-capitalist mode of
production, capital "emerges as a dominant social 'relationship' and
determines the characteristic features and attributes of the new
mode of production.® This emphasis on capital as a relat.ionship'
signifies an attempt to distinguish between the existence of
capitalism as a mode of production and the existence of merchant's
capital and interest-bearing capital. The former is a mode of
production, which emerged in the sixteenth century in Europe and
spread into the non-European lands ‘later, distinoct from the latter,
which has existed in most societies long before the capitalist mode
of production came into being.

In a study of the development of capitalism in the Islamic
countries, including Iran, Rodinson (1973) views the existence of
merchant and financial capital in pre-capitalist social' formations
as indicative of the development of a capitalism in those social
formations. This seems to be a questionable position., As
historical evidence indicates the existence of capital in the farm
of merchant capital is not a rare phenomenon in pre-capitalist
social formations, The circulation of commodities and .or money
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cannot boA regarded as sufficient conditions for the development of a
capitalist mode of production. Such a development requires the
conditions that bring about the sale of labor power as a commodity.
These conditions are brought about by ®"the process which takes away
from the laborer the possession of his means of production; a
process that transforms, on the one hand, the social means of
subsistence and of production into capital, on the other, the
immediate producer into wage labourers.® (Marx, 1967, I:T714)

In the feudal societies of the West and pre-capitalist agrarian
social formations of the East, this change takes the form of
dispossessing laborers of their means of production and subsistence
and of allowing them to sell their labor power in the market as a
commodity., It is this process through which the pre-capitalist mode
of production is either assimilated or destroyed. Hence, this study
concerns itself with the productive relations which have determined
the process of capitalist formation in Iran, These express
themselves in the socio-politico-economic relations between the
peasants, landlards, and the state in the early stages, and labor
and capital in the later developmental stages. This research is
concerned only with the early stages of capitalist development in
Iran, i.e., the late nineteenth and early twentieth century.

But the mechani=zms and processes of capitalist development in
Iran have not been unconnected with the larger processes of
capitalist development on the world scale, This study is based on
the assumption that during the past three centuries, the principal
and most permanent conditioning of socio-economic porcesses in
Iranian society has been its being part of the world capitalist
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system. It is oontended that the mechanisms and processes of
capitalist development in Iran are dependent and conditioned by
Iran’s place in the world capitalist system.

The incorporation of Iran into the world capitalist system and
its transformation from a pre-capitalist mode of production to a
dependent capitalist productive‘ system has involved the development
of ocommercial farming, a marked increase in migration and forms of
wage labor, the extention of a more intricate market and transport
system linking villages directly to the large urban centers, and the
increasing political and economic integration of the area into the
international economic system. In the past hundred years, in
partiocular, a major stimulus for this process, and for the direction
it was to take, was provided by the establishment of large-scale
capitalist enterprises and activities, often under foreign ooatrol
or ownership --a subject which is beyond the scope of this research.

The integration of the Iranian economy into the global
capitalist system has intensified the existing polarizations in the
Iranian social structure and led the Iranian society to a peculiar
form of political economic underdevelopment. In the last fifty
years, Iran has experienced an economic transformation and limited
growth as well as widespread poverty and stagnant economic
conditions, The Iranian economy changed from an agrarian form to an
urban-industrial economy. In some respects, Iran was a specialized
production sector for the world capitalist market as early as the
seventeenth century. Ever since, major portions of Iranian economy
has been oriented toward Western markets. The economy became
dependent upon international capital not only at the level of
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productive relat:l.oﬁa, but also at the level of the "market.®™ Thus,
eoonomic policies were directed towards adapting to the dictates of
the international marketplace.

International capital designed and imposed economic and
investment policies on Iran which gave pricrity to large-scale,
capital intensive projects in the infrastructure (energy and
industry), and import-substitution manufacturing with high import
contents. This resulted in an unbalanced and a disarticulated
economy. These economic and investment policies, combined with
specific legislations and actions undertaken by the Iranian
government, such as capitulatory rights and investment laws, have
unleashed a series of ocomplex forces creating structural blockage
mechanisms and disincentives which have impeded the development of
non-export, human related sectors.

But not only have the above-mentioned blockage mechanisas and
disincentives produced economic and financial crises never before
experienced in Iran, they bhave also reinforced the country's
dependence on Western ocountries and their multinational oil and
industrial corporations and banks., The oore areas of economic
activity in the country came under the domination of the farces and
mechanisms of the world capitalist centers. In the same manner, the
peripheral economic units of the ocountry, such as village
communities which were independent for their subsistence for a long
time, lost thgir autonomous structure and became dependent on the
structure of the center areas,

The overall consequence of dependence on the production and
exportation of oil, and the articulation between the interests of
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the monarchy and its affiliated ruling class in Iran and foreign
economic and strategic interests, resulted not only in the commonly
discussed budgetary and balance of payments deficits, but also, and
most importantly, in underdevelopment manifested through
malputrition, low income, low health status, high illiteracy rate,
high unemployment, high inflation, political departicipation,
inequalities in resource allocation, and "peripheralization® with
class and geographical dimensions,

The "peripheralization®™ of the petty-bourgeoisie, due to the
displacement of small-scale handiorart industries, the expansion of
capitalist monopoly activities, and the "proletarianization® of
peasants throush'the ocommercialization of the agricultural economy
and land reform (which resulted in rural unemployment and a rural
exodus), led to the class dominancy of the dependent bourgeoisie
which has acted as a "bridgehead®™ or agent in channelling the local
resources to the metropolis (Mahdi, 1980). To document all these
changes during the early development of dependent capitalism in
Iran, this study focuses on social classes, international trade, and
the flow of foreign capital in and out of Iranian society during the

late nineteenth and early twentieth century.

To investigate the development of these processes in the
Iranian context, this research is guided by premises of the
political economy perspective, Specifically, the research is
developed on the basis of the dependency framework by using the
*world-system™ model (Wallerstein, 1974). The reason for such a
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choice is that this framework provides instruments for a global

. conceptualization of the subject under investigation., Such an
analysis acoounts for the economic, social, and political levels of
capitalist development at the center as well as for its expansion
into pre-capitalist peripheral societies. It encourages analyses of
dependent capitalist development in the periphery as the historical-
structural interaction of specific modes of capital accumulation,
social classes, and the state,

This study attempts to put Iranian history into a broad
framework of global interaction and to bring the socio-politico-
economic relations of the past three centuries into a model of
social relationships which attempts to maak' the dialeotical nature
of forces and proceaﬁu underlying those societal relationships.,
“rh:u is done by specifying the historical variables which have
shaped these relationships, But, it is imperative that the theory
should be put into a dynamic and dialectical relationship with
empirical data. The theory and evidence not only clarify one
another, but they als» shape one another in a dialectical
relationship, Using a dialectical approach to social reality
stresses, borrowing Heilbroner's words, "the production, rather than
the passive receipt of knowledge -~-the involvement of the act of
inquiry in shaping, as well as in discovering, knowledge®™ (1980:31).
It is for this reason that this research sees one of its tasks to
rigorously examine the assumptions underlying the theoretical model,
and relevancy of its basic propositions, This is an important step
toward the assessment of the applicability of the dependency
paradigm, the theory of the articul;.tion of modes of production, and
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the world system model to the analysis of social change in Iranian
society.

1.3. Patrimonialism and the Internal Dynamics of
the Iranian Social Formation

Some dependency theorists like Frank (1967) have argued that
universalization of capitalism and its penetration into and
expansion in underdeveloped world has meant the universal
homogenization of all underdeveloped countries. This argument has
come under serious oriticisam by many social scientists, The view
taken in this thesis is that this process of capitalist development,
while universal, took different social, political, and economic
forms in different societies and was conditioned by the historical
specificity of each of these societies, As Dos Santos (1970) has
attempted to show, underdevelopment is a dynamic phenomenon which
nay take many different forms and involve methods of exploitation
that are relative to historical time and space.

Furthermare, it is wrong to look for the causes of peripheral
underdevelopment in the outside world alone. If we are to
understand the éffects of the world capitalist system on pre-
capitalist modes and their articulation, we should *take into
account not only the dynamics of the expanded reproduction of
capital, but also the internal structural characteristics of pre-
capitalist modes, so as to be able to proceed to the concrete level
of analysis of specific cases of articulation ...." (Bradby,

1975:128) To see the external forces as the only sources of
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underdevelopment is to overlook indigeneous forces contributing to
the situation, This is a major problem in the views developed by
some prominent dependency theorists such as Wallerstein (1974), Amin
(1976), and Frank (1967). For instance, according to Amin (1976:
279) the internal social structure of peripheral social formations
are overdetermined by the dynamics of the world capitalist system.
These societies are viewed as having no "internal dynamics of their
own,® Similarly, Wallerstein argues that the emergence of the
capitalist world system means the elimination of pre-capitalist
productiv§ forms., Once a pre-capitalist economy comes to be
determined by the capitalist world system, according to Wallerstein
(1979:53), ‘the pre-capitalist productive character of that economy
loses its "autonomous reality" and becomes "one of the many forms of
bourgeois employment of proletarian labor to be found in a
capitalist mode of production ....®* (Ibid. ) In my view, such an
approach to the problem leads to the reification of historical
concepts and ignores the internal superstructural and
infrastructural dynamics of those societies. The hiastorical failure
of the underdeveloped ocountries to develop must be analyzed in terms
of the internal structure, as much as of the external context., As
Turner, in a study of pre-capitalist Irah, has argued:

Tn my view the analysis of Iran cannot start from either

the view that external imperialism is the principal cause

of economic retardation or from the argument that the

internal structure of the prebendal state slowed down the

autonomous emergence of an industrial bourgeoisie. The

analysis of the Iranian economy and society must be

premised on a view of the mutual, interpenetrating

causality of the internal logic of Iranian feudalism and
the external impact of colonial capitalism. (1980: 58)
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This is an important emphasis for dependency theory if it -
intends to locate the historical origin and development of
underdevelopment within the socio-historical totality out of which
it has emerged. As Langdon has noted, one of the weaknesses of
Frank's dependency model, for instance, is that it neglects the
"internal dialectic (of peripheral economies which) can reshape the
periphery's political economy and its ocommercial exchange
relationships with the capitalist world® (Langdon, 1974: 125).

Consequently, it is erroneous to seek the causes of the
underdevelopment of Iranian society in the external sources alone,
Such an analysis not only does not help us to understand the
historical specificity of different forms of capitalist penetration
into non-capitalist social formations, but it also blinds us in
understanding the cultural, historical, and political uniqueness of
each of these ocountries,

Following Ashraf (1970 &1971), who suggested that the
patrimonial structure of Iranian polity has tended to block the
development of a modern bourgeoisie in Iran, the position expressed
in this study is that "patrimonial despoti=sm,® as a concept
developed in this work by synthesizing Marx's idea of "Oriental
Despotism®™ and Weber's discussion of "Patrimonial Authority,® can be
used profitably to describe and analyze the political structure of
Iranian society. Patrimonial despotism is seen as being partially
responsible for the underdevelopment of the Iranian social formation
both in its pre-capitalist and capitalist periods, It is our
contention that the oconcrete historical processes of socio-economic
development in Iran have always been influenced and affected by this
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patrimonial political structure of the country.

This study attempts to reaffirm the contention that the origin
of the process of underdevelopment in Iran cannot be sought
primarily in the fareign domination of the imperial powers because
the internal class structure and patterns of surplus appropriation
in Iran have also contributed to this process and have had
determining effects on the curtailment of the capital formation
process and the technical advancement for the improvement of the
country. Based on the above assumptions, the study intends to
demonstrate that the existence of patrimonial authority has been as
detrimental to the historical development of Iranian society as the
influence of foreign forces for the economy and polity of that
society,

The politiocal structure of Iranian society during the past
tventy-five centuries conforms in some respects to Max Weber's ideal
type of patrimonial rule (Ashraf, 1970 & 1971; Sheikholeslami, 1978)
which has had a determining role in the underdevelopment of Iranian
society. Patrimonial authority and its associated classes have
always amassed wealth through various means, However, until the
nineteenth century, they did not use their wealth to initiate
improved production techniques, but rather to pursue their own class
interests. As a oonsequence, economic development and technical
innovations fell behind in Iran, and it became impossible for the
majority of the people to achieve prosperity. In the Iranian
context, this also meant a privileged position for patrimonial
authority in the transition from pre-capitalism to capitalism., This
privileged position of the political institutions was partly due to
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hegemonic centralism of political domination through patrimonial-
bureaucratic channels of control as well as surplus extraction.

The state and political administration of this country, both in
the pre-capitalist and capitalist periods, have always been
extentions of the patrimonial household. The social, economic, and
political underdevelopment of Iran is not unaffected by this
specific political structure. Both the arbitrary rule of the Shahs
and foreign penetration into the economy have had inhibiting effects
on the growth of an independent and genuine national bourgeoisie in
Iran (Ashraf, 1970). The dependent bourgeoisie, created by Western
capitalisa in its own image to serve its interests, was not
historically capable of promoting genuine development. The dynamics
of the intervention of foreign capital used patrimonial authority as
a leverage to create a dependent capitalist formation in Iran
(Mahdi, 1980). The patrimonial state was used to hasten the process
of transformation into the capitalist mode, Similar to any other
capitalist farmation, the state took over on behalf of individual
capitalists the task of developing an infrastructure of roads,
railways, ports, etc.

In analyzing the historical impact of internal and external
factors which produced political, social, and economic processes
that created a condition of underdevelopment in Iran, attention is
given to the forms of articulation of patrimonial authority, foreign
influence, and processes generated by the internal class structure.
‘In particular, underdevelopment is analyzed as partially an internal
structure of class relationships that inhibits the independent
organization of each class, reinforcing its dependence on
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patrimonial authority and, in the later periods, on the metropolitan

centers. This is due, in part, to the prevalence of networks of

particularistic relationships based on patrimonial as well as

extended kinship, tribal, and ethnic ties that cross-cut socio-

economic categories,

1."0

1.".1.

The Mode of Analysis

The Dialectical Method:

The facts themselves may be
interesting, but hardly useful.
It is the study of causes that
makes history fruitful.

Polybius

It is not a question here of
definitions, which things must be
made to fit., We are dealing here
with definite functions which
must be expressed in definite
categories.,

Marx, Capital II.

This study utilizes the dialectical method. As Engels (n.d.:

159-60) has stated, this method is not a "mere proof-providing

instrument" but primarily "a method of arriving at new results, of

advancing from the known to the unknown."™ The application of this

method entails the construction of the socio-historical reality of

Iranian society.

The forms of this reality would be shaped through

the conscious utilization of the method and by the understanding of

the centrality of the infrastructural processes and of the



significance of political and cultural factors in the determination
of the character of the mode of production, This is done by the
identification of internal mechanisms which relate economic
production, social class, and state to one another, and by
identification of the "laws of movement®™ of the Iranian economy both
during pre-capitalist and early capitalist periods. (6)

The identification of these mechanisms and laws as historical
phenomena in any society can only be understood within the
historical totality of that society. ®"The category of totality,®™ as
Lukacs (1971) argued, "... is the essence of the method.® In the
context of this study, this totality is founded on the idea of the
social formation often characterized by one dominant mode of
production, Methodologically, concepts such as mode of production
are not conceptual instruments that can be immediately translated in
terms of a concrete situation., They are theoretical tools defining
the parameters of a kind of analysis which conceive the social
totality as a dynamic oomplex and articulated structure with a
determining aspect. This, as mentioned above; is the produétive
relations of the society which is the nucleus for the structuring of
a mode of production,

This research endeavors to trace the integrative penetration of
the world capitalist system into the Iranian socio-economic
formation since the sixteenth century. From this perspective,
history is not used as a description of events, but as a process
with evolution in its moments of progress, stagnation, and
involution., The method attempts to portray the historical events
inside a moving and dialectical totality. Capitalism is seen not as
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a static structure, but "as a structure in process.®™ (Therborn,
1980: 392) This means that the social structure of Irani.an. society
should be seen as a changing totality which is endlessly moving and
becoming. Since the sixteenth century, this has occurred within the
larger historical process of capitalist development which is a world
historical process,

To carry out this type of amalysis, I utilize what Sartre
(1963) called "the progressive-regressive method" of "dialectical
totalization® by placing the historical events back into their
historical setting., While retaining the idea of social reality as a
totality, the researcher produces specific concepts which can be
useful tools of analysis. These concepts need to be made
historically specific, both in terms of the development of the world
capitalist system and in terms of the way in which the articulation
~ of the Iranian productive relations with that system has generated,
over time, a specific class structure and set of political
institutions with their own histary.

By using this method, I attempt to bring in the concrete
determinations of the pre-capitalist Iranian social formation and of
the formation of a dependent capitalist totality and its interaction
with the global system of capitalism. In a study of this mature,
and of such a scope, the dialectical method requires the following:
(a) Construction of the pre-capitalist and capitalist relatioms of
production, (b) specification of these productive relations in their
various forms of existence, and (c‘) verification of the nature of
these relations by establishing the dialectic between these
relations and the "historical nature" and "tendencies®™ of l?he
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corresponding mode of production.(7)

As far as the Iranian pre-capitalist social formation is
concerned, our emphasis is on the mature of land-holding, land-
owning, irrigation, community structure, exchange relations, trade
activities, and of the political determination of economic
resources. In analyzing the dependent capitalist mode of production
and its relation to the preceding mode in Iran, the emphasis is put
on the social relations emerging out of the class structure of the
society, while secondarily giving some indication of the development
of the means of production., A mode of production comprises forces
and relations of production, while the main criterion of
differentiation between modes of production does not reside in the
forces of production, but in the social relations of the agents
undergoing the labor process. These labour relations in turn will
affect other social relationms,

Once these relations are defined and specified, then the method
requires an important further step to be taken; that is, the
specification of oppositional characteristics of the various social,
political, and economic categories at different levels within the
Iranian socio-economic formation., To avoid any mechanistic
treatment of the social forces in a dialectical analysis, we should
account for all social institutions of the society which could have_
a bearing on the processes of class struggle and social change: the
productive forces and relations as well as the "non-economic®
elements which might have a determining role in the creation of
positive or negative processes in the historical farmations, In the
development of capitalism, the process of capital accumulation
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occurs on more than a purely economic level. It occurs within a
totality of social relations in which the political and ideological
apparatus have part;cular effects on the process of accumulation.
But in the dialectical interplay of all these structures, it is the
class struggle which counts as a decisive factor. Thus at a
superstructural level, we are concerned with the cultural and social
changes occurring in Iranian society as a result of its increasing
integration into the world capitalist system through trade and

cultural exchanges.
1.4.2. The Historiography:

Having explained the theoretical frame of reference and the
methodological orientation of the research, a word should be said
about the "data base®™ of the research. Since this study is an
exercise in comparative historical analysis, it becomes necessary to
combine aocio-histérical analysis with empirical documentation.
However, reliable and/or consistent information about pre-nineteenth
. century Iran is not available. Records of ancient and medieval
Iranian economic matters have not survived, if, indeed, they ever
existed. Information passed to us by historians, travellers,
courtiers, monographers, and so on are often biased and even
prepared for purposes other than presentation of facts, Most of the
travellers' accounts are subjective descriptions of superficial
events lacking any frame of reference within which we can arrange
those accounts.

As for statistical information, there is little before the
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Constitutional period; some exist for the first half of this century
but that is inadequate and unreliable. Even post-1950's statistics
are not reliable estimates and acourate indications. Where there
are figures available, the definitions and the methods of achieving
those figures are not clear, and one is not sure what is included or
excluded. Ironically, where there are clear figures, they differ
from one another in acocordance to their issuing sources.

Since the information available about Iranian history is
fragmentary and scattered and does not constitute a uniform body of
facts, the researcher was faced with the task of systematically
developing evidence about the socio-politico-economic processes
which have shaped the pre-capitalist Iranian socio-economic
formation, contributed to the :{.noox-porat:lon of the Iranian econoay
into the world capitalist system, and led to the farmation of
dependent capitalism in the early twentieth century Iran. The task
of the research, then, has not been the simple accumulation of
facts: that is, an empiricisam which relies solely on the facts as
they appear to the researcher. Rather it has been to penetrate into
the historical facts by concepts. _To achieve an adequate historical
understanding, the information was selected from a variety of
sources and given a coherence chiefly by applying the comparative
historical methodology --a method which helps us to understand the
totality of a historical development,

The sources of information inalude a variety of primary and
seoondary sources both in English and Farsi such as the works of
historians, geographers, foreign travellers and diplomats, and
Iranian officials of different dynasties as well as specialized
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studies of manuscripts, land tenure, tax system, and previous
investigations in areas which were pertinent to the subject of this
research., Where nscessary, use have been made of descript:i.ve
statistical data ooncerning the socio-economic oconditions and the
international exchanges.

Finally, a few words about transliteration, chronology, and
toponymy used in this work:

(1) The transliteration of names and non-English terms was a
basic problem far the author. It was difficult to adopt _a single
method because the authors quoted or the works cited each had used a
different method. Nevertheless, in ooping with this problem,
efforts were made to ensure thé maximum posaible consistency in
tranasliterating Farsi or Arabic words. For the sake of simplicity,
Farsi or Arabic terms are printed without any diacritical marks and
vowel signs are eliminated so as to make the text easier to follow.
Throughout this work, the term "Persia® is used only in quotea
&um most of the English sources refer to medieval Iran as
"Persia.” To the Western world, Iran is usually known as "Persia.”
In 1935, Iranian govermment officiated the term "Iran” (home of the
Aryans) and ordered all govermment translating agencies to refer to
the country as "Iran.®™ Since the Iranian people have alvgya. called
their oountrj 'Iran,'.the contemporary designation is used
consistently.

(11) With regard to chronology, Christian New Style dates
(Gregorian calendar) are employed and in rare instances the Islamic
lunar or the Iranian solar calenders are applied in the text. 1In
the latter cases, the corresponding Gregorian date is given after an
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oblique stroke. Concerning toponymy, the place names are treated as
they appear in the sources. '

(i11) In relation to ourrencies and weights no attempt has been
made to estimate their present day values. They appear in the form
presented in the sources and without changes to customary measures

or values,
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1.5. Endnotes

(1) Marx referred to Asiatic nature of Iranian society in a
number of places: "Letter to Friedrich Engels,® 2 June, 1853; New
York Daily Tribune, 25 June, 1858, and 5 June, 1857; and Capital,
Vol. I.

(2) The way this concept is used in this study is in sharp
contrast with the reductionist application of this term in
anthropological studies --an approach which uses the term for
explaining various social units such as tribe, clan, kinship, state,
and so0 on. In this work the concept is used in a more comprehensive
manner entailing a macro-analysis of social relations of
production.

(3) It should be mentioned that it is very difficult to locate
precisely the transition from feudalism to capitalim in Western
EBurope. Social scientists, whether Marxists or non-Marxists, ®*have
difficulty pinning the transition period down to anything less than
two or three centuries, though they may argue that there existed
certain pivotal conjunctures, only a few would argue that an abrupt
and total transition actually occured.® (Roxborough, 1979:146)

(3) It should be made clear that by capitalism reference is not
to some direct and free expression of a universal economic impulse,
as the bourgeois economic theorists have it, but to a definitive and
historically specific form of organizing productive relations. The
contradictory aspect of capitalism derives from the way the
production is organized,i.e., based on capital accumulation rather
than on production for fulfillment of human needs,

(5) In the political economy perspective, exploitation is given
three related meanings: a) the ratio of unpaid to paid labor, b)
the ratio of surplus value to the value of the labor power, and ¢)
the ratio of surplus to necessary labour. The three meanings were
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proven by Marx to be identical (Marx, 1967,I).

(6) These "laws" are viewed as historical 'tendencies' ®whose
absolute action(s) (are) checked, retarded, and weakened, by
counteracting circumstances.® (Marx, 1967,III: 234-35) They exert
their influence "under certain conditions and after long periods.®
(Ibid.) ¥To us,®™ once Engels wrote, "so-called ‘economic laws' are
not eternal laws of nature but historical laws which arise and
disappear...."(Engels to F.A. Lange, March 29, 1866, Selected
Correspondence, Moscow, 1955, p. 172.) In another passage Marx
(Capital, III: 175, Mossocow: Foreign Languages Publishing House)
says:

In theory it is assumed that the laws of capitalist
production operate in their pure form. In reality there
exists only approximations; but this approximation is the
greater, the more developed the capitalist mode of
production, and the less is adulterated and amalgamated
with survivals of former economic conditions,

(7) Cf. endnote No. 5.
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CHAPTER II

PERSPECTIVES ON IRANIAN PRE-CAPITALIST SOCIETY

Basically, there are three specific thecretical approaches to
the nature of productive relations in pre-capitalist Iran. Within
each of these approaches, there are, in turn, various kinds of
interpretations. The first a:iproach, which is the most popularly
accepted one, is that of scholars who have characterized the pre-
capitalist formation of Iran as feudal (Morgan, 1924; Plekhanov,
1926; Herzfeld, 1914 & 1935; Keddie, 1960, 1968, & 1972; Frye, 1963;
Coulborn, 1965; Khamsi, 1968; Nomani, 1972; Vardasbi, 1975; Tabari,
1975; Sodagar, 1977; Akbari, 1978; Critchley, 1978; Forouzin, 1978;
Saleh, 1978; Jazani, 1978; Kuznetsova, 1979). When analyzing pre-
capitalist Iran, some of these authors use phrases such as "semi-
feudalism,® or "pseudo-feudalism,® and some others apply labels such
as "city feudalism,® "Oriental feudalism,® and "tribal feﬁdaliam."

The seeoixd approach characterizes the socio-economic structure
of pre-capitalist Iran as an Asiatic social structure. Among those
who maintain this position are Marx (1964 & 1967), Wittfogel (1957),
Khanji (1967), Varga (1968 & 1969), Ashraf (1970 & 1971), Abrahamian
(1974 & 1975), Navidi (197T), Ashori (1979), Puyan (n.d.).
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And finally there is the position taken by Lambton (1953, 1965,
& 1967) which contains many empirical elements of both of the above
approaches without having any allegiance to the theoretical
assumptions of either perspectives, Lambton views the organization
of land ownership in medieval Iranian society as an administrative
or bureaucratic structure,

The purpose of this chapter is to review some of the relevant
theoretical and empirical literature on both the feudal and Asiatic
modes of production. What follows is an exposition of various
studies representative of each of the above-mentioned perspectives
as they have developed theoretically and historically.
Additionally, there is a review of the works of two of the
proponents of each perspective related to the Iranian case. The
discussion of each perspective is followed by a critical assessment
of its theoretical premises and, in the case of the feudal model,

its historico-empirical relevance.

2.1. Fuedalism in Europe ¢

Feudalism is a term which bears many shades.of meaning and has
been used in many different ways by different social scientists.,
Lack of any agreement over the meaning of the term has produced a
major anomally in the studies of the historical development of
feudalism. On the one hand, we have vulgar Marxists who view
feudalism as a universal historical phase in human history through
wihch all societies must pass prior to the emergence of capitalism;
On the other hand, there are those historians who use the term
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"feudalism®™ in order to "describe a system of military and political
organization in which armed warriors of knights rally to leaders who
give them grants of land in return for personal services." (Duss,
1969: 6) Then, there are social scientists whose views fall
somewhere in between the two above-mentioned definitions, such as
those of Marc Bloch.

In essence, all these approaches fall into two categories of
"the Anglo-German approach,® as Postan (1961: xiii) labels them, and
what we may call the "Marxist approach.® While the foarmer pursues a
descriptive and superstructural framework of analysis, defining
feudalism in terms of legalistic and contractual principles
underlying the ties of dependence in the military organization of
the pre-capitalist agrarian society, the latter pursues an
infrastructural framework of analysis, defining feudalism in terms
of the politico-economic relations of production.

Among the most important works in the "Anglo-German approach®
the efforts of Marc Bloch are worth mentioning. According to Bldch,
instead of using the term "feudalism®™ for pre-industrial societies,

- 1t would be more accurate to speak of "feudal societies." A "feudal
society,”® for Bloch, is a specific form of social organization with
well-defined characteristics. This society is not a universal
phenomenon fixed somewhere between capitalism and slavery; it is a
society which could exist wherever and whenever certain features are
present (Bloch, 1961). He summarizes these features as:

A subject peasantry; widespread use of service tenement

(i.e. the fief) instead of salary; supremacy of a class of

specialized warriors; ties of obedience and protection

which bind man to man; fragmentation of authority; and, in

38



the midst of all this, survival of other forms of
association, family and State .... (Bloch, 1961: 446)

While Bloch's broad and loose definition of the "feudal
society® offers a good working description of the phenomenon, it
lacks both conceptual and methodological rigors of a "historically
specific® definition of feudalism. |

In this study "feudalism®™ refers to a "mode of production.®
The key elements in defining a mode of production are the production
and appropriation of surplus, The way surplus is produced and the
manner in which it is appropriated determines the character of
productive organization (Dobb, 1976: 35). Feudalism as a mode of
production refers to a social relation established on the
appropriation of landed income in the primitive farm of tribute, or
rent which is extracted from the peasantry, by the landed classes.
Subsequently, a feudal society is a hierarchical society the
principal contradiction of‘which is the conflioct between lord and
peasant as two distinct classes in the society. The economic basis
of this agrarian class system is feudal landed property. Property
is basically inalienable. The agricultural products, and industrial
commodities produced by a scattered domestic handicraft industry,
are consumed mainly in the localities. Economic activity does not
lead to commodity production and there is no real incentive to -
accumulate wealth., Production, characterized by a low diviaion of
labour, is for immediate use and not for sale in the market. The
village and manors are the basic economic units. As Furey has

demonstrated:

The relationship between lord and peasant was not
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conducted on an individugl basis. The relationship was

between groups, or rather between orgainzations, The

lord's local organization was the manor. The manor had

officials such as bailiffs and stewards, as well as a

residence and usually some land. The peasant's local

organization was the village community. This organization
controlled the principal and characteristic form of

production under feudalism. Thus the relations between

lord and peasant was a relation between organizations.

The manorial officials dealt and negotiated with the

officials of the village.(Furey, 1967: 4-5)

In this society, production is carried out by the serfs, and the
surplus is appropriated by the feudal hierarchy of lords, bishops,
and kings under the nominal leadership of the Emperor and Pope, as
was the case in Europe. The social structure is defined not only by
underlying economic relations, but also by the religion and military
institution of domination (Weber, 1978).

The differentia specifica of feudalism is the extra economic
coercion by the feudal lords. An obligation is "laid on the
producer by force and independently of his own volition to fulfill
certain economic demands of an overlord, whether these demands take
the form of services to be performed or of dues to be paid in kind.”
(Dobb, 1976: 35) This coercive force may be backed by the military
authority possessed by the feudal superiors or by the authority of
custom and tradition based juridically, or by the authority of law.
In either case, ".,,. the implied threat of force was never very far
beneath the surface.® (Furey, 1967: 118) It was through this
coercion that the lord tied the peasant to the soil and deprived him
and his family of freedom of movement,

Throughout the development of this type of economic
organization, three possible farms of surplus extraction can be
specified: a) The extraction of surplus in the form of work, i.e.,
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labor rent, especially at the earliest stages of ‘the Middle Ages in
Western Europe; b) The extraction of surplus in the form of
products, i.e., rent in kind, which was usually demanded of the
peasantry along with the labor service; And ¢) The extraction of
surplus in the form of money, i.e., money rent, which took place at
the latter stages of development when the peasants had to sell their
products in order to pay money toi their lords as rent., This latter
event set the stage far the transformation of feudal production to
commodity production. Money became widespread and trade expanded
(Rabudere, 1977: 1=7T).

Two of the most important characteristios of European feudalism
were the institutions of vassalage and the fiefs, The vassalage was
"a personal bond of loyalty and obedience by which a warrior
promised service to a lard or chieftain in return for military
protection, security, and assistance” (Duss, 1969: 9). The vassal
held benefices on condition of service, usually of a military kind,
or rent, The strength of the authority of the rulers depended less
on their theoretical sovereignty than on the fidelity of their
personal retainers called vassals, Not only were the vassals
granted estates and villages, but, sometimes, they were granted
certain rights of government and political control (Strayer, 1965:
13). The landed rights were often linked to political and military
authority, to legal authority, and in cases to religious authority.
Feudal lords and their subordinate rollowers‘ formed a warrior elite
who were bound together by socio-political ties of vassalage and the
fief,

The fief or feudum was "some type of income-producing property _
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that provided the vassal with the wealth and leisure he needed to
maintain his status as a fighting man; it also served to reward his
loyalty and guarantee his oontinued service® (Duss, 1969: 10).
Fiefs included organized manors worked by the peasantry. In return
for the fief, the peasant became the vassal of the lord, So long as
the vassal remained steadfast in his allegiance to the lord, he
retained his title to the fief. Holding of a fief provided the
vassal with the privilege of immunity. Within his own domain, the
vassal "administered justice, collected fines and local taxes,
raised military forces, and exacted services for the upkeeb of
roads, bridges, and fortifications® (Stephenson, 1942: 13).

A related social aspect of the vassalage was homage. Homage
waa. a ritual -act through which the vassalitic obligations were
stipulated and established, Basically, it was a symbolic gesture in
that the vassal took an ocath of fealty to the lord. (1) By‘this act
the peasants or serfs commended themselves to the protection of the
lords of the manors. For peasants, this meant the loss of autonomy
and control over their livelihood. For vassals, such a contract
would bring them a fief with all the power it entails,

Feudalism, as it developed in Western Europe, was also
characterized by the fragmentation of political power and
decentralization of authority (Wolf, 1966: 50-5T). The political
unit of much of Western Europe consisted of the county. Even in
some cases the county was divided into amaller units of autonomous
lordships. There were still enclaves within a county or barony.

The counts or barons did not have much public authority beyond their
own "domains.® What connected these lordships together were a
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series of rights of Jurisdiction and administration (Strayer, 1965:
12).

As a consequence of this fragmentation, feudal Europe lacked a
strong centralized state institution. The older traditions of
central authority could be found in such institutions as the papacy,
the monarchies, and the Holy Roman Empire; but there was no center
of power that could monopolize the right to collect taxes, issue
laws, raise armies, and keep public order. The functions of the
state were performed by feudal lords ruling in their own local
domains, and their power was regarded as a private possession (Duss,
1969: 8-=9). Judicial and administrative authorities used the
private contacts and the rules of family laws., Private individuals
exeroie_od public powers and even transfered, mortgaged, bought and
sold it (Strayer, 1965: 12). It was the custom of the manor which
governed, not the central authority of the state. The ownership of
the land entailed power and f.he two went together. On the manor,
the feudal lord was the embodiment of the state, Thus, economic
power was fused with political power. This fusion became especially
prominent as feudalism became increasingly decentralized. In such a
case

eees the lord at least appears to be the king of the landed

property.... The piece of real estate is individualized

with its lord; it has his rank, it is baronical or ducal

along with him, it bas his privileges, his jurisdiction,

his political position, and so on (Marx, Quoted in Draper,

1977, I: aT71)

Historically, feudalism developed in Western Europe between 800
and 1200 A.D. In the early Carolingian period of the Frankish
kingdom (eighth century) the two practices of granting fiefs and
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establishing personal vassalistic bonds were linked together.
Although some remote forms of these types of social relationships
may be found in certain institutions of the late Roman Empire and of
the Germanic invaders, it is safe to say that the development of
these relationships between the lords and vassals was the initial
process of the development of the socio-economic system called
feudalism, Between the ninth and the tenth century feudalism spread
into most of the European territories. It was during the tenth to
the twelfth century that feudalism reached its ienith, permeating
and influencing almost all aspects of the socciety. (2)

From the twelfth century onward, the feudal institutions of
Western Europe started to show signs of decline., The manorial
system went through a deep economic orisis during the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries. Technological changes, such as the
replacement of the two-field system of crop rotation with the three-
field system and the change from handicraft industry to the putting-
out system, the growth of towns and cities, thd development of and
increase in long distance trade, and the enclosure movement --these
factors, notably, contributed to the decline of feudalism and,
consequently, the emergence of capitalism in Western Europe (Hunt,
1975: 12-24). From the late fourteenth century through the early
sixteenth century, Europe experienced many peasant revolts., The
decay of feudalism was followed by the rise of commerce and the
formation of the nation states on European soil. The reudai
nobility fought hard to retain the old traditions and socio-economic
relations, but, due to the substructural changes already in effect,
the system was doomed to annihilation,
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2.2. Feudalism in Iran

Empirical accounts characterizing the land-holding system of
pre-capitalist Iran as feudal are often scattered, eclectic,
theoretically heterogeneous, spatially inconsistent, and temporally
limited in scope. Some historians have put their emphasis on a
specific period involving one or more of political dynasties while
others emphasize one or more successive rules of a similar nmature, _
There are scholars whose geographical unit of analysis covers the
whole Iranian territory, and there also are those whose concern is
limited to one or two provincial locatioxia. There are also those
researchers who have attempted to take into account the diverse
entities of rural, tribal, and urban structures; and those whose
concern is narrowed by one or two of these structural units., The
discussion below entertains a brief review of John Critchley's
remarks about the feudal institutions of pre-capitalist Iranian
society, and Farhad Nomani's systematic work on the development of

feudalism in medieval Iran.
2.2.1. dJohn Critchley: A Western View:

John Critchley believes that the timars system of land
assigmment in the Ottoman Empire is similar and connected with an
earlier practice of granting revenue in the Islamic world, that is,
iqta. The iqta included various forms of grants, assigmments, and
methods of political oonmiss:loning. These assignments were based on
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the revenues of the district governed. Critchley writes:

fhe introduction of iqta was credited by later Muslim

writers to Omar Khayyam's freind Nigam al-Mulk, d. 1092,

chief minister of the Saljuq Turkish rulers Alp Arslan

(1063) and Malik Shah (1072-92) ... but the principle went

back a good deal further, certainly before the arrival of

the Saljuqs in the Near Bast (1978: 26).

By establishing a connection between the word *fief" and ®"property
holding in return for service,® Critchley calls the iqta a fief. He
believes that some form of military service tenure can be fournd in
Iran, For example, Mahmud Ghazan (1295-1304), the Mongol ruler,
distributed Iranian lands to his army. The land divided among the
chief military leaders was further divided among their subordinates,
down to the individual soldier. The assignees had the right of
cultivation as long as they were able to perform the required
services. Those units of land subject to military service were
later called qashtu ("bow®) of land (Ibid.: 28-9).

According to Critchley, deeds of chivalry, when they are
conducted in the service of the king or a lord, represent some kind
of "feudal®™ relationships. Chivalry, in fact, represents an
embodiment of values of which one is feudal loyality. To
demonstrate the "knighthood" character of Iranian feudalism and show
the relations of loyality between lords and vassals, Critchley cites
some of the Iranian chivalric traditions mentioned in Iranian epics,
such as Shahnama, and religious texts, such as Zand Avesta. In his
view, these "heroic® values represent the relationship between lords
and vassals which were very much like those of the European context.

Warrior aristocracies are described by Critchley as feudal, not
beéause they held "fiefs,® but because they were adjuncts to a
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social and political role (Stand). Although thecretically the Shah
could dismiss the members of the nobility at his wish, in practice
this was not easy for him because the nobility actually dominated
the state. If Sassanid kings like Khusrow and Bahram had not taken
ocaths on their succession, they would not have been accepted as the
king by .the nobility. The Parthian (250 B.C.-227 A.D.) were feudal
varrior aristocrats of Iranian history. Some of them even resembled
medieval lmights, Gibon thought of them as "a 'lively image' of the
feudal state in Europe.®™ They were a military elite who imposed a
loose suzerrainty over an area touching the Chinese border at the
other end, Under the Arsacid kings Mithradates I (¢. 171-138 B.C.)
and II (c. 123-87 B.C.), ®"they were much addicted to pomp and
circumstance ... and ever ready to take arms®™ against the kings, if
necessary, to defend their honour. Critchley, by citing all these
examples, concludes that the feudalism of the Parthian represented a
political anarchy which was brought into order by Artaxerxes (226-41
A.D.).

To demonstrate how granting an office or right to collect taxes
leads to political fragmentation and disorder, Critchley argues that
the provincial governors of the Saljuq period regarded their domain
or rule as iqta's., Even in pre-Islamic Iran, there is an example in
which Darius the Great grants the governorship of cities to satraps
as a reward for their assistance in toppling Babylon. These grants
were free of service and lasted for a lifetime. In both pre-Islamic
and Islamic periods, granting the right to collect taxes meant the
right to rule. Revenue payers had to obey the revenue collectors,
The term soyurghal --a later term for iqta --referred to hereditary
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grants in whicp "the grantee had jurisdiction over the inhabitants
of the villages concerned® (Ibid.: 60).

The Iranian nobility, Critchley maintains, became its most
feudal when it became insubordinate. One consequence of this
insubordination is political decentralization and, at its extreme,
independence. As mentioned by Ibn Battuta, the breakdown of the
Mongol Il-Khanid in the middle of the fourteenth century followed
the rule of Jalayirids (1336-1452) and the Muzaffarids (1314-93) who
were "descended respectively from a governor of Anatolia and a
'commander of a thousand' under Mahmud Ghazan's land distribution®
(Ibid.: 68). Another indication of this fact is the preoccupation
of the Mongol emperor Jahangir (1605-27) in 1611 with the idea that
*his amirs should not play the sovereign.® (Ibid.) In pre-Islamic
Iran, even satraps, derived from the old Iranian Khshathrapavan,
were "protectors of a province" whose rulers were semi-independent.
Bach satrap exercised his authority in smaller courts in his own
domain, Some had their offices for life and some even handed them
to their sons. To further substantiate his position, Critchley
argues that:

It was satrapal revolts which enabled Arsaces in i:h:l.rd-

century Parthia and his descendants in second-century Iran

to ocome to power, so beginning the most feudal of all the

feudal epochs of Persian history" (Ibid.: 71).

Darius II (423-304 B.C.) himself was a satrap and Darius the Great
was the son of a satrap. Many of the provinces of the Parthian and

even earlier empires were once independent states.

In the next section of this chapter a critique is presented of
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the feudal model. However, to reflect on some of the specifics of
Critchley's argument, a few points are to be made here: A basic
problem in Critchley's characterization of iqta as a fief is that
while iqta is a social invention of Islamic era, most of the
historical evidence Critchley cites in support of his thesis is pre-
Islamic, Critchley does not really have a comprehensive picture of
the evolution of land ownership and land-holding in Iran., His
accounts are historically unsystematic and represent nothing more
than presentation of various examples from socio-economically
ditr&ent historical ocontexts.

Critchley's claim about political decentralization can not be
substantiated because, as he himself aclgnovledge'a, the so-called
"vassul kings® usually submitted their will to the "great king, the
King of Knigs® (Ibid.: 92). These independent states, as Critchley
calls them, were actually peripheral provinces of the central
govermment under the absolute rule of patrimonial despots.
Furthermore, as will be discussed later, losf of what are referred
to as examples of political decentralization in Iranian history, are
nothing more than short-lived political fluctuations and
distractions which often occurred at the time of the political
degeneration and disintegration of the political apparatus. When
the central govermment was strong, the autonomous attitudes of the

governors, local magnates, and land-holders were very much subdued.
2.2.2. Farhad Nomani: An Iranian View:

Nomani defines feudalism as a mode of production based om two
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complementary aspects of the relations and forces of production.
The characterization of the feudal mode of production included: (a)
a low level of technical development, (b) the dominance of natural
economy, (c¢) allotment of the land and other means of production to
the peasants and, (d) the peasant's personal dependence on the
landlord (Nomani, 1972: 13-16).

Nomani attempts to show the feudal character of Iranian pre-
capitalist society by tracing the changes of landownership in Iran
from the Sassanids (227-651 A.D.) up to the time of the Safavids
(1502-1736 A.D.). According to Nomani, the productive relations of
Iranian society from the early Sassanid to the end of the Mongol
pericd in the fifteenth century A.D. should be characterized as
feudal.

During this period, the basic form of exploitation of the
peasants in Iran had been "muzara'a.® Muzara'a was a contract
between the landlord and the peasant according to which the latter
was obliged to pay rent to the former, This rent was usually paid
in kind, i.e., a share of the crop. Since the landlord did not have
any demesne farming, as opposed to European feudalism in which
compulsory labor was necessary for farming of the lord's eqtgte,
labor rent was not an important form of rent in Iran., The only form
of labor rent that existed was the auxiliary labor of the peasants
in constructing the roads, digging and ocleaning water canals,
working in the lord's garden, and building palaces and fortress
walls, Money rent was usually paid as a proportion of the rent and
never became the only payable rent, This was often practiced in the
localities around or near the cities.
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With the development of the iqta system in the tenth century
A.D., the rent received by the state was distributed among the
soldiers or officials (muqta's). At the beginning, this income was
subject to tithe, but due to difficulties, the practice was later
stopped and the iqta became free of any financial obligation. This
led to the strengthening of the power of muqta's in dealing with
their peasants. Rent in the form of kharaj, either in money or in
kind, was received by the muqta's. The obligation of the peasants
did not end with the payment of kharaj or rent., They were subject
to many other dues and levies to ocover military expenses or the
construction of public facilities. The amount of the rents paid,
either in kind or money, and the kinds of dues and levies exacted
varied acoording to the time and the conditions., This variation
also depended on the number of production elements, such as seeds,
wvater, etc., oontributed by the landlord and the peasants,

The process which led to the disappearance of free communes
from the second to the fourth centuries A.D., due to their breakup
by landlords or their abandomment by the peasants pressed under
exorbitant taxes or under the peasants' act of commending, resulted
in the enserfment of the peasants by the kings or big landlords,
The dissolution of slavery in this period was followed by the rise
of feudalism. Peasants became the base of the Iranian economy.
Societal surplus was produced by these peasants and appropriated by
the rtﬁing classes. Peasants were merely tenants of the landlords,

With the abandomment of the slave-holding system, more and more
peasants became tenants and eventually depended on the lords. Under
the Sassanids, peasants had to do labor service and "to serve as
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foot-soldiers® (Nomani, 1972: 67). The dependence of peasants on
their lords came to its height in the tenth century A.D. "The
population was forced to seek the 'protection' of the local rulers
and lords who eventually turned the former owners into their
dependent tenants®™ (Ibid.,: 68). When these lords achieved a certain
level of political power, they exercised public and private power
over the peasants, Since most of these lords were the holders of
military iqta, they were entitled to carry the administrative and
military functions of the state., The muqta's were granted judicial
and political immunities, especially during the Mongol rule., The
peasants were under their authority and could be bought and sold
with the land. To acoount for the fact that in the Islamic law the
peasants were regarded as free men, Nomani argues that "due to the
fact that land was owned by landlords and the feudal state, peasants
were dependent on both as tenants, mostly as hereditary tenants®
(Ibid.: 118).

The iqta was a form of conditional feudal ownership of the land
which was developed during the tenth century A.D. It was the
granting of land in return for military or administrative services.
*The muqta' was to provide for the retainers® (Ibid.: 39). The
emergence and development of the iqta system of land ownership led
to the feudalization of the relations of production in Iran, The
iqta underwent many changes in the course of time and became
hereditary tenure by the end of the eleventh century A.D.

Provincial military commander who received iqta from the caliph or
the king had the right to oollect the taxes and rents from the
peasants. Although 'ﬁheoretically, muqtats did not have any
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Juridical rights over the peasants, ... in practice the possession
of an iqta clearly contributed to the inocrease of patronage®

(Ibid.: 39). The exercise of political and legal powers by
governors, who were at the same time muqta's, gave them an
independent status very much similar to those of European feudal
lords. The feudal lords became "the personification of all forms of
exploitation®, They fulfilled most of the functions of the central
govermment and had fiscal, administrative, and quasi-judicial
immunities,

While the feudal nature of medieval Iran resembled European
feudalism in many ways, there are also socme differences between the
two. HNomani specifies three peculiarities of the feudal relations
of production in Iran: (a) the non-existence of demesne farming
which reduced the role of landlords "in the organization of
agricul tural production,® (b) "the combination of large-scale feudal
landownership with small-scale peasant agriculture,” and (c) the
non-existence of labor rent (Ibid.: 119).

To demonstrate the feudal character of categories of
landownership in Iran, Nomani tries to document the development of
different forms of the social organization of land-holding between
300 A.D. and 1600 A.D. The nature of Nomani's historical research
is summarized below for a more accurate understanding of his
argument, and of conceptualization of various forms of land
ownership in pre-capitalist Iran,

Peasant's Communal Land: Based on the works of I.M. Diakanov,
the Soviet Iranologist, Nomani attempts to document the existence of
free peasant communes in early Iranian history. These self-
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governing communes existed in the central and eastern parts of the
Iranian empire. Under the military administrative unions of the
Achaemenids (550-330 B.C.) and the Seleucid dynasties (312-250
B.C.), these ocommunes gradually turned into village communes to
which peasants were bound. By the end of the Parthian period, these
communes were enserfed because the peasants failed to meet their
obligations and, thus, either they sold theﬁsolvea as slaves to the
landed magnates or became their dependent tenants, This process of
decommunization aided the rise of big landlords and diminished the
taxes paid to the central govermment. These developments, according
to Nomani, were very similar to the developments in Gaul toward the
end of the Roman empire. The predominant existence of communal
lands disappeared after the Arab invasion in the early decades of
the seventh century, while its remnants ocontinued to exist
afterwards (Ibid.: 19=21).

State Lands: After the Arab conquest the state lands became a
distinot feature of landownership in Iran. All the conquered lands
were considered as the property of the ummah, i.e., the Moslem
community. The lands owned by the landlords or possessed by the
dehqans (local landowners) and by the clergy remained unchanged.
The state lands were controlled by the state and their management
was left to the state officials, While the peasants working on the
land had to pay tribute, the landowners were only required to pay
kharaj (the land tax) to the state. In subsequent pox:ioda, the
Caliph assumed full ownership of these lands "in the name of the
state®™ and disposed of them at his own pleasure., The state
officials in charge of collecting kharaj often overtaxed the
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peasants and appropriated the additional dues for themselves. These
practices led to the increased dependence of peasants on the state
officials, especially during the Mongol period.

Under the Il-Khans (1256-1336) some of these lands were granted
to the private owners or local magnates as military iqta. The
remaining portion of these lands were given to bidders as muqata'eh.
Mugata'eh was a form of contract involving "... the farming of the
revenue of a district in exchange for a fixed sum for several years"
(Ibid.: 28). With these developments, the state lands loaf. their
significance. "As a rule,® writes Nomani, ®"it seems that the state
was not the dominant recipient of the surplus product® (Ibid.: 119).

Crown Lands: These are the private estates of kings, Caliphs,
or khans, which were administered by special divans (bureau) set up
by the ruler himself. The income received from these lands was used
to maintain the court and the rulerts family. Thearetically, this .
income was different from the income received from state lands; but,
practically, both were ocontrolled by the ruler and used for
supporting the royal family. It was under the Umayyads (661-750
A.D.) that the distinction between the two became important. The
tax and rent on these lands coincided and, in many cases, both were
paid to the king.

Except for a short period after the Arab invasion, the crown
lands often constituted an important phenomenon of Iranian society.
They have often existed in Iran as a distinct category from the
Achaemenid (550-33 B.C.) to the Il-Khanid (1256-1336 A.D.) period.
Newly oconquered territories or confiscated lands were attached en
masse to the crown lands and became the inalienable and hereditary
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property of the ruling families. The confiscation of lands and
their attachment to the crown lands bee.ane an extensive practice
during the Abbassids (749-1258 A.D.). One of the methods of
inoreasing the crown lands in this period was the practice of
commendation. This, called ilja, was a way for small land-holders
and peasant farmers to acquire the protection of a powerful lord by
ceding their lands to them. Through these practices they were able
to protect themselves against the confiscation of their land by
foreign troops and bandits and/or exorbitant taxes imposed by
government officials, Ilja was very much similar to its
corresponding institution of commendation in Western Europe.

During the rule of the Mongols, the crown lands were called
inju. Inju referred not only to the land, "but also to the pecple
living on the land®. Inju lands were eitrenely large and similar to
allodial property; that is, their ownership did not entail any
obligation. HNot subject to tax, they could be transferred, bought,
and sold at the wish of the owner. They were hereditary lands which
covered vast areas all over the country.

'Private Landed Estates: Private landed estates, called ziya',
mulk, melk, or arbabi, are estates of small peasant farmers, the
dehqans, and big lords, These lands were rented to the peasants
because it was uncommon for the landlords to cultivate their own
lands, The surplus from these lands was divided between the lord
and the state because these lands were usually subject to a =mall
tax called usher (tithe). Beyond this, the owners of these estates
had no obligation to the state. The ownership of these lands was
unconditional: they could be "disposed of, transmited by
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inheritence, or transformed into waqf* (religious endowment)
(Ibid.: 30).

The small lords, the dehqans, were a distinct category of
landlords during the Sassanid period (227-651 A.D.) who had a very
important role in the society. After the Arab conquest, they
maintained their estates by paying tribute to bait ul-mal, the
public Moslem treasury. During the Abbassid period (T49-1258 A.D.)
they continued to spread out over the country. But due to the later
change from unconditional to conditional land tenure systén during
the eleventh and twelfth centuries, many of these private lands, at
the time called mulk, were confiscated. The increase in conditional
grant of 1§nd as iqta "reduced the extent and number of mulk lands
which became subject to oconfiscation or commendation by powerful
muqta's® (Ibid.: 33)

Vaqf Lands: Vaqf is an Islamic institution developed after the
invasion of the Arabs. Vaqf lands were those lands immobilized for
some religious purposes. They were not to be sold or trahaferred.
The person holding vaq'r land had the right of usufruct (manfaah) but
did not own the land, The incomes from these lands went to the
beneficiaries. The curators also had the right to receive a tithe
from this income. These lands were exempt from taxation and the
income received from them was distributed among the theologians and
the ulama (clergy). The latter received the surplus created on the
muqufeh as pensions in the férn of money or products,

According to Nomani, the institution of vaqf may be regarded as
a conditional form of feudal landownership which is very similar to
the Church estates in the Middle Ages, with the only difference
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being that in the vaqf the legator could stipulate some conditionms
in the use of the income and also appoint the curator.

Despite the religious character of vaqf lands, they were not
immune from confiscation by the state or foreign invaders. The
Caliphs usually attempted to bring the management of these lands
under their own control, and were more or less successful., Some of
the reasons the landlords turned their estates into vaqf include
protection of their property against confiscation by the state or
big landlords, tax exemption, and prevention of further division of
their estates into smaller units upon their death.

Pasture Lands of the Nomads: The last category of land
discussed by Nomani is pasture lands controlled by nomads, i‘heae
are the lands used by the nomads acoording to their seasonal
movements., These lands, called yurt, were usually granted as iqta
or inju. During the Saljugs, the granting of these lands was
practiced widely --a practice which even increased during the Mongol
period. However, this oategory'of land, according to Nomani, was

not an important form of ownership even during the Mongol rule.

Finally, bhaving demonstrated the validity of the feudal nature
of the social relations of production in medieval Iran, Nomani then
develops a oritique of the "Asiatic mode of production® argument.

He maintains that the Asiatic mode of production is characterized by
the absence of private property in land, by centrally controlled
irrigation works, and by the subordination of the towns to the
central authority. Nomani rejects the validity of this model and
argues (a) that neither the communal ownership of land nor the
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ownorship of land by the state have been the dominant forms of
landownership throughout Iranian history, (b) that centralized
control of large-scale irrigation works has not been a predominant
character of productive relations organized by the state, and (c)
that although the landlords have usually lived in towns, their
presence in their estates can be documented for at least the period
of the fifth to the eighth centuries A.D. Even when these lords
lived in the cities, they did so not because of the absence of
private ownership of land or the importance of large-scale hydraulic
system, but because they were not the organizers of agricultural

production,
2.3. Critique: The Argument Aganist Feudalism

There is a widespread and healthy scepticism with regard to the
broad generalization about the existence of feudalism in pre-
capitalist Iran. This scepticism, of course, is a natural
consequence of an increased awareness of the endless complexity of
historical situations, The examination of historical facts and
theoretical models suggests that the characterization of pre-
capitalist Iran as purely "feudal® is quite inadequate. It is the
conviction of this author that the pre-capitalist Iranian social
structure manifests socio-economic characteristics which cannot be
fitted into categories based on Western European experience without
doing a great deal of violence to Iranian history. As Anderson put

this:
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Asian development cannot in any way be reduced to a

uniform residual category, left over after the canons of

European evolution have been established. Any serious

theoretical exploration of the historical field outside

feudal Europe will have to supersede traditional and-

generic contrasts with it, and proceed to a concrete and

accurate typology of social formations and State systems

in their own right, which respects their very great

differences of structure and development. It is merely in

the night of our ignorance that all alien shapes take on

the same hue (Anderson, 19T4: 548=49).

After all, every social science remains in structure a science of
history. Therefore, to operate with models which are not rooted in
time represents a reification of dynamic structures. As C.W, Mills
(1959: 149) bhas argued, one cannot expect to have a real
understanding of any single society until one considers the
"principle of historical specificity® ——a principle for the
understanding of which we owe a great deal to Marx, It is for this
reason that Marx designed a different term for Oriental societies in
order to explain the peculiarities of these societies as compared
with the socio-historical development of Europe,

This does not mean that the phenomenon of "feudalism,” for
instance, has been peculiar to the European experience and has
practically little or no applicability outside of its original
context, On the contrary, it is believed that similar social
organizations of labor can be found across all three continents.
Many Middle Eastern scholars have identified the systems of land-
holding in their respective countries as feudalism and have compared
the iqta with European fiefs (Cf. Polak, 1977). However, in
applying this or other socioclogical concepts to the non-European
context, care should be given to both the context-specific meanings
of these terms, because they usually signify some peculiar features

60



of the realitieé for which they are originally constructed, and the
way in which they are conceptualized.

There is a marked tendency amongst Iranian Marxist activists
(Jazani, 1978; O.I.P.F.G., n.d.; C.I.S., 1973), and to a lesser
extent among historians and sociologists (Khamsi, 1968; Nomani,
1972; Vardasbi, 1975; Tabari, 1975; Saleh, 1978), to view the pre-
capitalist structure of Iran as a feudal structure. The views of
these authors, especially the farmer, are heavily based on the
official Soviet Orientalogist's interpretation of Marx's scheme of
the historical development of Western society (Cf. Petrushevsky,
et, al., 1967). Soviet Marxism has labeled the pre-capitalist
societies of the Middle East as "feudal®™ (I.E.A.S. of the U.S.S.R.,
1957: 42-3). The thecretical basis of this view is that the "five
main aspects of the relations of production ... known to history
[are] primitive commune, slave, feudal, capitalist and socialist"®
(Stalin, 1941: 23). Accordingly, Iran, like every other éociety,
should pass through the stages of slavery, feudalism, capitalism,
and finally socialism. Of course, there are some qualifications
made that each society may possess some special features different
from those of the Western society. Thus, some of these authors
speak of Iranian "semi-feudalism,® or "pseudo-feudalism™ and so on.

A careful reading of Marx's writings renders this view to be
inadequate. As Huberman and Sweezy (1969: 16) have mentioned, it is
absurd to prut the theoretical schema laid down in the Mapifesto as
a universal formula., Reducing the history of humankind to five
successive stages of development means to leave behind the
scientific method of historical analysis and, as Roger Garaudy has
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pointed out, to "return to a speculative and dogmatic philosophy of
history" (Quoted in Melotti, 1977: 19).

A mode of production is a theoretical construct which defines a
coherent and historically specific set of social relationships of
production and appropriation. This thecoretical construct helps us
to ",.. lay bare the implicit 'logic*' of historical developments by
stripping away the fartuitous accretion that blur [its] outline"™

(Melotti, 1977: 5). As Marx put it:

Viewed apart from real history, these abstractions have in
themselves no value whatsoever. They can only serve to
facilitate the arrangement of historical material, to
indicate the sequence of its strata. But they by no means
afford a recipe or schema, as does philosophy, for neatly
trimming the epochs of history. On the contrary, our
difficulties begin only when we set about the observation
and the arrangement --the real depiction of our historical
material, whether of a past epoch or of the present. The
removal of these difficulties is governed by premises
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