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teeded in spite of the complex political system.

T}}C‘Suprcme Leader, Ayatollah Khameini, is appointed for life by the j\"*C‘?“;
oo Experts; he sits at the top of Iran’s political system and can veto presidential
“didates, He als0 appoints senior government officials and makes sure that

ORGP . i : and « ke
“HY 15 1n line with his interpretation of Islamic law. The Supreme Lead o
ho are located throughout the poli

| rcprcscnmm'es

n, the :\yatolluh

bly

t‘flp?;;?;] Hinceouy SPCCia} representatives W P
€15 able t’ miludmg foreign alrilbassadors._ Throu.g‘lTSt\z;ithi}; .
% up o shape both domestic and foreign policy.

Paralleled formal political power.

ve branch. He s

: cecut
al head of the exect S s prcsidt‘m

¢ 1 . . @ -
teceg itesldent, Ahmadinejad, is the form Lt
¢ . . . ee X

Ay Ty four years, with a limit of two terms. " candidates have to be

TS COHSide d ti rocess, TR IC.('Cd and

tz:iilcd by the Gu::'di:ntrélzu::irln(iic;:;; the type of lndlv‘iziec peted 467
’ : is in Charg

to\da Sequent foreign policy behavior. The prcsx.dcr{t 1s 11 .

HC Cy mnmﬂg Qf thcgcofntryy hc 3150 has chcral fOfClgﬂg)Oll;i,;ns 'ntc‘fnnnmm

%‘ita the S“Pmme.Natio;xal' Security Council (Si)srs :

" w accepts the credentials of foreign aMO*




G!'aemc
AM ! ~tafly” =
212 e L Dy he il
: + fnally convince that Iran’s better ; |
988. /\kh‘)u5"h oo’ asiing . Inter .jon Y
the war "" 1 ting @ cessation of h‘o?nhtxcs, Kh‘(‘n.nexm ® en}ill’ked at th:? S Wey, Coﬂ‘f’en;}reigﬂ
scrved by ‘quP 4 68 ddam Husseins Iraq was like drmkmg poison” timg that r‘;niaf‘ vstex
making pc‘:iu:l :l " h policy decisions, both the Shah and KhOmeini.h i ciCal S;_iiffl‘
;th? : : irI rﬁf e values held by Iranians and had to decide whe theid 10 cop gﬁrcme},‘,more
it certal : P .1 t an's
“th or SUppress them. These valu.eS.mClUded 00 imperialism and anti‘: hong by 1{‘11'1 Jly un
= The nationalizntion of the oil industry in 1951, for example, wy St con® uhaé an 1
- : [ranian independ . an
Jriven by the desue.to .demonitrsate. t’ Ao pendence f:rom colonia] ; ;‘?n the pure
Both American capitalism a1¢ s f : lsmbwere rejected as corrupt " st pOVVE
foreign. There Was a strong .connectlon, of course, between antiwestern ar g the mcil which
and Islam. The 1979 revolution brought about domination by the religio tudeg Councts perE
ishment and an jsolationist foreign policy, and as pointed out earlier thus'cstah. speed " s
exporting the revolution was also connected to Islam. > ¢ idea of choke pomts'c‘
After the revolution _in 1?79, Ayatollah Khomeini had a significant inf} | Prchﬂt :h qul();
on the foreign policy direction of the state. During the 1980s, two im uence | Pfcvent he g
guided Tranian foreign policy: (1) to deal with regimes that were o mpmﬁves The ranian P!
tes and avoid taking sides in the Cold War and (2) to persevere Svgth e 3 why curren?t P
Iraq war. As velayet-¢ faqib, Khomeini's authority was virtually unass axlt:lehn“ . to try tO inflate
he had almost complete control over the Iranian policy-making proc and : There is I
the duration of his leadership, he controlled the direction of lragnpian ft:fs. Dumg : pud pOBES
icy. His worldview focused Iranian foreign policy on confronti Wpd- | dinejad. Botk
as corrupt regimes, and in particular h d : onting what he viewed £ extremely rutl
that were oppressing their Shii e was etermined to deal with those regimes = chd
iite populations. He also wanted Iran to avoid taking Gall 'ﬁc d M

sides during the Cold War and

e and keep an equal distance from the bloes ed wi
; ;} k‘if:lic’c;‘ftgtcs' :'md the Soviet Uni:)ln, WI:ichC;c beht?:d b‘fjﬂﬂ“
. mal};')u e _mdlg'ld\.ml level of analysis was a particularl 2 k:l d
. dmkmmd oreign policy during Ayatollah t?t adershiy
s ﬁagmen::dthazfl Khomcini in 1989, thg T ,. !,.c 1-4@4. :
was eroding. nd contentious entity, and a ; cor
ol e Kbl chasisgac

president of the ] !1997 main p




Wer
ey
Na]
ta-
v In
the
ted
€re

to
Pt
ed
ise

ih,
gn
12
in
|at

RN W Y

“alug ‘i
i IO was unacceptable to Khomeint, W

“ehsive . :
efore ; ind move the fight into Iraq. The war co
e

1,

35151

% A‘mbs’ and Sunni Muslims ovcn’OdC | ani-
% person

1
se U I resources oo 1
i ; “OnNtin.
| th [ u * i to Prod
Ol i tNCOrics Oore St e ; +
11 N .. O (Th,lr “h{tual int e 1rit(_'rh_r ;
2 _~ational cooperation (see Ch- Rerdenaes N fron
8 Wlbam v Penden, rom
! that interdepen . r]iHmv : tnce teng
; hen that interdependene Never . nds
R e -raependence is agym L, as aro. 1 b to
o : her, tk : “SyMmetrie gued by,
\ 1t v F Y vl 4 / C : Y n,, :
esources Of anOtNET, the potential for confl; 'Cand g, State g 0
e 1 gD RS * C . , . e
. this chapter, several of the t tends to €pend

1 gres - 1
SE R L g ks s.r(dr Powers h'd\'c ndcmf; As -
f‘,f\il}r tOo maintain access to {h(_-u- rCSf)Ur(m

I % : p()htlc5
-~ However, thest resources have also provide : b,\ Neorey);

WL 1 western economies. Some believe e

1%

. ed Western interference in Iranian

mel

litary a¢¢;

- Y action a02ines T 1
oil prices F gainst Tehy,
> -onificant military assets it wi prices. }Urthcrmore i Yoan & a1n
jevelop signuficant mulitary assets it will be able to defend it If » 18 Iran is ghe
a9 1 E C se it
rerference and f“’t”m’ln." be able to use its v: g AgaInst westery

: h 15 ONE of its main I‘()I‘Cign }"()licv aims.

because of 1ts impact on global

Internal Factors

—
Jull

the 1980s, r\m'impcjrati\.'cs gu%dcd Iranian foreign policy. The first was
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oncept and title of the velayet-e fagih (supreme jurist), this charismatic leader
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ellent example.
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followers. A new government under his leadership was eventually formed in 198,

Khomeini’s government took a radical new direction in domestic and forei

policies. Initially, Khomeini confronted the United States, which he referred to 1
the “Great Satan.” He tacitly approved a move by radical students to seize fifty-
rwo U.S. embassy staff as hostages and to hold them for 444 days. In reality,
though, the fmgrfxcntcd nature of Iran’s government after the revolution meant
that there were different nodes of power within the political system, and it may
:xnz;cht;ecn difficult for éhc Ayatollah to suppress the students without undermin- -
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s, from 1945 to 1978, Iranian foreign policy seemed to be driven by the

demands of external powers rather than domestic political elites or Iran’s own

ategic calculations. The anarchical international system and the inability of
lancing behavior by allying

on the United

lnn to guarantee its own security resulted in their ba
temselves closely to the United States. Iran was heavily reliant
Mates for economic aid and armaments, deepening its dependency on a nation
“at many Iranian citizens did not support. Thus, a common explanation Qt [ran-
“loreign policy during this time would focus on the system level, particularly
*wlaity and its influence on Iranian foreign policy calculations.
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Jbdicate and be replaced by his son Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, who was thought  § sured
10 be more compliant. In exchange for Iranian assistance, Britain and the Soviet  § ! .

Union pledged to remove their troops from Iran’s territory six months after the
war ended. This commitment was confirmed at the Tehran conference in Noven-
ber 1943 by U.S. President Franklin D. Roosevelt, British Prime Minister Winston
Churchill, and Soviet leader Josef Stalin. v .
However, the strategic calculations of the victorious allies seemed to changt
vcrylitdeaftcrthecndofWoﬂdWarII.ImmainadﬁW' rtant during
the Cold War. Soviet soldiers stayed six MWmIMW u
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considerable supply of natural resources, it tmdnmn ally has been \ m:~ e

-mloit them. Rather, these resources and Iran’s strat egic location have provided
xntives for the great powers, particularly Great Britain, the U nited States, and
Russia/Soviet Union, to interfere in Iranian politics. Second, is an exploration of

t¢ domest IC T olitical fac tors that have such a strong influence on Iranian I‘oml'«m
; e “"‘5-?' er addresses the historical context that has made domestic polit-
2 competition more impactful on foreign policy than the political preferences
Iran's individual leaders. Since the accession of Shah Reza Pahlavi, Irans
gement in the regional politics of the Middle East has been mediated by a
s of internal crises and leadership changes. This chapter examines the foreign
wicy behavior of Iran under the Shah, the effects of the revolution in 1979,
75:? s at reconciliation with the west under Khatami, and finally the torw{n
"4 of Ayatollah Khameini and the rise of the neoconsery Jtl\eb}\u;&'it;irte;i
“wship of President Ahmadinejad. While Irz s different elites chose &

d reduce the
s, ‘h eir overall aim was to increase Iran’s reﬂ“’“"11 influence a1
e of external powers in Iran’s domestic politics.

Historical Context e
th € ’
fyda back man thousands of years. fa che ! th north were
. gicall e The Russians FO e Indis ©
Wm& Y important but militarily weak. scure links ¥ with

and t;be Bntmh Empxre wanted to us€ Iran's 205

wg
% 2 histo




CHAPTER 10

w The Changing Character of Iranian FOreign Policy

Graeme A M. Davies

- “ia
cinating bistory. Located at the center of a critically importang
ZZZa}IM;o?ftics, it recfived. a great deal ‘ffaﬂmtéo'; dﬁ I':/m the Superpower ;;g? i
Powerful states in the Middle East during the Co ar. Its oil reserves b"‘"'ﬂc
others dependent on Ira, but this chapter explcfres the puzz{g t)j":tuby P o
vided Iran with leverage in international relatzorfs. Rather, its o1l has attracted yy.:
actors—including Great Britain, the Soviet Union/Russia, and the United St
each trying to control or seek concessions from Iran. Iran has also been affected i
political competitions and rivalry, both in the global conflict between the United Stag
and the Soviet Union (particularly with the U.S.—British-sponsored coup againg |
Prime Minister Mossadeq in 1953) and in regional conflicts in the Middle East.Inthy | |
chapter, Graeme Davies shows how Iran has attempted to cope with these externd | |
pressures along with its desire to play an influential role in the Persian Gulf. -
The importance of Tranian leaders’ beliefs in shaping foret icy parallels the e
significance of leaders like De Gaulle in France ( Cba;m%{ Ngmfg?n& (Chapter i
8), and Chavez in Venezuela (Chapter 14). Like those of China (Chapter 6), Suth '
Nigeria (Chapter 11), Iran’s political sytems




