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Part I: General Background

11

Introduction

1.

The Statement of a Problem

Pastoral nomad tribes played an important role in the Persian society throughout
the history (1). It was their political and the military functions, especially the great
tribes, which made the position of tribal chieftains significant. In fact, the effect of
pastoral nomad tribes as a whole on the Persian society was beyond the size of their
population. The political and military structure of the tribes caused the tribesmen under
the leadership of their chieftains were able to defend of themselves against the
neighbours and rival tribes as well as settlers or even expand their territory. The history
of Persia indicates that the rise, maintenance and the fall of the many of dynasties was
highly depended on the nomad tribes. Also the majority founders of dynasties were
tribal in origin (2).
The purpose of this study is to examine the power of nomad tribes in the political
situation of Persia during 1919-1925. It will begin with a short review of nomadism and
nomad tribes’ political role in Persia since early history.
The archaeological resources and historical records presented the following
timeline of nomad tribes that ruled the Iranian plateau for almost four thousand years. In
the second millennium BC, the pastoral tribes of mountain-chain of Zagros captured the
plain of Mesopotamia and ruled there for many centuries. At the same time, Aryan
tribes migrated from the north into Central Asia, Caucasus and the Iranian plateau.
The Medes which was one of the branches of Iranian tribes settled down in the
west and the Persian tribes in the south-west of the Iranian plateau. The Greek
historians, Herodotus and Xenophanes, recorded that the Medes and Persian tribes were
settled and agriculturist. Meanwhile a part of them continued to be nomads and
pastoralists. The chiefs of Medes and Persian tribes founded two successive dynasties,
who ruled in a vast area for about four centuries (7o1-330 BC). “Parthians”, another
branch of Iranian tribes, who resided on the north east of Persia, they founded a dynasty
in 250 BC and remained in power for almost five centuries until 224 AD. The Parthians
Empire was the main rival of Seleucid and Roman Empires in west Asia. Then, the
Sassanid dynasty came to power in 224 AD and stayed in power until 653 AD. They
12

were originally city dweller, but related to the nomad tribes of Fars as well. Also some
of the Parthians aristocrat clans joint the new dynasty. Sassanid remained in power for
over four centuries and was the rival of Roman and Byzantine Empires.
The Persian Empire was invaded by Muslim Arabs in the seventh century. As a
result of this invasion, several Arab tribes settled in Persia. They resided throughout the
country mainly in the south and the east. Most of them integrated in the Persian society
and a good number of them reached the high-ranking political and military positions
and were in power until recently (3).
From eleven to fourteen centuries Persia continuously confronted with the
invasions and migrations of Turkish and Mongol tribes. They formed the following
dynasties: Saljuqid in eleven-twelve centuries, Kharazmshahid in twelve-thirteen
centuries, the Mongol Ilkhanid in thirteen- fourteen centuries and Timurid in fourteenfifteen centuries. Finally, in the fifteenth century two Turkish dynasties, Aq-qoyunlu
and Qara-qoyunlo were founded in Azarbaijan. They were nomad in origin and their
territory compiled of today’s western Persia, Caucasus, eastern Anatolia and northern
Iraq.
At the beginning of the sixteen century, the Safavid came to power in Persia.
They were city dwellers, but they came to the power with the assistance of tribal chiefs
of the tribes and tribal horsemen. After the fall of Safavid by the Pashtun tribes of
Kandahar in 1722, Persia suffered of internal power struggles between the tribal
chieftains. The Pashtun tribes remained in power for only a few years. They were
defeated by Nader of Afshar tribe of Khorassan. He founded a new dynasty in 1730, but
he was assassinated by certain tribal chieftains in 1747.
Then, a chief of the Zand tribe of Laks came to the power and established the
Zand dynasty in 1750. The founder of Zand dynasty ruled for almost thirty years (17501779), but his successors could not hold the power due to internal family rivalries and
the appearance of a strong tribal rival in the north of the country. At the end Aqa
Mohammad Khan, the chief of the Qajar tribe took the power. The Qajars ruled for
more than hundred thirty years. They were the last tribal dynasty in Persia.
This review presents the following fact that in the second millennium from the
arrival of Turkish tribes into the Iranian plateau in eleven century until the fall of Qajars
in 1925, the dynasties that subsequently came to power in Persia, with one exception
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were tribal in origin. The Safavid dynasty was the only one which ruled in Persia
without having the tribal background.
The military potential of tribes placed the chiefs of great tribes in a high position
and they enjoyed of great influence in the Royal Court and provincial level. An
important part of the Persian military forces was nomad cavalry detachments throughout
the history. The tribal levies under the command of their chiefs participated in the army.
In many areas the chiefs of tribes arranged the road guards and the local security.
Since the 18th century the tribesmen were gradually equipped with fire arms. This
change increased the power of tribesmen and the tribal chieftains. In the 19th century
and the first decades of the 20th century, there were still more than one-fourth of the
population in Persia or over two and half millions’ nomads and semi-nomads, who
scattered throughout the country.
The ruling clans of the tribes were an important section of the ruling class in
Persia. In addition to their tribes, the chieftains of great tribes ruled over a vast nontribal area in provincial level (4). They had a great influence over the cities and
controlled the commercial routes.
In the first half of the 19th century Persia confronted with the military campaign of
two modern states: Russia and Great Britain. After the victory of the two great powers,
they expanded their political and commercial activities in Persia. The two great powers
recognised the military and political importance of nomad tribes and tribal chieftains in
Persia.
Russia and Britain opened friendly relation with the tribal chieftains in the north
and the south. The Russian and British enterprise began their economic activities in the
north and south-west region in the second half of the 19th century and developed their
relations with the tribal chieftains and in certain circumstances some of the tribal
chieftains were encouraged against the Central Government (5).
At the beginning of the 20th century, a British Oil Company started searching for
oil in Bakhtiyari and Khuzestan based on a concession. The Oil Company concluded
Agreements in 1905 & 1909 with the tribal chieftains of Bakhtiyari and Mohaysen with
the assistant of the British Government’s representatives in Persia including organising
the Watch Guards to keep secure the oil fields, oil-pipes, installations and refinery of the
Company. The agreements were concluded without the knowledge and permission of
the Persian Government.
14

British and Russian Governments, who expanded their influence in Asia in the
19th century, in conventions of 1907 and 1915, divided Asian countries including Persia
into sphere of influence. The two colonial powers stationed their forces in Persia and
expanded their relations with some other tribal chieftains. With the outbreak of the First
World War, Persia became the theatre of War by the belligerents. The two sides
endeavoured to persuade the tribal forces to join them. The chiefs of the tribes were
divided between the two sides. The great tribes received even heavy artillery and the
tribal chieftains became stronger (6).

1.1.

Persia after the War

With the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia, Russian forces evacuated the Persian
soil, but after the War, British forces did not evacuate Persia and remained there. British
Government intended to bring the Persian administration and army under British
supervision through an advisory system. For the reason, the Anglo-Persian Agreement
1919 was concluded. At this juncture a number of the southern tribal chieftains, who
equipped their tribes with the British arms and assisted British forces in the War, they
were still well armed and the tribal chieftains enjoyed of a considerable power in the
presence of British forces in the country (7).
According to the Anglo-Persian Agreement 1919 the Joint Military and Financial
Commissions were set up in 1920 to study the organisation of a modern army and to
implement the administration and financial reforms in Persia. The report of the Joint
Military Commission considered the nomad tribes as the main internal source of
insecurity.
With regard to the internal and international oppositions to the Anglo-Persian
Agreement 1919, the Joint Commissions and the implementation of the Agreement was
postponed and under international pressure British forces gradually in 1921-1922
evacuated the Persian soil and local forces under British Command were disbanded.
The coup d’état of Persian Cossack in 21 February 1921 fulfilled the military
vacuum. After the coup, the Persian Cabinets took steps to implement the necessary
administration reforms and to organise a uniform army. The Commander of the Persian
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Cossacks organised a modern army based on available modern forces in Persia. It was
intended to replace the uniform army to the traditional and modern forces.
The Persian Cossack, then Army Officers had a negative view about the nomad
tribes. In less than five years the tribal forces were severity suppressed by the army in
Persia and the authority of Central Government was re-establish even in remote areas
(8). The army pacified first the tribes in the north and north-west provinces in 1921 and
1922. Then the Persian Government prepared to finish this process in the south-west
and south-east of Persia. The Persian Government came into negotiation with the British
(9). At the end of the year 1924, the Persian army brought to an end the tribal crisis in
the province Khuzestan, where the oil-pipe and oil refinery installed.
During the years 1924-25, the Persian army started to disarm the tribes throughout
the country and dismissed most of the chieftains from tribal Governorship. The tribal
chieftain lost their political and military position and the tribesmen were brought under
the local commanders. The resistance in certain tribal areas was finally broken by the
army, whereas the nomad and semi-nomad tribes had still potentially a considerable
military warlike (10). It was the first part of the project on settlement of the nomads in
Persia in 1921-1941 (11). The tribal and centralization policy of the Persian
Government in those years shaped the Political, social and military process of modern
Persia throughout the 20th century.

2.

The Relevant Questionings

With regard to the historical power of tribal chieftains in Persia, the central
question is: how a small army could break the power of nomad tribes with a relatively
high percentage of warlike potential in a very short time?
There are additional questions on this subject. Why the chiefs of the great tribes
couldn’t form a stable alliance? Which limitations had the pre-modern form
organisation of nomad tribe on confrontation with a modern army? Why did the Persian
Army Commanders determine to crash the power of tribal chieftain in 1919-1925?
Would the army of a modern state-nation let the existence of paramilitary tribes in the
country? Which were the view and the policy of the Persian civil administration and the
political wing of the Government on tribal question in the years 1919-1925?
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With regard to the British Government and the Oil Company relation with several
lesser and great tribal chieftains in Persia particularly in the south, which tribal policy
followed British Government during the years 1919-1925? Which purpose followed the
Anglo-Persian Military Commission on tribal question in 1920 and what was the
reaction of British Government to the centralisation policy of the Persian Government in
southern Persia, where the British had vital interests and which tribal policy did British
follow in 1919-1921?

2.

Theoretical Basis

The following theses would be discussed on this subject :
A)

The social structure of nomad and semi-nomad tribes has a military
form. The tribes were, therefore, potentially in a position to provide
fighting force to defend of tribal territory or even raiding to other areas.

In daily life of the pastoral tribe faced many perils due to their nomadic way of
life. The nomad people had to defend of their tribes against natural hazards as well as
the rival tribes and the settlers. Horse breeding was prevalent in the tribes and since
childhood the tribesmen used to riding and shooting. Due to their long experience, the
tribesmen were skilful in riding and shooting. The warlike potential of tribesmen was
much higher than villagers and city dwellers.
The social organisation of a nomad tribe is almost similar to the army
organisation. An extended family as the smallest social unit was able to secure
tranquilly and defend of its members. A social unit consisted of several nuclear families
under the leadership of father or a brother. Each tent of a nuclear family provided at
least a warlike in the social group.
A number of extended families, who reside not far from each other and usually
had a kinship relation, form a greater units under a greater leadership. A tribal chief is at
the top of the hierarchy and pyramid of the tribe. The power of the tribal leadership in
hierarchy system consolidated through a genealogical patrilineal decent and real or
supposition relationship in tribal level.
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A tribe base on affinity relation, common land and pasture as well as political and
administration co-operation bring a strong solidarity among the tribesmen to fight with a
high motion against the outside aggression. The tribesmen are ready to fight for their
interests and even invaded the neighbour rival tribe or village and town settlers. Due to
this military potentiality, the chiefs of the nomad tribes enjoy of high political position
in the provinces and state level.
In pre-capitalist time there was always struggle between the Central Government
and the nomad tribes. The nomad chieftains challenged the power of the Central
Government. Military campaign was the respond to the tribal unrest. The Central
Government came out often as the conqueror of the war with a change in the leadership
of the tribe. Sometimes we are the witness of tribal partition and transfer of a section of
the tribe into another province. For two reasons this process never came to an end.
First of all the nomadic way of life continued to exist. Secondly, most of the frontiers
were guarded by the nomad tribes without expense for the Central Government.

B)

In the process of the modern nation-state’s building, there would be no
place for the semi-independent tribal chieftains. For the reason the
Persian Army did not tolerate the existence of the tribal unites in the
country.

In modern time, the state organises a uniform professional army. The first
responsibility of the army in a modern society is to secure the tranquillity in the society
and to guarantee the security of the commercial routes. The defence of the border of the
country against foreign invasion is the next responsibility of the army. The nomad tribes
cannot do very much against the invasion of the army of foreign powers. The army is
the sole military power in the country and there would be no place for any other force
outside the state.
After about three decades of chaos, the Persian Government prepared to establish
the uniform modern Army as the monopoly of force in the country. From the Persian
Government view point the foreign force as well as the tribal force in the years 18961925 weakened the position of the Central Government and causing the natural state in
Persia. The establishment of the Persian Army as the monopoly of military force, the
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evacuation of the foreign forces as well as the suppression, disarmament of the tribes
would bring to an end the natural state in Persia.
There was additional problem in this relation in the south Persia. British
Government financed and armed some of the southern tribes for the safety of British
interests and British policy. The Persian Army would achieve to the monopoly of power
in the south if the Persian Government would succeed to break the relations British and
those tribal chieftains. The Persian Government negotiated with the British on this
subject and asked

British Government to follow a new approach in her policy in

Persia. The events at the end of 1924 indicate that the southern tribes lost the foreign
support. They could not resist to the monopoly power of the Persian Army.
Despite the fact that the modern Persian army was not so efficient and wellequipped as the army in developed states, but still it had more military capability than
the nomad tribes. First of all it was a professional and permanent army and was
equipped with various modern arms. The use of heavy arms and artillery as well as
modern transport and telecommunication developed in the Persian Army.
The uniform army received various training including military training and the use
of modern arms. The army put aeroplane in circulation for the military and
telecommunication purposes. For the reason, the Persian army had the military
superiority to pastoral nomad tribes in the country. Additionally, the modern army had
an arsenal and produced itself a part of necessary arms and ammunition.
The army had the political support of Parliament, Press and the public particularly
the settlers, who expected the army to guarantee the internal security of the country. The
Persian particularly the settlers suffered from foreign forces and the tribal unrest. For
almost three decades disorder and highway robbery prevailed in the country. Security
found priority in the eyes of the citizens. With the victory of the army in suppression the
tribal unrest the Commander of the Persian Army gain a stronger position against his
rivals in the army and in his oppositions in the Persian Parliament.

C)

Persia was in Transformation process in the years 1919-1925 from
pastoral nomadism towards agriculture. From a traditional city with
traditional social structure towards a new society with new middle class
and modern labour groups.
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Traditionally, there were three forms of living and community in Persia; nomadic
way of life rural life and city dwelling. Three main productions were pastoralism,
cultivation, craft and manual industry. The political and military power was in the hand
of the ruling families of the nomad tribes, courtier families and great landlords.
During the years 1921-1925, a uniform modern army were organised, the modern
police force expanded and a road guard was formed. The Persian Army succeeded to
secure the tranquillity in the commercial routes and the country as a whole. The Army
Officers consolidated their position throughout the country. The nomad chieftains lost
their political and military power. The Qajar dynasty, tribal in origin, lost their power.
The Commander of the Persian Army became the new Shah through a constituent
Assembly and the founder of a new dynasty.
An over centralised Government developed. The modern civil and military
administration expanded. A modern and educated middle class as well as working class
shaped in the cities. The primary, secondary and high levels, expanded and a modern
judicial system developed and came into practice.
In Transformation process a new political and military elite came to existence.
The military officers and the civil servants formed the new educated middle class. The
cities became the centre of attention. There was a trend towards urbanisation. The
Persian Government began to modernise the capital and the major cities.
The Commanders of the Army became the autocratic power in the country and
most of his military officers in the provinces ruled from the position of power. The
authoritarian regime ignored the constitutional law. An ambivalent process in
modernisation of Persia.

4. The Method of Research

There is less published information about tribal affairs in Persia, but due to the
important of southern Persia in British policy, British Government opened several
consulates in the Persian Gulf Ports and Persia, where the political and military officials
watched closely and reported the political development in Persia and the situation of
southern tribes to London and India. With regard to slow changing in Anglo-Persian
relations and British tribal policy in the southern Persia 1919-1925, it is necessary to
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follow step by step the events, the believes, the ideas, actions and reactions of the tribal
chieftains, Persian authorities in the region and in Tehran as well as British authorities
in southern Persia, in Tehran and London in order to know the reasons behind the
policies.
The British Consulates in the south built a political structure in southern Persia for
more than two decades to secure British interests. This method was challenged by the
British Minister and the other British representatives, who resided in Tehran. They were
of opinion that the condition after the war proves that the colonial method does not
secure British interests in this corner of the world. The arguments and the discussions
between British in Persia, India and Great Britain gave a clearer picture of the situation
in Persia and make a better understanding the situation of tribes and tribal chieftains.
For the mentioned reasons, with a dense description method and the use of these
documents in comparison to other sources as well as Persian documents and the
memoirs of the Persian politicians, one can reach to a better understanding of the
circumstances and can explain the questions and analyse the gradual political changes in
the region.

5.

The Subject of Discussion

This work is divided into three parts. In the first part, the general backgrounds are
discussed. In the introduction chapter it will be discussed about the statement of
problem, the relevant questioning, the subjects of discussion, the years 1919-1925 and
an overview on the sources, In chapter one there is a discussion on definition of nomad
tribe and nomadic way of life and then a description on the origin and historical
background of great tribes of the southern Persia. The second chapter is devoted to an
analysis and a short study of general political history and the Persian foreign relations
with Major European powers since the beginning of the 19th century in which strongly
affected on the internal relation of Persia.
In the part two, chapters 3-7, it will be discussed the political and the military
situation of four great tribes in the south and southern Persia after the War in the years
1919-1922, when the British-Indian forces as well as the forces under British command,
were still present throughout the Persia. In chapters three and four will be discussed the
affairs of two great tribes of the Fars province. Chapter five is devoted to the situation
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of Khuzestan and the chief of Mohaysen. The following chapters, six and seven, is a
study on the political and social process in Bakhtiyari tribe.
Chapter three is about the events in the province of Fars, the Qashqa’i and
Khamseh tribes in 1919-1920. The occupation of Gilan province by the Russian
Bolshevik, the resignation of the Persian Cabinet as well as the Governor-General of
Fars and the return of the Ex-Ilkhani of Qashqa’i to power in December 1920. Chapter
four is about the differences between the Oil Company and the chief of the Qashqa’i
tribe. Additionally, it will discuss the question of dissolve of the S.P.R. in Fars and the
efforts of the chief of Khamseh tribes in retaining a part of the force. Chapter five
related to Khuzestan-Bakhtiyari subjects: The situation of Khuzestan in the year 19191921, the future of Khuzestan and the expectation of Sheikh Khaz’al from the British
Government for his future.
In chapter six it will be discussed the internal relation between the Bakhtiyari tribe
and the Bakhtiyari Khans in 1919-1920, the relation of the Khans and the Central
Government and the relation of the Khans and the British Government and the Oil
Company. Finally, there are some references to the joint campaign of the S.P.R. and
Bakhtiyari force against the rebels around Isfahan. Chapter seven is devoted to the
process of formation a Bakhtiyari police force in 1921 and formation a southern
confederacy of great tribes
The third part contains the process of centralisation policy and the gradual reestablishing the authority of Central Government in the south in the year 1922-1925
after the withdrawal of British forces from the Persian soil. The effort of Minister of
War to station the Persian troops in the southern cities is another subject of study in the
third part. Security of the roads and the cities was the desire of Persian settlers. British
Government and the Oil Company, however, made objection to the station of a small
Persian detachment in the oil province of Khuzestan. The Persian Parliament, press and
public, who supported the station of the military forces throughout the country, asking
the reasons of Persian Government’s delay in Khuzestan and expected the Persian
Government to send the regular troops to Khuzestan,
The Bakhtiyari Khans and Sheikh Khaz’al had agreed to provide the watch guard
to protect the oil fields, installations, oil-pipes and refinery since 1905. The Oil
Company in search of new oil fields was in touch with other tribal chieftains. Reza
Khan had to deal with the British Government and Oil Company on this matter and to
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hold the responsibility to secure the current of oil. The oil question decelerated the
centralisation process in the south. Finally, the Persian Cabinet and the British Legation
reached to understanding after some time, and the process of centralisation continued in
the south.
Chapter eight is devoted to the first efforts of the Qavam al-Saltaneh’s Cabinet in
spring and summer 1922, who intended to send a small force to northern Khuzestan.
This move was opposed strongly by the British Legation, the Khans of Bakhtiyari and
Sheikh Khaz’al. The Persian troops were attacked in a night raid in near Shalil in
Bakhtiyari land at the end of July 1922. Chapter nine is a discussion on the journey of
the Minister of War to the south at the end of the year 1922 and a study on expansion of
the military personnel and garrisons in the south. It will follow the accusation of
Bakhtiyari khans in participating in Shalil incident, Bakhtiyari compensation and the
payment of tribal taxation and the mediation of British Minister.
Chapter ten is about the negotiations on Anglo-Persian relations and the joint
efforts in Khuzestan. The journey of the British Minister to the south and his
discussions with the Directors of the Oil Company as well as Sheikh Khaz’al on the
new situation in Tehran and the station of the army detachments in Bakhtiyari,
Khuzestan and Fars. In chapter eleven it will be discuss the situation of Khuzestan,
Khaz’al and Bakhtiyari as well as the situation of Fars and the two great tribes in the
first year of Reza Khan’s premiership.
Chapter twelve is on insurrection of Sheikh Khaz’al, some of the Bakhtiyari and
Kohgiluye Khans as well as some of Lor tribes and Vali of Posht-kuh in respond to
centralisation policy of Reza Khan. Their official proclamation of rebellion against Reza
Khan, the Prime Minister, at the end of summer and autumn 1924, caused the
acceleration and forceful arrival of the Persian army into Khuzestan and Bakhtiyari oil
fields in December the same year. Then it will be discussed the disarmament of tribes
and the situation of tribal chieftains in Fars, Bakhtiyari and Khuzestan in 1925. Finally,
will be the conclusion.

6.

Significance of the Subject
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This short period, 1919-1925, practically shaped the political process of Persia in
the following decades. The question of nomad tribes and the tribal chieftains was one of
the most important subjects in these years. It was discussed in many occasions in the
cabinets, Parliament and the press. Then, the question of disarmament and the
settlement of the nomad tribes came into practice. This process had a significance effect
on the urban and rural life and the future of the country. For this background, it is rather
important to study the question of nomad tribes in detail for a better understanding the
following years and decades (12).
There were, at least, five main tribal areas and several less important tribal centres
in Persia. It is almost impossible to research in detail even a short period of the history
of all tribes in Persia in a case study. Additionally, the social and cultural aspects of
lesser tribes may be important and interesting, but there is less historical information
about small tribes. The local events had also little affection on state level. For the
reasons this study is limited to specific times, specific area and specific tribes
This study is concentrated only on the great tribes in the south-west Persia where
it was the most populated tribal area in Persia and several great tribes resided there.
Furthermore what distinguished the southern tribal area from the other areas was it’s
strategically location close to the Persian Gulf and the discovery of oil under the pasture
land of southern great tribes.
A material in which was vital and strategically important to the British Navy and
British Empire. Security of the south-west area was, therefore, tremendously important
in international and national level. A political solution to the complicated question of
southern tribes in 1919-1925 was very essential for future of Persia as a whole.

6.1.

The Years of Transition

Beside that the short period 1919-1925 was one of the most important times in the
Persian history. These years can be regarded as the transitional years in modern Persia;
(a) from a weak Central Government in 1896-1918 towards a strong centralised
Government in 1926-1941. (b) From the Anglo-Russian occupation and their efforts on
partition of Persia 1907-1917 towards the integration of the country. (c) From
domination of the tribal chieftains in the provinces towards the domination of Military
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Commanders. (d) From strengthening of tribal chieftains position towards the
disarmament of the tribes and the political powerlessness of tribal chieftains. (e) From
the Qajar dynasty nomad in origin to foundation of Pahlavi dynasty a military family in
origin. (f) From nomadism towards settlement and cultivation. (g) From rural and
nomadic way of life towards urbanisation and development of cities. The Persian
society began a transformation process.

7.

An Overview on Sources

This study is based on British and Persian official documents as well as diaries,
memoirs and travel accounts as the primary sources. The Political and historical studies
on modern Persia, anthropological and historical studies on nomad tribes as well as
studies on history of the Persian oil are the main secondary literature in this study.

7.1.

The Primary Sources:

The internal life of nomads and local tribal events paid less the attention of
historians and writers in the city. Inside the tribes, with few exceptions of the last two
centuries, few memoirs of tribal chieftains are known to the public. There are, however,
certain official correspondences between the Persian Government and the tribal
chieftains in which they have begun to be published in recent years in Persia. In the
second half of the 19th century the Persian Government arranged a series of
geographical and ethnographical studies on certain important cities and provinces (13).
The authors of these series compiled the works in which they are still among the
most reliable sources on provincial and nomad studies. Fars Nameh ( the book of Fars)
written by Hassan Fassai and Safar Nameh-e Khuzestan ( the traveller account of
Khuzestan) written by Abd al-Ghafar Najm al-Molk are two important books of this
geographical series. A historical section of Fars Nameh is translated by Herbert Buss,
Kiel University (14).
In the 19th century many European travellers came to Persia. They describe in
their travel accounts and memoirs about the nature, the social relations and the life in
the cities of Persia. They also refer to the political and historical events. Some of them
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mention of the role of tribes in the Persian society and nomadic way of life. The number
of British who visited Persia and published their articles and travel accounts are more
than the other Europeans nations.
Some of these articles and books are: Travels in Luristan and Arabistan (1845) by
Baron C.A. De Bode ; Persia and Persian Question (1891) by George Curzon ; A Lady
Doctor in Bakhtiari Land (1921) by Elizabeth Ross; “Mohammerah“ in Revue du
Monde Musulman (1908) by L. Massignon ; Du Khurassan au Pay des Bakhtiaris
(1909) by H.R. D’Allemagne ; Reise im Südwestichen Persien (1879) by Houtum
Schindler; Eine Reise durch Luristan, Arabistan und Fars (1907) by Ernst Hertzfeld.

7.1.1. The British Documents:

Since the opening of Suez Canal in 1870, British developed their commercial and
economic activities in Persia (15). They increased also their political and military
activities in Persia and the Persian Gulf (16). Then, in 20th century British started their
activities in Oil Industry in southern Persia.
British political officers were sent to southern Persia by the Government of India
to study the military and political situation. Then, in addition to Bushehr general
consulate, British Government opened several consulates, Vice-Consulates and agents
in southern cities and towns. The representatives of the British Government dispatched
hundreds’ reports on Persian affairs. In these reports there are information’s and
minutes in which related to southern tribal chieftains.
A considerable number of official and demi-official reports, articles and
monographs are now available in British archive or printed in the British Geographical
Journals. There is also variety information about the southern and central nomad tribes
in these reports. Military Reports on S.W. Persia (1885) by Colonel Mark Bell. Military
Reports on S.W. Persia during the years 1909-1916 by Arnold Wilson. Gazetteers of the
Persian Gulf (1908-1915) by John Lorimer are among the mentioned category.
The British enterprises namely the A.P.O.C. dispatched daily reports on the
situation in Khuzestan and Persian affairs. In these reports there are information and
minutes in which related to southern tribal chieftains. The rich archive of the British
Petroleum (A.P.O.C.) is still closed to researchers. Certain reports of the Oil Company
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are available in the archive of Foreign Office. There are many quotations and references
to the archive material of the Oil Company in the official history of British Petroleum
published in 8os and 90s.
The main primary sources in this study are the unpublished official documents of
British Government available in Public Record Office and Indian Office Library in
London. These documents can be trace mainly in various files of Foreign Office, India
Office Papers and the Cabinet files. Additionally, there are some papers related to Persia
in Colonial Office, Air Office, Admiralty and the War Office. The copies of these
papers are often available in Foreign Office files.
There are, however, several codes numbers of important letters that could not be
traced and few papers are still close to the public. British consulate in Shiraz was one of
the important Consulates in southern Persia, but the archive of this Consulate is not
open to the public. Some of the reports of this consulate can be found in other files.
It may be useful to be pointed out that the available information in British archive
is more about the subject or personalities who related to the British interests or their
activities affected on British interests. These personalities were judged mainly from the
view point of British interests. Sheikh Khaz’al was praised for his loyalty to the British
policy in Persia. There is, however, no question and discussion of his relations with his
tribesmen or with the other Arab chieftains in Khuzestan. Sowlat al-Dowleh, who
remained relatively independent from British policy, was criticised often for his manner
by the British authorities. They regarded him as untrustworthy.
The British Consulates in southern Persia were administrated and financed by the
British Government in India. The members of the southern and eastern Consulates were
political officers, who were trained in India. Sir Clarmont Skrine, who was Consul and
general Consuls in eastern cities of Persia (1916-1942), has pointed out in his memoirs
that the British official and officers of India trained with a colonial view.
The Persian Gulf school of India shaped during the years that Lord George
Curzon, an expert on Persian affairs, was the viceroy of India (1898-1905). These
Officers and Officials came to expand British Empire and British Colonies in the
Persian Gulf. The return of Lord Curzon to the British politics and his participation in
the War Cabinet in 1915 and in Foreign Office 1915- 1924, strengthened the position
and the policy of the Persian Gulf School in British Foreign policy.
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Sir Percy Cox, the Political Resident in Bushehr (1909-1918), British Minister in
Tehran (1918-1920) and High Commissioner in Baghdad (1920-1923) and his acting,
Sir. Arnold Wilson, then the Resident Director of the A.P.O.C. in Khuzestan (19211929) as well as the other British Officers in southern Consulates in Persia followed an
expansion policy before, during and after the War. The Persians resisted to the British
policy. They received the international support: Germany and Soviet Russia in BrestLitovsk in 1918, the United States of America, France and Italy in Paris Peace
Conference in 1919 and afterwards.
The British Representatives in Tehran, Herman Norman 1920-1921 and Sir Percy
Loraine 1921-1926 realised that the conditions in Persia has changed. They suggested to
Foreign Office a new approach in British policy in Persia due to internal and
international conditions.
As a result of fundamental and visible differences on British general and tribal
policy in Persia between the British Legation in Tehran 1920-1925 on the one hand and
the southern Consulates on the other hand, British authorities discussed for many years
on British vital interests and British general and tribal policy in Persia in new
circumstances. They had to make their arguments precise and open. In exchange of
views, revealed certain untold on personalities and the real background of British policy
in Persia. Additionally, various subjects namely the role of tribal chieftains and the
social relation of tribes in oil area also were discussed.
From the view of the British Minister in Tehran, Sir Percy Loraine, Reza Khan,
the Persian Minister of War, was the only person who prepares to perform certain
reforms and secure the country against possible Bolsheviks aggression and British
interests would be safe guarded by a strong Persian Government in Tehran. Herbert
Chick, the British consul in Shiraz, considered Reza Khan as a dictator whose local
commanders make the life difficult and uncertain for the residents of Fars and their
actions would weaken the position of British in the south. British Documents of the
years, 1919-1925 are particularly interesting due to different views and diverse
approaches of British authorities on Persian affairs and their internal discussion.

7.1.2. Memoirs and Travel Accounts:
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In addition to official and non-official British reports, there are several travel
accounts and factual books as well as geographical and ethnological articles of the war
1914-1918 and afterwards, in which they were written by German, French, American
diplomats and passengers, who gave a different picture of Anglo-Persian policy in
Persia, the Persian Government and the Persian movements. This perspective makes it
possible to have a multilateral and more accurate picture of the Persian society in an
international scope. The below works are among the most famous written of these years:
Morgan Shuster (1912), the Strangling of Persia; Arthur Millispaugh (1925), the
American Task in Persia. Oskar von Niedermayer (1936), Im Weltkrieg vor Indiens
Toren; Wilhelm Litten (1920), Persien von der Penetration pacifique zum Protektorat
1860-1919, Emil Lesureur (1922)Les anglais en perse; James Balfour (1922), Regent
Happening in Persia; Hassan Area (1964) Under Five Shah, Elizabeth Ross (1921) A
lady Doctor in Bakhtiari.

7.2. Persian Sources

A part of the official Persian correspondences and documents about the years
1921-1941 have been in recent years, published. Few of the papers are related to tribal
affairs in the south-west of Persia. More information on this subject is available in
autobiographies, memoirs, traveller accounts and dairies of Persian journalists,
politicians, diplomats, military commanders and non-officials.
The letters between the Persian Government and the tribal chieftains are mainly
on security and taxation. Most of the memoirs are from the personalities who
participated in the Persian administration and army in southern provinces. The security
and integrity of the country were the major questions and the only power who was
authorised to come into any agreements with the other countries was Central
Government.
The Persian sources are useful in a comparison study. It is important to know,
how the view of the Persian was on the subjects. The Persians especially those who
were in opposition had different priority than British. British authorities, especially
those, who were sent from India to Persia and the Persian Gulf, had a colonial view on
the affairs as it was previously mentioned. The following memoirs and autobiographies
are related to southern Persia.
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7.2.1. The Persian Documents

In addition to the published official documents of 1914-1941, some collections of
official and private correspondences of Persian politicians are published in recent years.
These documents reflected the views of the Persians in the south during the War and
afterwards. “Iran and the First World War“, the documents of the Ministry of Interior
ed.: Kaveh Bayat, Tehran: 1990. These official Documents are mainly of the War’s
time, but some of them related to the immediate months the War afterwards in the south
and west Persia due to the presence of British forces who did not evacuate the Persian
soil.
The documents of the book are divided to five sections, west, south, east, and
north and miscellaneous. A part of the documents on southern section is about the rise
of Qashqa’is in 1918 against the occupation of southern Persia by the British forces and
the S.P.R. The views of the local Persian officials and the public of the rough behaviour
of the S.P.R. mention in these reports, which are not reflected in British documents. The
continuation of this process is studied in the chapter IV and V of dissertation.
Recently,

a

part

of

his

documents

and

correspondences

of

Prince

A.H.Farmanfarma who played an important political role in the first two decades of the
20th century of Persia are published in Tehran. “Letters and Documents of AbdolHossein Mirza Farmanfarma have been in three volumes and a large number of
documents are about the year 1916-1920, when he was the Governor General of Fars.
The official documents and the letters in this collection are very important for the
study of political situation of Fars during the war and afterwards. There are many
references in the papers of Farmanfarma to the S.P.R., the Anglo-Persian relations and
British tribal policy in Fars.
“The Collected Documents, Correspondence and Memoirs of Firuz Mirza Firuz“,
the son of Prince A.H. Farmanfarma is also an important source on study the political
situation in southern Persia. Firuz was Minister of Justice, Foreign Minister and Finance
Minister in the years 1918-1928.
The first volume of this collection contains the political correspondence on
Persian affairs in the last years of Qajar dynasty and one of the important sources on
political situation of Fars in 1920, when Farmanfarma was the Governor-General of this
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province. The private correspondence between Firuz and his father in Fars gave an
accurate picture of an experienced aristocrat politician in the last years of the Qajar’s
rule.

7.2.2. The Persian Memoirs

Mohammad Mossadeq who succeeded to Farmanfarma in Fars in 1920-1921,
writes in his: “Memoirs and sufferings of Mossadeq about the situation and the events
of Fars and his approach on provincial and tribal policy. He has mentioned also of his
reaction to the coup regime in Tehran and his residence among the Bakhtiyaris in
summer quarter of the tribes in 1921.
Nasr-allah.S.Fatemi, a Persian politician and political scientist 1930s-1980s in his
memoirs, “Reflection on the Time of Illusion“, gives a picture of the Persian society
prior to the coup d’état, the participation of the Bakhtiyari Khans in the Cabinets in
Tehran and as governor-general in southern and central provinces of Persia, in Isfahan,
Yazd, Kerman, Behbahan, Golpayegan & so on. Then, he describes the confrontation
between Reza Khan, the Minister of War, 1921-1925 and the Bakhtiyari Khans.
Soleiman Behbudi, the military secretary of Reza Khan writes down in his dairy
of daily visitors of Reza Khan as the Minister of War and then, the Prime Minister. Reza
Khan received officially and privately many personalities and some of these meetings
were unknown to the public. It gave a picture of daily political and military relations
and activities of Reza Khan for some years. Behbudi mentions also some of the
important events in the capital and the provinces.
There is a military report of the Persian army on Bakhtiyari tribe in which
annexed to the book of Behbudi. This report examines the political and social relation in
Bakhtiyari in 1923.
The memoir of Sardar Zafar, a member of ruling family of the Bakhtiyari who
was appointed as Ilkhani of the tribe and the governor-general, is a source of an insider
during the years of tribal power. The internal relation of tribal chieftains and the family
feud can be followed in this book. Sardar Zafar refers briefly to the event after the coup.
The travel account of Khuzestan by Reza Khan, the Commander of Persian Army,
describes his view on tribal affairs in Persia in general and southern chieftains in
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particular. Reza Khan refers to Shalil incident and the Bakhtiyari affairs, the position of
Khaz’al in Khuzestan and the Bakhtiyari relation with the British Government and
finally his military solution to the tribal question. He explains his view on democracy,
press, Parliament and the minority in Majles and their relations with Khaz’al as well as
his campaign to Khuzestan and the re-establishment of government offices and military
garrison in Khuzestan.
The memoirs and dairy of the Lieutenant General A. Amir-Ahmadi and the
documents of General Mohammad Shahbakhti are mainly about the conflicts with the
Lor tribe in Lorestan, but there are some references to Khuzestan and the other southern
chieftains. Under the Five Shahs is an autobiography in English of General Hassan
Arfa, who was a young officer in the twenties. He has the first hands experience of
Central Government’s tribal policy and several tribal confrontations.
One of the most informative and accurate source about Khuzestan and Khaz’al is
written by Ahmad Kasravi, the chief of justice department in Khuzestan 1923-1924.
Kasravi in his autobiography and also in his book: “five hundred years history of
Khuzestan“, describe social and political situation in northern Khuzestan as well as the
role of Khaz’al in southern Khuzestan, his relation with the other chieftains, with the
governor-general and the other heads of government offices in Khuzestan.
Kasravi as an eye witness followed carefully the affairs and the events in
Khuzestan. He describes the gradual changes until the arrival of the army into Ahvaz
and the re-establishment of the government’s offices throughout the province and the
beginning of military rule in Khuzestan at the end of the year 1924.
Yahya Dowlatabadi analysed the political outcome of the Reza Khan’s military
campaign to Khuzestan in his memoirs. A Mostowfi has an account on Khaz’al question
in his memoirs: the description of my life. M.T.Bahar, poet and a man of letters and a
member of minority in Majles, has mentioned in his book: a short history of political
parties, about the correspondence between Sheikh Khaz’al and the leader of Minority,
Seyyed Hassan Modarres. The collection of letters and speeches of Seyyed Hassan
Modarres and the political memoir of Bahar are among the works in which reflect the
view of minority in parliament on the question of army general politic and the tribal
insurrection in the south. In their memoirs, Persians have usually a clear perspective of
the matters. They made, however, less attention to calendar.
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7.3.

Secondary Literature:

Modern Persia has been the subject of variety of political and historical studies in
recent decades. Beside that many scholars concentrated their studies on regional
subjects such as nomad tribes, question. The history of Persian oil is also one of the
topics that paid the attention the political scientists

7.3.1.

Political and Historical Studies

Since the Second World War some aspects of political history of Modern Persia
and the Persian foreign relations with Great Britain, the Soviet Union, the United States
of America, Germany and some other European countries during the years 1919-1941,
the process of modernisation of Persia have been studied particularly in recent years and
after the fall of Pahlavi dynasty. With the revolution 1979, the role of religion in Persia
and the Islamic society during the Pahlavi regime in the years 1921-1979 found especial
attention the scholars in the west. The opening of the British and the other archives to
researchers, have given opportunity to scholars to give a more accurate picture and
analysis on Persian relations with Great Powers 1919-1941.
A review of the works on modern Persian history indicates that the main
researches have been done by Europeans, north Americans and recently Japanese as
well as Persians in English, German, French, Russian, Italian and Persian languages.
Here, it is worth to mention some of the authors who have devoted many years of their
researches on modern Persian politics, religion and history and have written many
articles and books on these subjects. In the United States: G.Lenczowski ( Russia and
the west in Iran 1918-1948), N.S.Fatemi ( Anglo-Russian in Persia (1917-1923),
R.Ramazani (Foreign Policy of Iran 1500-1941), N. Keddie (the roots of revolution) and
E. Abrahamian ( Iran between the two revolutions) ; In Great Britain : L.P.ElwellSutton ( Modern Iran), A.M. Katouzian (State and society in Iran), Fred Halliday (Iran:
Dictatorship and Development)S. Cronin (The Army and the Creation of the Pahlavi
State in Iran 1910-1926 ) ; In Germany : W. Litten (Von der “penetration pacifique”
zum “ protectorate”) (U.Gehrke (Persien in der Deutschen Orientpolitik während des
ersten Weltkrieges), Bert Fragner (Persische Memoirenliteratur als Quelle zur Neueren
Geschichte Iran) S. Ravasani (Die Sowjetrepublik Gilan ) A. Shirazi (Genesis der sozio33

ökonomischen Unterentwicklung des Iran) and A. Mahrad ( Iran auf dem Weg zur
Diktatur ) ; In Switzerland: W. zürrer ( Persien zwischen England und Russland 19181925) and M. Rezun (The Soviet Union and Iran) ;

in Niederland: W. Floor (

Industrialisation in Iran 1900-1941) ; in Russia: M. Iwanow ( Die neue Gescgichte Irans
) ; In France: Paul Vieille (la féodalité et d’état en Iran)Jean-Pierre Digard, Bernard
Hourcade et Y. Richard, ( L’Iran au xx‘ siecle), C. Chaqueri (L’Union Sovietique et les
tentatives de soviets en Iran) and in Persia M.J.Sheikh al-Islami ( the phase of Ahmad
Shah, I.Zowqi ( Persia and Great Powers 1900-1925), and a long list of other scholars.
One of the important and useful studies to this work is the Ph.D. dissertation of
Florida Safiri: The South Persia Rifle Edinburgh 1976. She studies the situation of Fars
during the Great War, British occupation and Formation of the S.P.R. in 1916, situation
of tribes, their participation in the War, collaboration or opposition to the British policy
and operation in Fars, their relation with Germans. Florida Safari has examined various
sources, official and private documents, especially British archives.
The S.P.R. continued to exist after the war until the end of the year 1921 when the
force was disbanded. Despite the fact that Safiri has referred to many documents related
to the years 1919-1921, but she describes only some of the events in Fars after the war
and explains very briefly about them.
“The phase of Ahmad Shah” was written by Javad Sheikh al-Islami in Persian
1980-1981. The author describes the political situation in Persia before and during the
war, the childhood and youth days of Ahmad Shah. Then he concentrates his work on
the study of Anglo-Persian Agreement 1919. He studies the process of the agreement
1919 mainly based on vols. IV and XIII of the official series “Documents on British
Foreign Policy, 1919-1939, published 1952-1963. On contrary to majority of the
Persian historians, he has a critical view of Ahmad Shah. With regards to his arguments,
it appears that he is not very successful in his interpretation.
Iran and the rise of Reza Shah, by Syrus Ghani (1999) is a study on political
history of Persia after the Great War 1919-1925. The Question of the Agreement 1919
and the Coup d’état 1921 are two important questions in the work of Sirus Ghani. The
author has devoted half of his work to the mentioned questions. He studies also the
centralisation policy of Reza Khan and discusses briefly the question of tribes in chapter
ten and chapter twelve. He has a positive picture of Reza Khan the Reza Shah politics.
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The latest book of M.A. Katouzian is “State and Society in Iran” (2000). He gives
his interpretation of the arbitrary rule’ theory in Persia, Katouzian has discussed this
subject in his previous works. More than half of this book is also devoted to a detail
study of the Anglo-Persian Agreement 1919 and the Coup d’état 1921. Then there is a
general study on political situation after the coup to the fall of Qajar and finally “ending
with the establishment of Reza Shah Pahlavi’s rule in the late 1920’s”
Gordon Waterfield has written the “professional diplomat”, a biography on
diplomatic life of Sir P. Loraine. He was the chief of British diplomatic mission in
Persia. Eight chapters of the biography are containing the years 1921- 1926 of Loraine’s
residence in Persia. There are interesting references to the private and official relations
at these years. The question of Sheikh Khaz’al and future of Khuzestan was one of the
important subjects in British policy. The author consulted many private letters as well as
semi-official ones that have made the biography more readable.

7.3.2.

Studies on Nomad Tribes

On the eve of the Second World War, in 1939, the American Anthropologist,
Henry Field published his work: Contribution to the Anthropology of Persia. The study
of greater tribes of central and southern Persia is a part of his project. The study of
Persian nomad tribes, however, developed in the fifties. The reports and travel accounts
now were shaped in scientific forms in different branches of human sciences: ethnology,
sociology, anthropology, archaeology, history and political science or in an
interdisciplinary form deal with the question of nomad tribes and the question of
nomads’ settlement. The subject does not confine to Persia or Iranian plateau.
Nomadism and the settlement of tribes in Asia and Africa, in arid and semi-arid Zone
were studied in numerous symposiums. Many field studies have done by scholars on
various aspects of nomadic way of life in North Africa, west Asia and Central Asia to
open new dimensions in understanding of historical factor in political relations.
The question of nomad tribes in Persia and neighbouring countries was studied by
French, Germans, American, British as well as Persian and native scholars. This
explanation is applicable to southern Persia and consequently there are a large number
of articles, books and monographs on south-west tribes. The researchers have, however,
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examined mainly social and economic structure as well as anthropological and linguistic
questions.
In sixties and seventies, some historical monographs on southern tribes were
published. However, the question of great tribes and tribal chieftains after the First
World War in 1919-1925 in the southern Persia, particularly, prior to the coup 1921,
paid less the attention of the historians and even in monographs of southern great tribes
have devoted only few pages to this period (17). In recent years, the history of
Mamassani and Boir Ahmadi had been written in Persian in which they support the
socio- ethnological studies.
There is one exception, the history of Khuzestan and the life of Sheikh Khaz’al,
the chief of the Mohaysen tribe of Bani-Ka’ab. Mostafa Ansari has written his Ph.D.
dissertation, “The History of Khuzestan 1878-1925”, University of Chicago 1974. This
is an excellent account on social and economic development in Khuzestan. He describes
also the important events during the rule of Sheikh Maz’al 1881-1897 and his brother,
Sheikh Khaz’al 1897-1925 in Mohammareh and southern Khuzestan. Certain of the
events of the year 1919-1925 have been studied, but some of events especially those in
which related to Bakhtiyari affairs have not discussed. In addition to the British
documents, the author has consulted the Persian sources as well as the documents of the
Persian Ministry for Foreign Affairs.
William Strunk wrote in 1977 his Ph.D. dissertation: The reign of Sheykh Khaz’al
Ibn Jabir and the suppression of the principality of “Arabistan”. “A study of British
Imperialism in southern Iran 1897-1925”, Indiana University, 1977. He analysed the
political events of Khuzestan during the years of Khaz’al’s rule in the southern of the
province and the gradual expansion of his power in the light of British political and
industrial activities in this corner of Persia. Strunk has also referred to some of the
events in Bakhtiyari in which related to Khaz’al-Bakhtiyari relation. Strunk has
consulted variety of British documents, and has discussed the political events in detail.
He has not mentioned even of a single source in Persian language.
The two mentioned Ph.D. dissertations discuss more the question of Sheikh
Khaza’l and the political and social process in Khuzestan. The present work follows the
re-establishment of the Central Government in the south west of the country including
Khuzestan in the frame of state-nation building. In these two mentioned monographs,
certain questions were discussed only in relation to Sheikh Khaz’al, the chief of the
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Mohaysen tribe, but from the Persian government point of view the centralisation policy
related to other chieftains as well.
As far as the available sources indicate, since the beginning of the 19th century no
other tribe in Persia has received so much attention as Bakhtiyari tribe. The academic
research developed on Bakhtiyari in 60s.The scholars such as Jean Pierre Digard, Dieter
Ehmann, David Brooks, Gene. R. Garthwaite, Allen Zagarell, Parviz Varjavand, Ali
Asghar Karimi and the others have studied different aspects of life of the Bakhtiyari
great tribe.
The archaeological aspect and the role of Bakhtiyari Highland pastoral life in
relation to the settler communities and the old civilisation was studied by Zagarell in FU
Berlin. Ehmann has an overview on pre-history and history of Bakhtiyari Highland. He
has a short study on Bakhtiyari affairs in recent centuries without any especial attention
to the Bakhtiyari affairs after the First World War, 1919-1925. Digard has devoted his
studies to the social life and technical aspect of Bakhtiyaris. He has some analysis of
political situation of Bakhtiyari leadership in his works.
Gene Garthwaite devoted his study to the history of the Bakhtiyari in recent
centuries. In his Ph.D. dissertation, the Bakhtiyari Khans: Tribal Disunity in Iran 18801915, University of California, Los Angles, 1969. He published a new edition of his
dissertation under the title: “Khans and Shahs”, U. K, 1983. He has also some articles
on political history of Bakhtiyari at that time. His analyses are based on historical
documents. Garthwaite analyses the position of the ruling families, their relations with
the Central Government and the British commercial and industrial activities in
Bakhtiyari Land. He concentrated his works mainly on the lasts decades of the 19th to
the beginning of the Great War. In Khans and Shahs he devoted less than two pages to
the Bakhtiyari Affairs between the two wars. He refers very briefly to certain question
in the years 1919-1925.
In 1960, Pierre Oberling in his dissertation, Turkic Peoples of southern Iran,
Colombia University, describes the Turkish families and tribes in Khuzestan, Boir
Ahmadi, Fars and Kerman. In addition to the lesser Turk tribes, he describes also the
history of greater tribe Qashqa’i and confederation of Khamseh. It contains almost twothird of his dissertation it may be here mentioned that as the author has also pointed out
the Khamseh confederation was a mix of Turkish, Persian and Arabic speaking tribes.
In addition to the books and articles and interviews, Oberling has also consulted some
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of the French and English speaking daily newspapers in that days who followed the
tribal events in Persia.
Some years later, Pierre Oberling published, “The Qashqa’i Nomads of Fars”, The
Hague 1974; a new edition of the Qashqa’i sections of his dissertation. Oberling is the
author of the first in detail English history of Qashqa’i. Oberling has not also studied the
question of Qashqa’is in the years 1919-1925 in his work. He only briefly refers to the
centralisation policy of the Persian Government after the Coup 1921. Oberling is the
author of many articles on Turkish and non-Turkish tribes of Persia in Encyclopaedia
Iranica.
In 1961, M.C.Iwanow published the book: the tribes of Fars“, Moscow 1961. He
describes the social structure, sub-tribes and population Qashqa’i, Khamseh, Mamassani
and Boir Ahmadi tribes. Some of the historical events related to the greater tribes of
Fars, without any detail has been mentioned. The same year, the book of Fredrik Barth,
Nomads of the south Persia published in Oslo and London. This research is about Baseri
tribe of Khamseh confederation. He has written briefly about the formation of Khamseh
Confederation and the role of Qavami family. Though, he has interviewed with Ibrahim
Khan Qavam, the last chief of Khamseh tribe, but there are no references to the events
of the years of his rule in 1916-1925.
After two years of field study, Dr.Habib-allah Peyman published in 1968 his
work: “Il-e-Qashqa’I”, a precise description and analysis of social, economic and
cultural structure of Qashqa’i nomad tribe as well as political structure and historical
role of great tribe of Qashqa’i and its sub-tribes. Apparently, this is the first extended
study on Qashqa’i question in Persian. The author has also studied relatively in detail
the history of Qashqa’i tribe and the ruling family as well as the process of settlement
and resettlement prior to the Second World War and afterwards in 1928-1968.
Gerhard Kortum has written several articles on the settlement of nomad tribes in
Fars after the Land Reform in 60s-70s. He is the author of the interesting article about
the function of Amaleh tribe. Richard Salzer wrote his dissertation on social
organisation of Kashkuli Kuchek tribe of the Qashqa’i, 1974 University of California,
Berkeley. He has studied the origins, a short history of the important events in the 19th
and 20th centuries, tribal economy of the sub-tribe, and the social and political structure
of Kashkuli.
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Since the beginning of 1980s, Lois Beck, the American Anthropologist has
written several articles and two books on various subjects related to the Qashqa’i tribes.
Almost half of the book: “Qashqa’i of Iran“, is devoted to the history of the tribes and
the role of the ruling family of Shahilu. In other parts of the book, she examines the
social anthropology as well as the political and economic transformations of the tribe in
recent decades. In this study, Beck has consulted some of the documents and official
printed monographs in India Office Library. In this study, the situation of Qashqa’i in
the years 1919-1920 was studied as a part and continuation of the war time. The years
1921-1941 is the subject of following chapter: “Reza Shah Pahlavi and the Qashqa’I”
Beck analyses the consequence of the encroachment and interference of foreign
forces, collaboration between tribes and foreign powers and the collapse of Central
Government during the Great War and its political and psychological affection on the
modernisation and tribal policy of Reza Khan. The views of British authorities about the
Ilkhani of Qashqa’i “Sowlat al-Dowleh“ after the termination of Qashqa’i War, and his
settlement in Firuzabad has been discussed. Then the relation between Dr Mohammad
Mossadeq, the Governor-General of Fars in 1920-1921 and the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i and
finally, the Reza Khan-Sowlat Dowleh relation and their reaction to the Kashkuli
agreement have been briefly discussed.
In recent decades, many articles, books, reports, mainly on anthropological, social
and economy questions of nomad tribes, have been written by the Persian institutes and
ministries or individuals Persian and non-Persian in English, Persian, French, Germans,
Arabic, Turkish and other languages. Additionally, several series, handbooks and
Encyclopaedias have been publishing in Iranian studies in which there are more
information about the tribal life in Persia: Encyclopaedia Iranica, the Great
Encyclopaedia of Islam (in Persian) and Encyclopaedia of Shi’ah (in Persian) are well
known to scholars and public as well.
In the last two decades, Iraj Afshar the editor of Ayandeh, a journal on Iranian
studies, introduced several officials and private documents on tribal affairs in the first
half of the 20th century. Kaveh Bayat, whose works are mainly on contemporary history
of Persia as well as the history of tribes, has also introduced various documents on tribal
affairs.
In recent years some works have been published on the history of the lesser tribes
of Fars, Boir Ahmadi and Arab of Khuzestan. The history of Qashqa’i in the First
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World War by Nasser Iraji has been recently published. It is a concise compile of the
published works and documents in Persian. Bakhtiyari tribe and the Constitutional
Revolution [1905-1909] is the title of the book written by Esfandiar Ahanjideh. The
book, however, is containing the general political history of Bakhtiyari tribe in 18501980. Some of the events in central and southern Persia between the two Wars have
been mainly reviewed and few of them were discussed. The author has used widely the
memoirs of the Bakhtiyari Khans and some Persian documents.

7.3.2.

The Researches on Oil History in Persia

The Persian oil fields are mainly situated in the pasture lands. The years before the
war, 1914-1918, the oil pipes and the refinery were built in tribal areas as well. The
A.P.O.C. developed its activities during the war and searching for oil and boring of new
oil fields continued after the war throughout the south-west of Persia, from Posht-kuh to
Lorestan, from Bakhtiyari to Fars, where the nomad tribes resided in winter or summer.
The Oil Company negotiated and concluded agreements with the tribal chieftains for
land purchasing and providing watch guard to in the first decades of the 20th century.
There were also sometimes differences and confrontation between the Company
and the tribal chieftains. In 1920-1921, the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i was confronted with the
activities of the Oil Company in his tribal area without his knowledge. The Bakhtiyari
Khans had also certain disputes with the Oil Company. The Oil Company was anxious
of dispute among the tribal chieftains in the oil areas or between tribal chieftains and the
Central Government. It is expected to find information and analysis about the political
events in the oil fields in the history of oil in Persia. The authors have rarely mentioned
of one or two important events and they are silence about the others. British authors are
interested in researching on the role of the Oil Company as a giant enterprise. The
Persians study the role of British Government in the A.P.O.C. activities’ in Persia and
the British involvement in Persian political affairs, particularly in the years 1914-1921,
1928-1933, 1950-1954. For the reason the British tribal policies in the south in which
partly related to the oil activities were almost neglected by the two parties.
Few books and articles were published on the Persian oil in the first half of the
20th century. After the coup 1953 and the formation of an international consortium in
1954, the study on Persian Oil increased. “The black gold” is written by A. Lessani in
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1950 in Persian. The most part of the book is about the process of the renew concession
1933 and afterwards. He endeavours to indicate that the British Government was
interested in the Persian Oil from the early days. The author gives an account of British
documents is quoted in the travel book of Reza Khan as a sign of interference of British
consulates in Persian internal affairs.
Nasr-allah.S.Fatemi, a former member of the Persian Parliament, is the author of
“Oil Diplomacy” in 1954 published in the United States. He explains how British
Government became the owner of more than fifty per cent of the shares of the A.P.O.C.
base on a concession that it was granted to an individual. Fatemi has a critical view on
the British Government’s foreign and oil policy in Persia. In respond to the arguments
of Sir Edward Grey, the author of the partition of Persia in 1907 and 1915, that the
Persian Government could not enforce law and order without employing foreign
officers, he wrote: “According to Grey, since the formation of the A.P.O.C., the tribes
had shown a desirable pecuniary interest in seeing that the wells were kept operating,
but Grey forgot to say that this tribal encouragement and “Maharaja system“ introduced
by the British in the oil provinces was undermining the very independence and integrity
of the country” (18). He mentions of Khaz’al revolt in Khuzestan and the support of the
British Consul of Khaz’al’s demand. The Labour Party succeeded in British election in
January 1924 and had a different approach in foreign policy in Persia.
One year later, in 1955, P. L.Ellwell-sutton, a former staff of the Oil Company
and then a press Attaché in the British Legation in Tehran, published the book “Persian
Oil “. Apparently he uses official documents of the Oil Company, but he has not given
his sources. Elwell-sutton describes the discovery of oil in Bakhtiyari land and the
installation of the refinery in the island of Abadan. He mentions that the Oil Company
did not ask the Persian Government for security guard in Bakhtiyari land or in Abadan.
The company came into direct contact and agreement with the Bakhtiyari Khans and the
chief of Mohaysen and the representatives of British Government concluded agreement
with them.
In 1956, Mostafa Fateh published in Tehran his book: “Fifty years Persian oil”.
He was a high Ranking Persian Official and then the Vice-Resident Director of the Oil
Company. He mentions of the agreement between the Oil Company and the chiefs of
the Bakhtiyari tribes on purchasing of the necessary land in Bakhtiyari region,
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formation a protection guard, formation and the process of the Bakhtiyari Oil Company,
as a subsidiary company of the A.P.O.C.
He describes the Agreement between the Oil Company and Sheikh Khaz’al on
purchasing land in the Island of Abadan and formation a Protection Guard of refinery
and the other installations of the company. There is no reference to the events after the
war. Fateh only points out that with the strengthen of the Persian Government the Oil
Company opened a bureau in Tehran in 1921 and a representative of the oil company
resided there to deal with the Persian Government.
In recent years British Petroleum published an official history of the company.
The first volume is “The History of the British Petroleum Company, the developing
years 1901-1932”, Cambridge 1982, by the R.W. Ferrier the archivist of the company.
He writes the official view of the activities of the company. The structure and the
internal relation of the Company have been discussed. He introduces the Directors and
the authorities, who run the affairs of the Company in those years.
The relation of the Oil Company with the tribal chieftains in the south has been
always criticized by the Persian authorities. The Persian Government was of opinion
that the tribal policy of the Oil Company and the British Government undermined the
integrity of Persia. Ferrier in his book endeavours to justify the policy of the Oil
Company by stating that the weakness of the Persian Government was the reason for
opening relation with the local chieftains.
The A.P.O.C. followed the same policy after the war and resisted to change of its
policy in the years 1921-1924 even when Foreign Office recommended them in 19231924. Though, the book does not go into detail on political aspect of the situation after
the war, but he mentions that the Directors of the A.P.O.C. were not sure of the long
term stability of the Persian Government at that juncture. This argument does not touch
the question of sovereignty and integrity rights of an independent country.
The other subject in which has not discussed in this book is the activities of the
Oil Company in the tribal area of the province of Fars after the war. With regard to the
differences in which went beyond the province of Fars and reached to the Persian
Parliament, Persian Government and the British Legation and affected on the process of
tribal relations in the south, it was worth to be discuss in this volume.
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The author has consulted the documents available in Public Record Office as well
as the archive of the British Petroleum, one of the riches source on southern Persia, but
still close to the non- official researchers.
“Oil, Power and Principle- Iran’s Oil Nationalisation and its Aftermath” by M.
Elm published in USA 1992. The author uses the United State and British archives.
Though the main subject of the book is about the nationalisation of oil, but he has a
short review of political process in first half of the 20 century and the primary activities
of the Oil Company. He mentions briefly on centralisation policy of Reza Khan and the
view of Sir Percy Loraine, British Minister in Tehran. In recent years, several books and
articles are published on Persian Oil in Persian, English and other major European
languages, but their contents are mainly on current affairs or nationalisation of oil in
1951.
In the published books and articles on modern history of Persia, the history of
southern tribes and the history of Persian oil, discuss very briefly, if mention, about the
southern tribes, who played an important role in those crucial years 1919-1925. The
purpose of this study is to deal with this subject and fulfils the gap on this matter.
Sheikh Khaz’al was not the only tribal chief, who confronted with the reestablishment of the Central Government. The political position of other tribal chieftains
was almost exactly under the same circumstances. The establishment of the Government
was different from previous periods. There was no chance for the tribes and tribal
chieftains to return to the previous political position. This was the practical begin of a
new era in the Persian society. Administration reforms, organisation of an army,
modernisation of the society as a whole and formation a nation- state was the object of
the Persian intellectuals and the political elite.
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8.

(1)

Summary

Pastoral nomad tribes played an important political and military role in the Persian
society and history.

(2)

The history of Persia indicates that the rise, maintenance and the fall of the many
of dynasties was highly depended on the nomad tribes. Also the majority founders
of dynasties were tribal in origin.

(3)

The ruling clans of the tribes were an important section of the Persian aristocracy.
In addition to their tribes, the great chieftains ruled over a vast non-tribal area in
provincial level.

(4)

An important part of the Persian military forces was nomad cavalry detachments
throughout the history. The tribal levies under the command of their chiefs
participated in the state army.

(5)

In the 19th century, Russia and Britain as two great powers in the region
recognised the military and political importance of nomad tribes in Persia. The
two powers opened relation with tribal chieftains.

(6)

In the Great War the belligerents endeavoured to persuade the tribal forces to
participate in the War. The chiefs of the tribes were divided between the two
sides. The great tribes received even heavy artillery and the tribal chieftains were
strong as ever.

(7)

After the War, the southern tribal chieftains, who assisted British forces in the
war, enjoyed of a considerable power in the presence of British forces in Persia.

(8)

The Commander of the Persian Cossacks organised a modern army based on
available modern forces in Persia. In less than five years, 1921-1925, the tribal
forces were severity suppressed by the army in Persia and the authority of Central
Government was re-establish even in remote areas.

(9)

The short period 1919-1925 is one of the most important times in the Persian
history. These years can be regarded as the transitional period in modern Persia.

(10) Some aspects of the political history of Persia in these years, 1919-1925, has been
recently studied. Despite the fact that the political and military role of nomad
tribes and tribal chieftains was important, but this question, with the exception of
Sheikh Khaz’al, paid less the attention of scholars and have not been fully studied.
(11) British and Persian official documents are the main source in this study. The
memoirs and travel accounts were used as the additional primary sources.
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(12) Political history of Persia, the studies on Persia Oil as well as anthropological and
historical studies on Persian tribes has been regarded as secondary-literature.
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I. Nomad Tribes in Persia

1.1.

Basic Geography of Persia

The physical geography of western Persia is related to the Iranian plateau as a
whole. The physical geography and the geographical position of Persia affected directly
on the existence and continuation of pastoral nomadism in Persia. For the reason here a
short description of Persian geography is given, before the question of southern tribes is
studied.

1.1.1.

Location and Frontiers

Persia today covers an area of 1650,000 km 2, and consist the western part of the
Iranian Plateau and its alluvial plains. Iranian Plateau lies between Tigris and Indus
Rivers and between two stretches of coastal line: the Caspian Sea in the north and the
Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman of the Indian Ocean in the south. The Iranian plateau
is placed in the south-west Asia, in the temperate zone and near to the equator, between
latitude 25 and 40 N and longitude 44 and 63 E. and enjoys boundaries with Trans
Caucasus and the plain of Central Asia in the north, with the Anatolian Plateau in Asia
Minor and the plain of Mesopotamia in the west and with the Plateau of Pamir and the
plain of Sind in the east (1).

1.2.

Physical Geography

Persia is bounded by two chains of mountains, Alborz in the north and Zagros in
the west. The Alborz mountain range stretches from Ararat in Armenia to Hindukosh in
Afghanistan. Damavand is the highest peak of the Alborz, at a height of 5.671 m above
sea level and near Tehran. The heights of the other peaks of the Alborz are between
4.000 and 3.000 m. The width of Alborz is between 60 and 130 km (2).
The chain mountain of Zagros stretches from the north-west of Persia to the southeast of Persia. Dena is the highest peak in this range, at a height of 5.000 m, in Fars. In
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some places the breadth of the mountain chains in more than 200 km. Hence they act as
a barrier largely preventing rainfall from reaching the centre of the plateau. Over 50%
of the total land surface is mountainous and highly broken in topography. The great
Zagros and Alborz mountain range together form a great V shape. The areas within the
V, with its own secondary ranges begin as a high plateau and gradually levels towards
the interior desserts (3).
The height of the plateau gradually declines from over 2,500 m above sea level at
its outer edge to about 1.000 m at its centre (4). The two desserts of Kavir-e Lut and
Kavir-e Namak occupy a large area of the plateau, extending south-east from the centre
to near the Oman Sea coast. Outside the plateau are two plains formed by the alluvial
deposits from the Alborz and Zagros. These are the south Caspian Littoral plain to the
north of the Alborz range and Khuzestan to the south-west of the Zagros Mountains.

1.2. 1.

Precipitation

The average of annual precipitation for Persia is 400 mm. It has less rainfall than
the world average. However, it should not mislead because the distribution of rain is not
equal for the entire country. The centre of plateau and all along the southern coast
receive much less rain than the other parts (5). On the high mountains and along the
Caspian Sea the mean annual precipitation is much higher than this average. The Alborz
and Zagros foothills with an elevation of 1.000 to 1.850 m above sea level receive
annual falls of this amount. General speaking, the rainfall decreases from north to south
and from west to east except where relief of land upsets the regularity in this
arrangement.
The physical shape, height and distance from equator, the location between
Sahara-Arabian and Central Asia-Siberian belt and the low pressure of Mediterranean
and Caspian Sea affect Persia’s climate, temperature and quantity of rainfall. In general,
the climate of the plateau and plains are hot and dry in summer with a mild winter and a
few days rain and snow in seasons apart from summer. The mountains are mild in
summer and cold and covered with snow in winter, where they are unendurable for
living. The valleys are warm in summer and cold in winter, but not so cold as to render
them uninhabitable. The annual snow melt from the mountains in spring irrigates the
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vast pasture lands and provides streams, which flow into the valleys and plains, giving
rise to human settlement in villages or cities (6).
On one side scarcity of water, scarcity of land, or both, difficulties of irrigation
and limitation of cultivation, on the other side, variation of climate and availability of
vast seasonal grasslands throughout the year, it has been possible to develop the stock
breading. For the reasons a portion of population of Persia has lived by pastoralism and
often followed nomadic or semi-nomadic way of life.

1.3.

Human Geography

The majority of the population in Persia have been always living in the northern
and western regions, in the plains, valleys and foothills of the Zagros and Alborz
mountains, where the water, cultivated lands and pastures exist. The vast area of semiarid zone in eastern, southern and central Persia does not attract settlers and is less
populated.
It has been estimated that after the First World War the population of Persia was
over 10 million. More than 20 per cent of the population lived in the towns and cities. A
quarter of population was nomads and semi-nomads, who dispersed throughout the
country and about 55percentage resided in 15.000-20.000 villages and hamlets. The
most important cities were Tehran, the capital, with 250.000 inhabitants, Tabriz
200.000, Mashad 100.000, Isfahan 75.000 and Shiraz 50.000.
With regard to the latest census, the population of Persia in 2002 is between 66-70
Millions. Almost two-third of the inhabitants is now city dwellers. Less than one-third
of the population live in rural areas and over one per cent is still nomads and seminomads. The number and the population of the cities increased throughout the 20th
century. As a result of centralisation policy and city dwelling, now Tehran has more
than 12.000.000 population, Mashad 2.500.000, Isfahan and Tabriz between 1.500.0002.000.000 Shiraz about 1.500.000.
Population of the cities Ahvaz, Kermanshah and Qom, reach to almost 1.000.000
and several cities have a population about or more than half million. Though, the
percentage of villagers reduced from 55% to 33%, but the number of villages and the
population increased to about 60.000 and 22 million (7).
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The successive immigration and invasion of Iranian, then Arab and finally TurkMongols tribes via Central Asia, Caucasus and Arabia increased and expanded the
nomadic way of life in the Iranian Plateau and affected on lingo-ethnically structure of
Persia as a whole. The Persians including nomads speak west Iranian languages and
dialects, Persian, Lori, Kurdish and Baluchi, as well as Turkic and Arabic.
The majority or about eighty eight per cent of the population including the
majority of nomads followed the Shi’ah branch of Islam. About ten per cent of the
population are Sunnites. The Christians, Jews, Zoroastrians and Baha’is are altogether
less than two per cent.
A city was the centre of provincial politic and trade. Bazaar was in the centre of
city, where the business and manual industries concentrated. Mosque and school
situated not far from the Bazaar. The cities and towns were surrounded by the fruit and
vegetable gardens. The main production in the rural area was grain, then the other
agricultural products such as barely, cereals as well as fruits, and vegetables. They kept
also small flock. The nomads had the main animal husbandry and agriculture as well as
manual crafts situated in the second place.
There was traditionally the east-west commercial Silk Road. The ports of Bushehr
and Bandar Abbas in the Persian Gulf and Anzali in the Caspian Sea connected the sea
routes to the internal cities. Beside the manual craft, grain, silk, dry fruits, animals and
the skins of sheep and goat were exported to other countries. Mohhammareh was
developed in the 19th century and connected the Persian Gulf to Isfahan and Tehran
through the Bakhtiyari land (8).
Few modern fabrics were installed in Persia in the 19th century. The numbers of
fabric industry were rapidly increased in Tehran and some other cities. The oil industry
developed by the A.P.O.C. in Khuzestan in 20th century and the process of
industrialisation accelerated.

1.3.1.

Pastoral Tribes and Pastures

The pastoral tribes of Persia were scattered throughout the country, but resided
mainly in the mountainous areas where the high altitudes guarantee the existence of rich
pasture lands. The main areas of nomadism were placed on the chains of Zagros in
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which cover the west part of Persia stretching out to the south-east region. The Zagros
chains are relatively bunched together in the north, opening up to the south (9).
The Kurd, Lor, Bakhtiyari, Qashqa’i and Khamseh tribes were the most important
pastoral (keepers of sheep and goat) tribes of Zagros.
The main production of pastoral nomads was animal breeding. In general the
nomads of Persia have had some cultivated lands, mostly dry farming (10). The carpet
and various types of rugs weaving are the main handicrafts of the nomad tribes in which
making by the tribeswomen.

1.3.1.1.

Definition of the Nomad Tribe

The geographers and historians of Islamic period in their works in Persian and
Arabic mention of several pastoral nomad tribes in different parts of the Iranian plateau
who migrated annually to summer and winter pastures. Ibn Khaldun in the 14th century,
gives a more clear definition of nomads that the “people who make their living by
rearing animals ....and are obliged to move and roam in search of pastures and water”.
The cement which holds such people together in a tribe the communal pride (asabiya)
which springs from shared ancestry and affinity and finds expression in confederacy or
alliance. Consequently these people unlike sedentary peoples, attach more importance to
descendent than to domicile. This definition is more general to the social scientists (11).
Anthropologists are of opinion that more or less similar characteristics can be
found in other tribes, wrote Firuz Towfiq. He refers to the researches of W. Iron among
the Turkmen in Persia that the tribe (il) generally depends on genealogy. “The members
of a tribe perceive their community as made up of small and large patrilineal descent
groups”, and “in the male line, back to the common ancestor“. The studies of Salzman
in Baluchestan “confirm the importance of descent-based organisation”. And lineage is
thus the main consideration, not “vicinage”. He added these remarks that the Turkmen
and Baluch could not be simply generalised and taken as typical of all the tribes of
Persia. These conceptual definitions do not provide adequate criteria for distinguishing
tribes from other groups (12).
Dieter Ehmann realised that there is no a comprehensive word to explain the
different economical activities of nomads. Additionally, he reached to conclusion that
the social scientists as well as biologists studied nomadism until fifty’s used the words
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and idioms of their own fields without paying the attention to the outcome and
vocabularies of the other fields. There is now variety of synonym words on nomadism.
Ehmann characterised in his work the life of the mountain tribe "Berg Nomaden" of
Bakhtiyaris in Zagros to distinguish them from the other forms of nomadism (13).
In Persia there are also many rural people who have flocks of sheep and goats.
They leave their villages for high altitudes in the mountains where pasturelands are rich
and they live in black tents. Nevertheless they do not belong to any tribal society. There
are tribesmen who live in their villages in the winter quarters and move with their flocks
towards their summer quarters in the high mountains at the end of spring and also live
there under black tents (14).
In a Symposium on “Nomadismus-ein Entwicklungsproblem?” Berlin 1982, Fred
Scholz formulates and defines six forms of pastoralism: VollnomadismusI,
VollnomadismusII, Halbnomadismus, Bergnomadismus, Transhumanz, Almwirtschaft
(15). What related to mountain nomad tribes in Persia can be defined as “a system
designed to integrate the nuclear families into the tribal community, to enable them to
perform functions and to secure tribe’s unity”.
In general, tribal organisation at the lower level is based on kinship and at higher
levels on administrative and political alliance. In many tribes the structure is of a more
or less uniform type of “segmentary lineage organisation” but there are also variations
from one tribe to another depending on factors such the degree of tribe integration or
dispersion, the source and nature of its economic activity, etc. (16).
Every tribe in Persia has an organisation and a common territory. The tribe is
divided into section (Tyreh). Each section in its turn is divided into sub-sections
(Tayefe). Tayefe is composed of several lineages (Oulad, Tash, Dahe, Gobak etc.,
depending on the tribe). A member of several camps or villages belongs to a lineage
(17). Annually, the tribe migrates two times between the winter quarters in the foothills
and plain and the summer quarters in high mountains.
The seasonal migration of tribe begins in fresh vegetation and pastures of spring
from lowland and foothills by stages up the high hill and mountain (18). The tribe
leaves the summer abode at the end of summer and the beginning of autumn. In
question to the nomads in Persia, the fact is that there were and to lesser extend there are
still variations of nomadic way of life in Persia.
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The Arab, Baluch and Turkmen nomad and semi-nomad tribes in Persia were less
than a quarter of tribal population. The mountains of Zagros with the rich pastures
placed almost two-third of the pastoral nomads in Persia. The social and political
structure of the pastoral nomads of Zagros, especially the great tribes were much
complicated from the other tribes in Persia.

1.3.1.2.

The Great Tribes of Persia

The mountain tribes of Persia distinguish from the nomads of desserts (Bedouins)
and the nomads of Asiatic steppes by many factors. The tribes in Persia reside in the
mountains and plain where there are rich pastures and water in summer and winter. In
opposition to horizontal and long annual migration of dessert and steppe nomad tribes,
the mountain tribes migrates comparatively relative short and vertical. The pastoral
nomads breed variation of animals and cultivate grain, wheat and barley, mostly dry
farming. There are tribes in Persia in which they were considered among the most
important nomad units in the world and their population reach to half million.
The most important characterisation of these great tribes in Persia is that each one
has a Government system. This government has influence in all sub-tribes. At the head
of pyramid is the great chief. The Bakhtiyari tribe is a perfect model of Persian
nomadism (19). The authority in the great tribe was concentrated in the hand of an
Ilkhani, supreme head of tribe; and an Ilbegi, as his assistant (20). The Ilkhani of the
great tribe was subject to the approval, even the appointment of the Shahs (21) from the
ruling family and then apportioned, at different levels of pyramid of segmentation.
The great tribes in this work are almost the same as confederation of tribes. The
word confederation reminds us as a special form of political structure, whereas the
chieftains of the four great tribes under study had a considerable power, but the internal
political structure and social relations of each tribe contain certain differences from the
others. One of the characteristic of the great tribe in Persia is that they consist of several
tribes and usually made up of ethnically different tribes and sub-tribes and no tribal
confederation includes the whole of an ethnic group.
The Turkish speaking confederation of Qashqa’i in Fars are consisted of six tribes
and one hundred to two hundred sub-tribes, who were in origin Turk, Lor, Lak, Kurd,
Arab, Persian, Korowshi and Gypsy (22). The Khamseh confederation in Fars was
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consisted of three Turkish, one Persian and one Arab tribe under the chieftainship of a
Persian city dweller Qavami family. The Khamseh great tribe was relatively a new
confederation. For the reason the tribes did not lose their languages (23).
The Lor speaking Bakhtiyari Confederation is one of the Persian’s most important
seasonally migrant communities. They are divided into two components parts. Each part
consists of several tribes and sub-tribes. The social organisation was the existence of
numerous interlocked social units within the tribe, reflecting an exceptionally high
degree of lineal segmentation at different levels (24). There were and to lesser extend
still there are Kurdish, Turkish, Arab as well as Lor sub-tribe from Lorestan in
Bakhtiyari (25). The situation of semi-nomad tribe Mohaysen-Ka’ab, who settled
gradually and cultivated the land around Karun in the 19th century, was different from
the great nomad tribe in Zagros. The rise of the sheikhs of Mohaysen branch related
partly to the decline of the sheikhs of Ka’ab and the geographical position of
Mohammareh.

1.3.2.

Great Powers and Tribal Chieftains

At the beginning of the 19th century, after the defeat of Persia in confrontation
with the Russian and the British forces, the two colonial powers began their political
and economic penetration in Persia. Both powers realised the importance of political
and military power of tribal chieftains and the semi-independent character of tribal
community. They opened friendly relation with chieftains. The Persian Government had
anxiety of the direct relation of the tribal chieftains with the two colonial powers, who
were in a position to provide arms and ammunitions for them.
1.4.

Central Zagros and Khuzestan Tribes

The south west Persia was the most populated tribal area in this country and is
shaped by the mountains of Zagros, which, like parallel lines, stretch from the northwest to the south-east. Valleys and plains lie between the mountains. In Bakhtiyari land
the flatter lands are less than in the province of Fars and the mountains are closer to
each other. Most of the rivers originating in Zagros flow as far as the alluvial plain of
Khuzestan. A few also reaches Isfahan and Fars. The rivers render the area inhabitable
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(26). The south-west Persia is an area of more than 300.000 km2 (without the province
Isfahan).
The unique physical features and climate of the area distinguish it from central
part of Persia. The political and cultural interrelations of the area in modern history,
which distinguished it from northern Zagros provinces, are the bases for concentration
upon this area. At beginning of the 20th century, the south-west Persia had about onefourth of the country’s population. In addition to many small and lesser tribes, five great
tribes with a considerable population resided there and their chiefs had immense
influence and played an important role in the history of southern Persia.
Four of them, Bakhtiyari, Qashqa’i Khamseh and Mohaysen-Banu-Kaab who
were more related to each other are the subject of this study. The Bakhtiyari tribe had a
population over 30.000 families, Qashqa’i tribe also over 30.000 families, Khamseh
confederacy about 15.000 families and Mohaysen-Ka’ab about 10.000 families. In the
first decades of the 20th century, the chief of Mohaysen tribe brought most Arab tribes
in southern Khuzestan under his rule, a population between 15.000-20.000 families. The
chiefs of the four tribes had a population between 100.000 and 110.000 families or
between 650.000 and 700.000 persons under their rule, or about half of the tribal
population and more than one-fourth of the population of the area.
In addition to four mentioned great tribes, their chieftains had influence on lesser
tribes as well as the settlers. The chief of the great tribe Filie had also influence on the
other tribes in Poshtkuh. The population of Poshtkuh tribes’ reached to 30.000 families
and he was always in alliance with the other four southern great tribe chieftains.
Additionally, some other important Lor tribes in Lorestan, Boir Ahmadi and tribes of
Fars, the number of tribes’ people might be estimated to over 1.200.000 or half of the
population of the area and one-eighth of the countries’ population (27).
1.4.1.

Bakhtiyari Tribe (Origin and History)

The Shi’ah’ Lor speaking nomad tribe of Bakhtiyari was one of the two most
important nomad tribes in southern Persia and was divided into two components parts:
Haft Lang tribes and Chahar Lang tribes. The nomad tribes of Bakhtiyari organisation
were almost similar to many other tribes in Persia (28). Annually, the tribe of Bakhtiyari
migrates two times between the winter quarters in the Bakhtiyari foothills and the northeast districts of Khuzestan (Masjed-e-Soleyman, Shushtar, Ize and Dezful) and the
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summer quarters in high mountains of Chahar Mahal (Shahr-e-kord and Borujen) and
Daran. The seasonal migration of tribe begins in fresh vegetation and pastures of spring
from lowland and foothills by stages up the high hill and mountain (29). The tribe
leaves the summer abode at the end of summer and the beginning of autumn.
The province of Bakhtiyari is now about 11.000 km2. However, many districts
and areas in neighbouring provinces are resided by the Bakhtiyaris. On the eve of the
20th century, the population of Bakhtiyaris were mainly pastoral nomads. There were,
also a number of semi-nomads, transhumance and settled agriculturalists. Bakhtiyari
tribe consisted 30.000-40.000 families or more than 200.000 or more than two per cent
of the country’s population. The chiefs of Bakhtiyari extended their influence outside
the Bakhtiyari country in the 19th century. They gained many estates in Lorestan,
Khuzestan and Chahar Mahal. Therefore a large number of settled agriculturists and
peasants came under the Bakhtiyari ruling families (30).
There are a number of tribal legends and tribal tradition thus both indicate that the
group of mountain tribes now collectively known as the Bakhtiyaris are from different
ethnic and diverse origin and the present name is comparatively modern (31). The
circumstances of the use of the word Bakhtiyari is not clear. The legends are not
satisfactory either. There is a reference in 16th century in which the governorship and
tax collecting were given to certain Bakhtiyari (32). With the fall of Safavid dynasty in
1722 in Isfahan, the Bakhtiyaris participated in struggle for access to power and throne
throughout the 18th century, but without success and their rebellions were suppressed.

1.4.2.

Leadership in Bakhtiyari Tribe

On the first half of the 19th century the chiefs of Haft Lang lost their position and
Mohammad Taqi Chahar Lang was the only chieftain who succeeded to bring most of
Bakhtiyaris under his rule. During the reign of Mohammad Shah (1834-48),
Mohammad Taqi Khan Chahar Lang was the most powerful Khan in Bakhtiyari (33).
As a result of insurgence he lost his power and imprisoned in Tehran. In the second half
of the 19th century, Hossein Qoli Khan of Zarasvand sub tribe of Haft lang-e-Bakhtiyari
strengthened his power and finally he was appointed as the Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari by
Nasser al-Din Shah (1848-1896). During the years 1852-82 Hossein Qoli Khan
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achieved to bring the whole of Bakhtiyari tribe under his jurisdiction. With the
assistance of his two brothers, the Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari had the function of tribal chief,
tax collector, tribal arbitrate, land lord and the governor of adjacent regions.
These functions were similar to the other great tribes such as Qashqa’i
confederation. Hossein Qoli Khan gained many estates in Khuzestan and Chahar Mahal
by various means and he was one of the most powerful, influential and richest Ilkhani at
this juncture. For this reason he was murdered in Isfahan 1882 by Prince Zell al-Soltan,
the governor-general of Isfahan with the consent of his father, Nasser ad-Din Shah (34).

1.4.3.

The Family Rivalry

After the death of Great Ilkhani, for almost 12 years, there were severe rivalries
among three fractions of the ruling family of Bakhtiyari on Governing of the Bakhtiyari
tribe. The rivalry between the Governor-General of Isfahan, Prince Zell al-Soltan and
the Grand vizier Amin al-Soltan, caused a great hostility and bitter conflicts between the
rival factions. The office of Ilkhani moved from one faction to another (35). Finally the
two families Ilkhani and Haji Ilkhani united against the Ilbegi family in 1894. They
agreed to exclude the Ilbegi family from governorship of Bakhtiyari. Secondly, the
eldest member of the two families would be Ilkhani and the eldest man of the other
family would be Ilbegi (36).
From the two families as Ilkhani and Ilbegi, all incomes, whether from tolls on
Bakhtiyari road, guard service, and so on were divided between the Ilkhani and Haji
Ilkhani factions. This division was recognised by the Central Government (Shah) and
then by the British who concluded the contract of Bakhtiyari road in 1898 and the oil
agreements of 1905 and 1909. The chiefs of Bakhtiyari extended their influence outside
the Bakhtiyari country in the 19th century. They gained many estates in Lorestan,
Khuzestan and Chahar Mahal. Therefore a large number of settled agriculturists and
peasants came under the Bakhtiyari ruling families.
The Bakhtiyari Khans participated in the last phase of Constitutional Revolution.
With the victory of constitutionalists, the Bakhtiyari Khans entered into national politics
in 1909. The two factions again secretly agreed that the government’s posts such as
governorship and income should be divided on the some bases.
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1.4.4.

Bakhtiyari Road and Oil

The geographical position of Bakhtiyari land in the centre of Persia caused the
attention of British authorities the importance of Bakhtiyari land. The Persian
Government granted a road concession to the Bakhtiyari Khans linking Ahvaz to
Isfahan and Lynch Company constructed the commercial road of Bakhtiyari and opened
in 1899 (37). In 1905, the British consul in Isfahan, on behalf of concessionaire
negotiated with the Bakhtiyari Khans. Then they concluded an agreement on formation
a subsidiary company with 3% shares for the two rulings Bakhtiyari families, an
agreement on land purchasing for the Oil Company and formation a Bakhtiyari Guard to
protect the employees and the other properties of the company in the oil fields,
pipelines, installations in 1905. Drilling began in the winter quarter of the Bakhtiyari in
1905.
After the discovery of oil in the Bakhtiyari winter quarter in 26 May 1908, the
subsidiary Bakhtiyari Company with 3% of share for the Khans was formed in 13 April
1909 and the day after the A.P.O.C. founded (38).

1.4.5.

Bakhtiyaris in Revolution 1905-1911

The Bakhtiyari Khans of ruling families under the leadership of Sardar Ass’ad II
and Samsam al-Saltaneh II participated in the third phase of the Constitutional
Revolution. Sardar Ass’ad received the positive gesture of the British Government in
London before returning to Persia. Since the conquest of Tehran in 1909, the Bakhtiyari
Khans participated in national politics. They were appointed as Prime Minister, Minister
of War the Cabinets, governor-general in several provinces. Usually, the Bakhtiyari
Khans and Bakhtiyari force in Tehran supported the cabinets against its opponents from
outside, Mohammad Ali Shah and his brother or in the country such as Shahsavan and
Turkmen tribes.
On the other hand the Khans in Tehran and as the Governor kept a large number
of Bakhtiyari cavalries which it involved expense for the treasury, but they did not bring
real security. Bakhtiyari Khans enjoyed and benefited from the presence of their armed
tribesmen and their mischief caused many complaints until 1923 (39). After the
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confrontation with Gendarmerie in Tehran 1913, the Persian Government asked the
Senior Khans to send the Bakhtiyari force to the Bakhtiyari land. The Khans kept their
retinues in Tehran and the force remained with the Governor-General Khans in the
provinces (40). The Persian statesmen and British diplomats, both, regarded the
Bakhtiyari force in a long term as an obstacle to the administration reforms.

1.4.6.

Security of the Oil fields

Since the conquest of Tehran in 1909, most of the senior Bakhtiyari Khans resided
in Tehran or as Governor-General went to the other provinces. In the absence of the
Khans from the Bakhtiyari land, due to disunity and quarrel between the two ruling
families, the question of security and tranquillity in the oil fields persuaded the British
Oil Company and the British Legation to interfere on Governorship of Bakhtiyari. The
agreement of 1894 reshaped in 1912. By the new arrangement of 1912, first of all the
Ilkhani had almost a free hand in the tribal affairs. Secondly, the question of elderly
person of the two families for Governorship of the Bakhtiyari tribe lost its important.
Thirdly, the period of Ilkhani limited to a special time and finally it let the Ilkhani to
choose his Ilbegi from the other family (41).
By the arrangement the period of Ilkhaniship was for five years, On March 1912
Nasser Khan, Sardar Jang of Haji Ilkhani family was appointed as Ilkhani for five years.
He appointed Morteza Qoli Khan, the son of Samsam al-Saltaneh, of Ilkhani family as
Ilbegi. Though, he arrangement was for five years but, due to the Great War Sardar
Jang was replace by Gholam Hossein Khan Sardar Mohtasham as Ilkhani and Yusef
Khan Amir Mojahed as Ilbegi in 1915. British supported these nominees as Ilkhani and
Ilbegi to secure the tranquillity in the oil fields. By penetrating step by step, British
established their influence in centre of Persia and prevent of the possible penetration of
Russian in this neutral area.

1.5.

Population of Khuzestan

The province of Khuzestan contains the foot-hills and the alluvial plain of Zagros
mountain in the south-west of the Iranian plateau, a territory of about 60.000 km2.
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Albeit Khuzestan has a history over 6000 years, but ethnically and linguistically the
feature of the province has changed several times due to successive invasions and
immigrations of many Persians, Arab, Turk and Lor speaking nomads and seminomads’ tribes into Khuzestan and the Iranian plateau (42).
At the beginning of the 20th century Khuzestan was mainly the home of nomad
and semi-nomad Arab and Lor tribes as well as settlers. The Arab tribes resided in
southern, centre and western districts of the province. In the northern and eastern
districts lived the Lors of Pish-kuh, Lorestan and Bakhtiyari tribes (settled or nomad).
The town of Dezful and Shushtar in the northern district were famous for their especial
Persian dialects and the town of Ramhormoz was a mixture of south west Iranian dialect
affiliated with many Arabic words.
Due to the annual migration of the Lor speaking nomads to the high land pastures
and the annual migration of some Arab tribes on both sides of the border to
Mesopotamia ( today Iraq), the size of population fluctuated from summer to winter.
The numbers of Arab families were over twenty thousand families or 150.000 to
200.000 persons.
The Bakhtiyari settled and nomads were more than 30.000 families and the other
Lor tribes who resided seasonal or permanently in the northern Khuzestan should be
less than Bakhtiyaris. There was also a very small number of Turkish speaking near
Shushtar and certain sub-tribes of Kohgiluyeh and Boir Ahmadi as well as Qashqa’i
sub-tribes in Khuzestan (43).

1.5.1.

Arab Tribes of Khuzestan

Since the Safavid era (1500-1722) the last feature of Khuzestan has been
gradually shaped and continued in the following centuries by the arrival and the
immigration of many nomads and semi-nomad tribes of Lor, Arab and in small scale
Turkish tribes into Khuzestan. The majority of these tribes immigrated into Khuzestan
from the 15th century onwards.
The feature of Arab tribes in southern Khuzestan is based on five century
interrelation between Mesopotamia and Khuzestan. The Ka’ab tribe migrated from
central and southern Arabia into Mesopotamia and then into Khuzestan during the 17th
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and 18th centuries. The Ka’ab was subordinated to the Afshar tribe in order to come into
Khuzestan. They paid a certain amount to the Afshar chiefs annually (44).

1.5.2.

Khuzestan’s Governors and Chieftains

In the reign of Nasser al Din Shah (1848-1896), the Governor-General of
Khuzestan had a considerable arm force and in case of any rebellion, he was reinforced
by additional detachments by the Central Government. The Governors-General use to
travel to Howizeh every year and the chiefs of Arab tribes came to see him and pay their
annual taxes to him (45).
From the reign of Mozafar al-Din Shah (1896-1907) until the rise of Reza Khan to
the throne (1925), in the absence of a strong army and Central Government, the
Governor-Generals of Khuzestan lost gradually their power and territory and it was
limited mainly to the town Shushtar and Dezful.
The Governor-General resided in Shushtar. The headquarters of the provincial
departments were in Shushtar and some of them such as post and telegraph in Ahvaz.
The territory under the Governor-General, where the machinery of Central Government
was still in motion, containing the towns Shushtar and Dezful and to some extends the
vicinity districts in the northern Khuzestan and it was lying immediately below the
Bakhtiyari hill in the north and east, where the winter pastures and the villages of
Bakhtiyaris situated.
The Governor-General had only a few local town police and some thirty to forty
cavalries, recruited from Lor tribes near to Shushtar. He commanded no real authority
even in the suburb districts, which resided by the Lors, Bakhtiyaris and Arab tribes.
Albeit the rapid urbanisation became a feature of Khuzestan in the first decades of the
20th century, even after the war, the dominant feature of the province was still tribal,
mostly nomads or semi-nomads. The Bakhtiyari Khans expanded their authority on
eastern and north-east Khuzestan, in Rahmhormoz, Masjed Soleiman to the gate of
Shushtar and Dezful. They did not pay attention to the governor-general and did not
prepare to pay their taxes to the finance department (46).
The south Khuzestan and almost all the Arab tribes of Khuzestan came one after
another successfully under the rule of Sheikh Khaz’al, a hereditary ruler of
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Mohammareh. He communicated directly with the Central Government. The GovernorGeneral of Khuzestan who came from Tehran, had to come to understanding with him
and the Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari, otherwise he was not able to stay for a long time in
Khuzestan.
The winter quarters of the tribes of Lorestan such as Sagvand, Beyranvand,
Baharvand, Qale_ vand were only a few kilometres from Dezful, resided on the other
side of bounders to Mesopotamia and Sheikh Khaz’al influence was rather shadowy and
Vali of Posht-Kuh was able to manipulate tribal factions in north Khuzestan and close to
Dezful in his own interests (47).
In fact, some years to the war, the districts of Shushtar and Dezful formed a
ground the armbands of Bakhtiyari Khans and Khaz’al alternatively advanced and
retreated. They, both, also subsidised their adherents in these two towns, where they
were constantly involved in factional fights. As a result of these fightings caused a great
insecurity of life and property (48).

1.5.3.

British and the Chieftains of Mohaysen

In the second half of the 19th century the expansion trade from the Persian Gulf
through Khuzestan and then via Bakhtiyari land to the centre of Persia promoted the
British to open friendly relation with the governor of the frontier town of Khuzestan, the
port of Mohammareh and opening British Consulates in this province one after the
another. Sheikh Jabber and then his son, Sheikh Maz‘al, at least in the beginning, had a
cordial relation with the British authorities in the Persian Gulf.

1.5.4.

Sheikh Khaz’al the Governor of Mohammareh

On the eve of the 20th century Sheikh Maz’al the hereditary Governor of
Mohammareh and the chief of Mohaysen tribe of Bani- Ka’ab was killed in a complot
by his brother, Sheikh Khaz’al, who succeeded to him on 2 June 1897. Khaz’al was
reaffirmed in his office and received the hereditary title and Governorship of
Mohammareh and frontier. He was an ambitious man and through various methods such
as bribery and marriage gradually he made solid his position in southern Khuzestan.
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He was only a year in office that by the suggestion of Grand Vizier and the
approval of the Shah was appointed as the governor of Falahiye and therefore he
becomes the chief of Ka’ab tribe as a whole. Khaz’al succeeded to gain the
Governorship of Ahvaz as well as crown estates in this region through the support of his
courtier friends by a series of Farmans in 1902 (49).
During the years of Constitutional Revolution 1905-1909, the years of upheaval
and the weakness of Central Government, Khaz’al prepared to pay the annual taxes of
the insurgents tribes chiefs to the government and to collect the taxes by his force and to
appoint his partisans as the chief of the tribes. Khaz’al eliminated the chief of Howizeh,
Al-e-Khamis, Bani-torof who were not ready to accept him as the master of Khuzestan.
He brought also al-e-Kathir, one of the most powerful Arab tribes in Khuzestan under
his rule. He removed, imprisoned and poisoned his opponents and as the result the other
tribal sheikhs remained silence.
He also bought the official who was sent to the province from Tehran. The
powerful rival of Khaz’al was the Bakhtiyari Khans. Otherwise he ruled over southern
Khuzestan almost semi-independence. Khaz’al subsidised certain newspapers in Egypt
and Iraq and also he paid to some Arab poets to be praised as the Amir of Arabistan
(Khuzestan) (50).

1.5.5.

British and Sheikh Khaz’al

The political and commercial importance of Khuzestan was gradually increased.
As Khaz’al reaffirmed as the governor of Mohammareh in 1897, he developed further
his cordial relation with the British authorities in the Persian Gulf. Khaz’al was an
ambitious man and he intended to stable his future with the future of Khuzestan. British
Government supported him on Mohammareh custom question 1902. Khaz’al received a
confident assurance letter from the British Government. This was the first of a series of
assurance letters from a series that Khaz’al received from British Government (51). The
discovery of oil in 1908 in the Bakhtiyari winter pastures by the concessions syndicate,
then the A.P.O.C. caused a closer association of British with Bakhtiyari Khans and
Sheikh Khaz’al (52).
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The British political resident in Bushehr, Sir Percy Cox and the A.P.O.C.
negotiated with Khaz’al over the Oil Company’s pipeline, refinery site and the guardian
of oil refinery rather than with the authorities in Tehran. British Consul in
Mohammareh, Arnold Wilson, became also actively involved in the negotiations.
Khaz’al was anxious that the development of Khuzestan would cause the Central
Government to seek for more taxes and would re-establish his authority in Khuzestan.
Khaz’al received another secret assurance for the protection of his semi-independent
position, but in the condition that he should fulfil his duty towards the Persian
Government. He was decorated with order and “with all the ceremony of a full-dress
Indian Durban, the insignia of a Knight Commander" order of the Indian Empire in
1910.
From British point of view, Sheikh Khaz’al was an important factor in tranquillity
in the Persian Gulf and southern Khuzestan. The safety of trade routes and the guardian
of oil installation pipeline and refinery facilitated British commercial and industrial
activities in the region. He was equipped with the British arm and ammunition and
received additional extended assurances and he was decorated again with new order.
The official ceremonies demonstrated to the other Arab chiefs in Khuzestan the respect
and support of British authorities of Sheikh Khaz’al (53).

1.6.

The Great Tribes of Fars

The province of Fars had several lesser, middle size and great nomad tribes. The
two confederation nomad tribes in which still a relative small portion of them follows
the nomadic way of life.

1.6.1.

Qashqa’i Tribes of Fars

The meaning of the word Qashqa’i is vague. It appears that the nucleus of the
tribe came from the Turkish speaking clans in Central Asia who entered the Iranian
plateau with the Saljuqs and Mongols. The time of immigration of many clans to Fars is
not clear either. For the first time there is a clear reference to the residence of a Turkish
tribe in Fars in the 15th century. The Qashqa’i tribe is a comparatively recent community
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and the establishment of the tribal confederacy is not clear either. The Qashqa’i tribe
was ruled by the Shahilu Turkish speaking nomad clan who was sent from Azarbaijan to
Fars by the Safavid Kings. The Qashqa’i nomad tribes migrated twice in a year. Their
summer quarters were north-west of Fars, south-west of Isfahan, a part of Chahar Mahal
provinces. Their Winter Quarters were south-west of Fars, east of Khuzestan and a part
of Kohgiluye and Bushehr provinces (54).
Though, the main language of Qashqa’is is Turkish and some of the sub-tribes
were certainly from Turkish origin, but from the earliest historical evidence, the various
groups, Turkish and non-Turkish clans of pre-Islamic to modern time, affiliated to the
tribe. The Qashqa’is have not been of homogeneous origin and Qashqa’is themselves
claim, in the ethno-linguistically were Turks, Kurds, Lors, Laks, Arabs, Persians,
Baluch, and gypsies of Central Asia, Caucasus, Persia, and Turkey (55).
The name of Qashqa’i has been mentioned for the first time in a literary work of
the 17th century. The Qashqa’i tribe as a political and military force and one of the
defender tribes of southern coast have been mentioned in one of the source at the
beginning of the 18th century. They were exiled to Khorassan by Nadir Shah After
(1730-1747). As a result of co-operative policy of the Shahilu chiefs of Qashqa’i with
Karim Khan (1750-1779), the founder of Zand dynasty, who chose Shiraz as his capital,
he permitted the return of Qashqa’i from Khorassan to Fars. This strengthened the
position of tribes in Fars. By appointing Isma’il Khan Shahilu as the head of Qashqa’i,
Karim Khan Zand recognised the power of Shahilu clan in Fars (56).

1.6.2.

The Confederation of Khamseh Tribes

Shahilu, the ruling family of Qashqa’i, succeeded to expand the size of the tribe in
the 19th century. Some of the tribes, who came to Fars with Karim Khan Zand, after the
overthrow of Zand dynasty, joined the Qashqa’is. Some of the Lor as well as the nonQashqa’i Turkish tribes of Fars also affiliated the Qashqa’is. The great Qashqa’i tribe
was the strongest confederation of nomad tribes in the south. Additionally, many other
tribes in Fars remained in a friendly term with the chiefs of Qashqa’i.
With regard to the increasingly power of the Qashqa’i confederacy, the Prince
Governor General of Fars, Hesham al-saltaneh, and the influential Qavam al-Molk
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suggested formation a new confederation of tribe in Fars as a counter weight to the
Qashqa’i. With the approval of Nasser al-Din Shah the Khamseh Confederation was
gradually formed in 1860-1865. Ali Mohammad Khan Qavam al-Molk was appointed
as the tax collector of the Baharlu, Arab and Basseri tribes and then the chief of the
confederation (57).
The Confederation of Khamseh tribes consisted of five Persian, Turkish and Arab
tribes. The Arab tribe came from Arabian Peninsula during the Abbasid Caliphates to
Fars (58). The Turkish tribes came to Fars in the 15th century onwards (59) and the
Persian came partly from Khorassan and the other part belonged to the old tribes of
Fars. The summer quarters of the Khamseh confederation were north and north-east of
Fars and the winter quarters of the Khamseh tribes were south and south-east of Fars
(60).
Ali Mohammad Khan Qavam al-Molk the head of Qavam family and the only real
rival came into conflict with the power of Ilkhani of Qashqa’i and with Khamseh
confederation. He protected his caravans to and from southern port in eastern part of
Fars. Qavam family were originally from a merchant of Qazvin who came to Shiraz in
the last decades of the Safavid dynasty. Gradually, the family participated in social and
local politics. They were recognised as merchant -aristocrat family of the Shiraz (61). In
the middle of the 19th century the head of Qavam family was the hereditary Deputy
Governor-General of Fars and the Mayor of Shiraz. Qavamis continually expanded their
power and wealth (estates and gardens) in the Province to the 1920s similar to their rival
Qashqa’i chiefs, especially in the eastern Fars.
Besides the collection of taxes and jurisdiction rights in the tribe, the two rival
families were appointed as the governors of the towns in eastern and western Fars. The
landlords and the peasants who lived close to or within the nomad areas and il-routes
where the nomads passed through in spring and autumn depended on the goodwill of
chiefs of the Qashqa’i and Khamseh tribes to prevent their tribesmen from damaging the
sown fields and the villages as a whole.
The commercial road Isfahan-Shiraz and Shiraz-Bushehr were near to the
Qashqa’i summer and winter quarters and Shiraz-Bandar Abbas road was within the
Khamseh areas. The good will of the two rival chiefs was very important to prevent the
nomads from highway robbery (62). On the eve of the 20th century, due to the weakness
of the Constitutional Government in Tehran and the intervention policy of Great Powers
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in Persia, the chiefs of the tribes gained a much stronger position than before throughout
of the country as well as in Fars.
In the absence of a uniform and efficient armed force, the highway robbery
increased and many of the petite tribes ignored the law and order. The weakness of the
Central Government affected the position of the Governor-Generals, whose small and
inefficient forces were not able to challenge the power of the tribal chiefs. In the south,
including the province of Fars, British expanded their trade and enterprise as well as
political and military activities and opened a close relation with the influential local
chiefs. British Government dispatched consulate guards and stationed detachments in
southern coastal ports and islands.
In the province of Fars, the Governor-Generals could only look to the good will of
Ilkhani of Qashqa’i and the chief of Khamseh. He was unable to challenge the power of
the two great chiefs if he would ignore their interests. In the reign of Mozafar al-Din
Shah (1896-1907) Isma’il Khan, the son of Darab Khan-e-Ilbegi came to power in 1898.
He was appointed first as Ilbegi and then in 1904 as the Ilkhani of the Qashqa’i. He was
very efficient, but at the same time he was not prepared to divide the leadership of the
Qashqa’i tribe with his brothers and the wealth that this leadership entailed.
Qavamis who achieved to a more stable position in Fars after the formation of
Khamseh confederacy, now confronted with a strong character as the head of Qashqa’i.
For the years, 1906-1912 the Constitutional Revolution affected on the affairs of Fars
and shaped new forms to the traditional political rivalry and enmity. The conflict
between the constitutionalists and the supporters of the old regime widened the
differences between the chiefs of Khamseh and Sowlat al-Dowleh, the Ilkhani of
Qashqa’i (1904-1933) (63).
Habib-allah Khan Qavam al-Molks opened a closer relation with the British
consulate. Despite the presence of British-Indian troops in Shiraz in 1910, the ShirazBushehr commercial road remained closed. The Kashkuli tribes of Qashqa’i under
Mohammad Ali Khan made the road unsafe. Finally, the Persian Government appointed
Mokhber al-Saltaneh, an experienced statesman, as the new governor general of Fars in
1912. It was hoped that he could restore the order in Fars.
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1.6.3.

Governor-General of Fars and Two Chieftains

On his arrival to Shiraz in 1912, the province was in turmoil. Moocher alSaltaneh, governor general, was informed that the Khamseh confederation had rebelled
against Qavam al-Molk and he did not dare to leave Shiraz to go among his tribesmen.
The bandits as general and the bandits of the Qashqa’i tribe made the life insecure for
the inhabitants of western Fars. Inside the city of Shiraz, no one dare to go out after
sunset (64).
The Gendarmerie force had been defeated by Qashqa’i tribesmen in Siyakh,
where they had lost their cannon and rifles. The Anglo-Indian force, therefore, did not
dare to come out of their quarters in Shiraz. Mokhber al-Saltaneh persuaded the chief of
the Qashqa’i to reconcile himself with his rival, the chief of Khamseh to bring
tranquillity to Fars. He employed a number of local riflemen to strengthen the
Gendarmerie. He sent a group of riflemen and Gendarmes together to sentry posts along
the Shiraz-Kazerun road to secure the safety of transport and merchandise.
Sowlat al-Dowleh managed to pacify the Qashqa’is, and they migrated to their
summer quarters in an orderly fashion. Qavam al-Molk also arrested the chief of
Khamseh rebel, Askar Khan, who was subsequently executed by the order of the
governor-general. Gradually, security returned to Fars, and the British-Indian force left
the city for Bushehr (65). The Swedish officers of the Gendarmerie and British consul
in Shiraz initiated a military operation against the tribesmen, without consulting the
governor-general and without realising that the tribesmen live under completely
different circumstances from city dwellers. They were in military operation badly
defeated. In spite of their mistakes, the situation of Fars remained almost calm until the
outbreak of the First World War (66).

1.7.

British and Southern Tribes

British had built friendly relations with some of the southern tribal chieftains since
the third decade of the 19th century, among them Mohammad Taqi Khan Chahar Lang
of the Bakhtiyari tribe and the sheikh of Ka’ab tribes.
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In the year 1838, the Persian Government regained the city of Herat. British
considered the Persian Government policy in restoring of Herat as a threat to the British
interests in India. British Navy occupied southern Persia. The Persian Government
confronted with the uprising of the chief of Bakhtiyari and the Sheikh of Ka’ab tribes in
Khuzestan. Persian Government accused British that they provoke the tribal chieftains
against the Central Government. Persia had to withdraw from Herat and then took
military campaign against the chiefs of Bakhtiyari and Ka’ab (67). After the AngloPersian War 1856, this relation developed with Hossein Qoli Khan the Ilkhani of
Bakhtiyari and the sheikh of Mohaysen.
In the second half of the 19th century and the first decades of the 20th century
Russian and British increased their economic and commercial activities. They
developed a close relation with the tribal chieftains. For many years, British
Government was interested in opening a commercial road from the mouth of the river
Karun in the Persian Gulf, where the chief of Mohaysen tribe resided to the north of
Khuzestan and from there through the Bakhtiyari land to Isfahan. After the opening of
Suez Canal 1870 and the river Karun in 1880s British increased the commercial
activities through the south-west to the centre of Persia.
The Persian Government granted a concession to the Bakhtiyari Khans. A British
company holds the responsibility the construction and the repairs of the road for
Bakhtiyari khans who managed the road guard for the security of passenger and goods
and the collection of road tolls. On the eve of the 20th century, in 1899 the Bakhtiyari
road was opened (68).
Very soon an oil concession was granted to a British subject in 1901. The oil was
discovered by the British oil company in the winter quarters of the Bakhtiyari nomad
tribe in 1908 and then the installation of a refinery was set up in Abadan island near
Mohammareh in Khuzestan, where the chief of Mohaysen tribe, Sheikh Khaz’al,
resided, This subject increased the importance of the south-west Persia in the British
policy. The south-west area was the most extended and populated tribal area in Persia
and many tribes, nomad, semi-nomad lived in highland and lowland. British
Government developed rapidly her relations with the tribal chiefs in that area (69).
The A.P.O.C. through British consulates in the south concluded two Agreements
with the Bakhtiyari Khans in 1905 and 1909. Then a Bakhtiyari Guard was appointed
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by the Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari to protect the oil fields, oil pipes and installation in
Bakhtiyari land (70).
An Agreement also concluded with the chief of Mohaysen in 1909 without the
knowledge of the Persian Government. Sheikh Khaz’al formed a Guard to protect the
oil pipes and refinery in southern Khuzestan. In following years, especially after the
Great War, the Oil Company, in searching of oil, expanded its activities in other tribal
area in the south-west and concluded new agreements with the certain tribal chiefs (71).
Parallel to the British tribal policy in southern Persia, British reached to an
agreement in 1907 with Russia on Persia to exclude the German activities and the other
new comers in Persia. Very soon both powers implemented the gunboat diplomacy in
Persia by stationing military detachments in this country. Russian detachments arrived
in the so called Russian Zone and British detachments in so called British and neutral
Zones. They expanded the size of their consulate guards and started to increase their
interference in the Persian internal affairs.
British tribal policy and gunboat diplomacy weakened the position of Central
Government and increased the rivalry and enmity between the local chieftains. On the
eve of the First World War, Great Britain had close and stable relations with certain
tribal chieftains in the south. The financial assistant of the A.P.O.C. and the British
Government of India facilitated the establishment of British position in southern Persia,
but British underestimated the anti-British atmosphere in Persia as well as among the
tribal chieftains who lost their position (72).

1.7.1.

Southern Tribal Chieftains and the War

During the War 1914-1918, the tribal chieftains in the south-west of Persia were
divided between the two sides. Sheikh Khaz’al, the chief of Mohaysen tribe and the
ruler of southern Khuzestan, the Ilkhani, Ilbegi and most of the Senior Khans of
Bakhtiyari, the chief of Khamseh confederacy and some of the less important Khans of
Qashqa’i as well as some lesser tribal chieftains supported and collaborated with the
British forces in southern Persia. They were equipped with the British arms and
financed by the British authorities (73). Sowlat al-Dowleh, the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i,
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most of Komareh, Lor and Dashtestanis in Fars, Some of the Arab tribes of Khuzestan,
certain younger Bakhtiyari Khans fought against British occupation of Persia (74).
After the war, in the years 1920-1921, when the British Government foresaw that
the city of Tehran might be occupied by the Bolsheviks, they came into discussion with
the southern great tribal chieftains to form a united front in the centre and southern
Persia. The military power of tribes was still so strong that the British intended to
mobilise them against the Soviet Republic of Gilan and the Russian Bolshevik (75).

1.7.2.

British in Khuzestan during the War

Sheikh Khaz’al had co-operated loyally with the British Government and then the
A.P.O.C. in 1897-1914, when the crisis and upheaval embraced throughout the country.
He was strongly supported by the British Government and his tribesmen were well
equipped with the British arms and ammunitions. Sheikh Khaz’al received five time
assurance letters on the safety of his position and his future from the British
Government in 1902, 1903, 1908, 1909 and 1910 (76). Sheikh Khaz’al expanded his
power in southern and centre of Khuzestan. He had broken the power of various Arab
tribes and many of their chieftains were either imprisoned or exiled. They lost power
and prestige. He increased taxation and banished the tribal unrest’s and the uprisings
were suppressed (77).
With the outbreak of the War in 1914, despite the fact that the Persian
Government declared neutrality, British Government persuaded Sheikh Khaz’al as a
Persian subject to collaborate with the British forces in Persia and Mesopotamia and
expanded the assurance letter to his heir (78). Khaz’al responded positively to the
British demand. British Government prepared an expeditionary force in October 1914
and sent to the Persian Gulf. Some days after declaration of War by Ottomans, the
British-Indian forces landed in Fao in Mesopotamia in 7 November 1914 and defeated
the force of the Turks. Within a short time, however, British confronted with the
uprising of Arab tribes in Khuzestan and the march of Ottoman troops into the province.
Some of the Arab tribes, opponent to the Khaz’al rule joint the Jihad and revolted
against him and the British.
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They cut the oil pipes in several places and interrupted the current of oil in
February 1915. Sheikh Khaz’al was unable either to suppress the rebel Arab tribes or to
resist to the Turkish troops. He could not defend of southern Khuzestan and the British
interests against the unified opponents and a regular army whereas he was equipped
well. In the first half of the year 1915, British Government had to increase the number
of British troops in Khuzestan to 22.000 men to maintain the Khaz’al’s rule and
safeguard the oil fields and oil installations. The Ottoman force and the opponent rebel
Arab tribes in Khuzestan were defeated in May 1915. The Turkish force withdrew to
Mesopotamia and the Arab tribes finally recognised the rule of Khaz’al some months
later (79).
“The rebellion, however, was a serious blow to Khaz’al’s prestige as well as the
credibility of his rule: as his main attraction to the British was his ability to control the
tribes and maintain public security. The rebellion had exposed the inner weakness of
Khaz’al’s rule and had siphoned more than 12.000 British troops from Mesopotamia.
When the rebellion was finally crushed, the British could cope with next crisis. This
uncertainty led to station a British garrison in the province” (80).
British troops stationed in Mohammareh, Ahvaz and Shush. They remained in
Khuzestan until 1921, three years the war afterwards. With the occupation of Khuzestan
by the British forces, Sheikh Khaz’al re-established his position in southern Khuzestan
and British consulates in northern Khuzestan were involved in local affairs. Since 1915
a Vice-Consul was conferred on the Assistant Surgeon resided in Mohammareh and
Vice-Consul in Ahvaz his main function related to the Bakhtiyari Khans.
Sheikh Khaz’al did his best to facilitate the situation for British in Khuzestan and
Basreh Valayat in Mesopotamia where he had properties, gardens and influence. With
his consent his palace in Basreh used by the British army as hospital, when the city was
captured. In the years 1916-1920 the state of affairs in southern Khuzestan, from British
point of view was satisfactory. The difficulties between Khaz’al and Bakhtiyari Khans
settled and a friendly relation maintained between the two sides. British trade was
increased, the refinery at Abadan doubled in size and the output trebled.
The powerful pumping stations were erected at various points along the pipeline
and were completed with comfortable quarters for the resident engineers and their staff.
British founded a number of building and institutes in Ahvaz. The British authorities in
London and Tehran as well as in the Persian Gulf appreciated Khaz’al for his efforts. He
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was invested with the Grand Commander of the Indian Empire in 1917 (81). British
were confident that in the turbulence years of Post-War, Sheikh Khaz’al would
participate in any British supported alliance.

1.7.2.1.

Administration of North Khuzestan

At the beginning of the Great War, the Bakhtiyari maintained Deputy of
governors in Shushtar and Dezful, who were supported by a force of Bakhtiyari
horsemen and for maintaining the order. The town people and peasants were depended
to the good will of the Khans. With the arrival of British forces in 1916 the Bakhtiyari
cavalries left the two towns. When the Mesopotamian expeditionary force landed at
Basreh and British troops occupied Mohammareh and Ahvaz, the civil commissioner at
Basreh deputed officially a political officer to Dezful in 1916 and afterward to Shushtar
and a detachment of Indian cavalry located at Shush 32 km south of Dezful and between
the two towns (82).
The two political officers in Shushtar and Dezful had also a small force in the
town. British opened a Justice Department. The complaints should go first to the British
Vice-Consulate, and then he would send the pleading for justice to the department of
justice. In real terms the affairs of the province were run by the British trustees. They
appointed the personalities who supported British policy or were the adherents to
Khaz’al. Though, the Persian administration remained without change and a GovernorGeneral was appointed by the Central Government, he had no real power in the northern
Khuzestan (83).
British political officers in Shushtar and Dezful “became de facto Governors of
the province” (84). Since April 1915 when Consul Trevor gave over Charge of the
Mohammareh consulate, British officers in Khuzestan “supervised from Mesopotamia”
and during the years 1917-1920 Wilson “while in Baghdad made a practice of dealing
with all Khuzestan affairs as well as those of Bakhtiyari, through or in consultation with
Captain Peel, British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz with results that have been most
satisfactory” from British Political Resident point of view (85).
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1.7.3.

Bakhtiyaris and Khaz’al during the War

On the eve of the Great War it was almost two decades of Anglo-Bakhtiyari close
relation. However, varieties of factors distinguished the Bakhtiyari relation with British
from the Anglo-Khaz’al relation. After the conquest of Tehran in 1909 by the
constitutionalists as well as Bakhtiyaris, the two Bakhtiyari ruling families participated
and even chaired several Persian Cabinets. They were appointed as Governor-General in
southern and central Persia. With such political and historical background as well as
geographical position of Bakhtiyari in centre of Persia, the interests and the tendency of
the majority of Bakhtiyari Khans were towards independence of Persia.
Even when the Bakhtiyari Khans concluded agreements with the British
authorities to safeguard British interests, usually the senior Bakhtiyari Khans agreed
conditionally. The second important difference was the internal structure of the ruling
family. The power and financial privileges were divided between two great families of
several senior khans and five or six multiplication times of younger Khans. The
limitation of available posts and financial opportunities as well as the abuse of
conditions caused dissatisfactions and quarrels among the Bakhtiyari Khans.
Additionally, the third ruling family, who was excluded from the privileges, look
forward to a new and just condition. For the reasons the Bakhtiyari Khans participated
in various political and military activities in those years.
Khaz’al endeavoured since 1902 to reduce step by step his dependency to the
Persian Government and stable his position by the British assurance letters. The rivalry
inside the family was not very strong as to jeopardise his position. His territory was far
from the capital, on the head of the Persian Gulf and the mouth of the river Karun. For
the reasons Khaz’al wished to secure his future. British authorities in Persia wished to
be sure that the Bakhtiyari Khans keep the safety of oil fields and pipelines and prevent
of quarrel between the Bakhtiyari Khans and Sheikh Khaz’al during the War The
majority of the senior Bakhtiyari Khans responded positively to the British authorities
Persia, but a number younger Khans accompanied the National Committee and the
Central Powers in Persia (86).
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1.7.3.1.

Anglo-Bakhtiyari relation d

1.7.3.2.

uring the War

As the support of British Government established the position of Sheikh Khaz’al
in the province against his opponents, British followed the same approach in Bakhtiyari
by new form of the choice of Ilkhani since 1912. The Ilkhani had a free hand and a
dictatorial power. This policy was not in accord with the tribal tradition and then caused
the discontent of the Bakhtiyari Khans as it caused the revolt of Arab tribes in
Khuzestan.
The proclamation of Jihad and the German’s propaganda inflamed the national
sensation in Persia in 1915. The neutrality of the majority of Bakhtiyari did not rub off
the anxiety of British of possible attack of some of the Bakhtiyaris on the oil fields,
Isfahan and Shushtar and their possible co-operation with Germans.
After the Mission of Wilhelm Wassmuth arrived in Shushtar north east of
Khuzestan and near to the oil fields in February 1915 were surrounded and attacked by
the British force. Wilhelm Wassmuth escaped, but British authorities became suspicious
of the Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari, Nassir Khan Sardar Jang. The residency of mission was
belonged to the Bakhtiyari khans (87).
With the conclusion of the secret Anglo-Russian Agreement in March 1915, the
Bakhtiyari land was in the so called British zone and British authorities were not sure on
security of the oil fields due to unclear position of the Persian Government and the
Bakhtiyari Khans towards the Entente Powers at this juncture. The British Political
Resident in the Persian Gulf, Sir Percy Cox, negotiated with the Ilkhani, Sardar Jang,
and Ilbegi, Sardar Bahador, in 23& 24 May 1915. They, both, gave him a written that
they undertake to protect the employees and the property of the A.P.O.C. and to
maintain order in the Bakhtiyari at least for 20 days should Persia join the Central
Powers.
Cox was still anxious of the pro-German views of junior Khans and the possible
effect of German agents on senior khans. After several months’ correspondences among
British departments in Bushehr, Tehran, Delhi and London, on 13 December 1915 a
new agreement was signed by the Ilkhani and the Ilbegi with the consent of some junior
khans. On 15 February 1916, this secret agreement was signed by the senior Khans
living in Tehran and the British Minister, Sir Charles Marling.
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This agreement signed by the majority of the influential Bakhtiyari. They
accepted as usual the maintain security in the oil fields and Bakhtiyari, to maintain
friendly relation with Sheikh Khaz’al, not to encroach on adjacent districts in the south.
The other articles related the circumstances and long term British policy in Bakhtiyari:
discourage agitation in Bakhtiyari, neither to take arms against Great Britain and Allies
nor to furnish supplies or transport to those who might oppose Britain, if the hostilities
were to spread in Persia, to prevent the Bakhtiyaries from taking part, protect the British
lives and property and maintain order the Bakhtiyari road, if any khans failed in this
“his share in the Oil Company will be forfeited to the British”.
It was expected if Persia was to join the Entente Powers; the Bakhtiyaris place all
of their forces at the disposal of the allies of Persia. In the article 8, British undertook to
help the Bakhtiyari Khans in their difficulties, whether with the Persian Government or
between themselves and the assistance in “consideration of Bakhtiyari candidates for
the Governorships in provinces where British interest are paramount” (88). The
conclusion of an Agreement with the Ilkhani on rewards for his service in 1916 made
British authorities more confident on majority of Bakhtiyari’s attitude.

1.7.3.2.

Bakhtiyari Ilkhani in 1916-1917

Simultaneously, British authorities were in favour of Ilkhaniship of Gholam
Hossein Khan Sardar Mohtasham. Apparently, the Ilkhani, Nassir Khan, (1912-1915)
did not fulfil all their wishes. Though, in the agreement of 1912 the elected Ilkhani
would remained in his post for five years, but with the request of the British, the
Bakhtiyari Khans of the ruling families appointed the new Ilkhani who enjoyed the
support of British. Sardar Mohtasham took the responsibility with new Ilbegi, Yusef
Khan Amir Mojahed (89). In the weakness of the Persian Government, this Agreement
was dependent the Bakhtiyari Khans to the British for their position and their income
(90).
In fact, when in October-November 1915, German Minister in Tehran, Prince de
Reuse, were negotiating on Perso-German co-operation and the Entente Powers were
informed of the negotiation’s contents, a part of increasing Russian force in Qazvin (120
km) moved towards the capital and reached in Karaj (40 km from Tehran) on 10
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November 1915. The majority of the third parliament, Journalists and so on left Tehran
for the city of Qom in 12 November. Four days later German and Ottoman Ministers
arrived in Qom as well. Gendarmerie force, which supported the Migrants, defeated the
Russian force in Hamadan in 20 November. The leaders of the Migrants formed the
National Defence Committee. In addition to the force of Gendarmerie, number of
volunteers from Isfahan and Bakhtiyari joint the National Committee (91).
In less than a month the Russian detachments capture the town Saveh near Qom
The force of National Committee could not resist to the trained and well-equipped
Russian. The National Committee left the city for Kashan and then Isfahan in 17
December 1915. Subsequently the two mentioned cities were occupied by the Russians.
In Isfahan the National Committee received well and placed by the certain personalities
including certain Bakhtiyari Khans. A part of National Committee, volunteers, the force
of Gendarmerie left Isfahan for Kermanshah front where the provisional Government,
Ottoman forces and German officers and diplomats were in struggle and war with
Russians. The other part of the National Committee went to summer quarters of
Bakhtiyari to negotiate with the Morteza Qoli Khan the son of Ex-Prime Minister,
Samsam al-Saltaneh (92).
He agreed to participate in the War inside the Central Powers, if they recognise
the independence and integrity of Persia, Provided him with necessary arms and
financial requirement. Then, he and the Bakhtiyari cavalries would join them in
Kermanshah front. The Migrants left Bakhtiyari land for Kermanshah and certain
Bakhtiyaris joint them in the War against Russian. Meanwhile another group of
volunteers of the province Isfahan arrived in the city in February 1916. In less than a
month in the last day of winter 1916 the Russian force with the support and guidance of
pro-British families, capture the city. The volunteer’s force withdrew from Isfahan and
then went to Sepid Dasht of Chahar Mahal. They were the guest of Abol al-Qassem
Khan Bakhtiyari for almost two months. Then the refuges were the guest of his father,
Zargham al-Saltaneh.
Some days later they were warmly received by the senior Khan Sardar Zafar
despite the fact that he was under British pressure and obligation. The politician,
intellectual and the other Persians refugees accepted and received again by Zargham alSaltaneh. Meanwhile Zeiler the German Charge d’Affaires, some other Germans and his
Persian secretary and 150 cavaliers arrived there. Sometime later, after the occupation
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of Isfahan, Kardof the Vice-Consul in Isfahan joints the others. They were received
warmly. Three weeks later, however, Zargham al-Saltaneh was informed by Morteza
Qoli Khan that British agreed to Ilkhaniship of Sardar Mohtasham, among the other
condition, was to arrest The Persian volunteers and the German Charge d’Affaires.
As news of the campaign of new Ilkhani reached there, they discussed and
reached into conclusion not to concentrate in one place. The host came into contact with
the heads of several villages in the area to receive a number of his respected guests as
long as necessary. They took the responsibility accordingly. Almost the same time
Russian started to punish those who rose against the Entente Powers and plundered the
houses of the leading Bakhtiyaris such as Bibi (Lady) Maryam and the others in Isfahan
(93).
After the Anglo-Russian Secret Agreement 1915, Isfahan added to the so-called
Russian zone. British also opened a consulate in Dehkord centre of Chahar Mahal. On
January 1916, Abol Qassem Khan and fifty of his cavaliers with two hundred and fifty
Bakhtiyari volunteers and some junior khans left the Bakhtiyari Land for Kermanshah
front. The city of Kermanshah captured by Russian in April 1916. The force of
Ottomans and the Provisional Government had to withdraw to Mesopotamia. Abol
Qassem Khan and his cavaliers returned through Lorestan. Several times, they
confronted and fought in Lorestan and Khuzestan with the tribes who co-operated with
the British in the war. They had to fight also with the British-Indian force in Khuzestan.
Finally Abol Qassem Khan reached in Bakhtiyari with few accompanies. The victory of
Ottomans in Kut al-Emareh in May 1916 caused that the Ottoman and Persian forces
could return to Kermansh in August, he and fifty cavaliers joint them accordingly
without delay.
Captain Noel the British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz and responsible for Bakhtiyari
affairs sent British-Indian troops from Dehkord to summer quarters of Bakhtiyari. The
Ilkhani (Sardar Mohtasham) and Ilbegi (Amir Mojahed) and some other Bakhtiyari
Khans under British pressure intended to arrest Zargham al-Saltaneh the father of Abol
Qassem Khan and bring to end the pro- Central Powers activities in Bakhtiyari. With
regard to possible resistance by certain Khans, they agreed that he resided in a small
village (94).
During the second phase of the war in Persia (almost 1916) the Russian and
British dispatched more troops to Persia, British also prepared to organise the S.P.R.
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and occupied almost the whole of the country. The exception was the western provinces
in which fighting continued between the two sides. The personalities who were not in
favour of occupation of Persia by the Anglo-Russian forces or co-operated with Central
Powers representatives, then suffered from the British forces, South Persia Rifles and
particularly the Russian brutalities.
The official reports and the memoirs indicate that both powers did not hesitate in
some cases to use the harsh methods against non-committed persons to frighten the
others. In Bakhtiyari, British intended to secure the current of oil, to cut the relation
between the centre and the western part of the country through Bakhtiyari land and
supervise the Governorship of Bakhtiyari. In September 1916, a force of Persian
resistance movement with participation of a considerable number of Bakhtiyaris was
defeated by a Russian force stationed near Isfahan. In that juncture, from British point
of view, Bakhtiyari Khans and Bakhtiyari tribes people were oppose to the domination
of Russian in the region. Captain Noel, the British Vice Consul in Ahvaz, a political
officer of the Government of India, was of opinion that the reason of Bakhtiyari
insurgent was the fear of appointment of Zel al-Soltan as Governor-General in Isfahan
by the Russian.
With the instruction of British Minister in Tehran, Sir Charles Marling, Captain
Noel, succeeded to mobilise a force of several hundred Bakhtiyaris with the help of
Bakhtiyari Khans. The Bakhtiyari force dispersed the insurgents so that they could not
gather any more (95). The station of South Persia Rifles detachments in Isfahan in 1916
was suggested by the Indian Government in order to prevent of predominance of
Germans, Turks and could not hazard the security of oil fields. Finally on December
1916 Captain Noel suggested the formation a guerrilla force of Bakhtiyaris under
British command. This plan was reaffirmed by the British authorities and approved by
the British Government at the end of January 1917 but, it was laid aside in May 1917
(96).

1.7.3.3.

New Bakhtiyari Ilkhani in 1917-1918

With the assistance of Soltan Mohammad Khan Sardar ‘Ashja’, Yusef Khan Amir
Mojahed and Mohammad Reza Sardar Fateh, Khosrow Khan Sardar Zafar hackled
himself Ilkhani in 1917. From June 1917 until July 1919, Sardar Zafar was Ilkhani and
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Sardar ‘Ashja’ Ilbegi. Despite the fact that the appointment of Sardar Zafar had
approved by the British Minister (97) and he was strongly and consistently supported by
the British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz, Captain Peel, who was responsible for the Bakhtiyari
affairs (98). His appointment, however, was never recognised by his brothers and
cousins and a number of Khans.
Like his predecessors since 1912, Sardar Zafar was to be virtual dictator with a
free hand on finance and revenue affairs of the Bakhtiyari land without sharing any
surplus profits amongst the members of the two ruling families. The former Ilkhani
remained in power less than eighteen months. The reasons for the appointment of new
Ilkhani in Bakhtiyari are not clear. Apparently after the revolution in Russia, British
Government preferred a strong Ilkhani in Bakhtiyari to prevent of any collisions. The
former Ilkhani remained in power less than eighteen months.
The year of 1918, the time that the Persian nationalists challenged the power of
British and fought against British military presence in Persia, it was not easy task to act
in accord to the British policy. On his arrival in Ahvaz in winter 1918, Sardar Zafar
asked British Consulate for rifles, ammunitions and a loan of 10.000 T. as well as more
British support, if British authorities would desire him to remain Ilkhani. He asked the
loan of two mountain guns when the expedition against the Kohgiluye tribes came in
British plan. After a long discussion on expedition against Kohgiluye tribes, on the
request of Colonel Arnold Wilson, in summer 1918 General Headquarters found
themselves in a position to place a section of a mountain battery under the command of
a British officer, at the disposal of Sardar Zafar and Sardar Ashja" (99).
British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz, Captain Peel, accompanied the force to
Kohgiluyeh. It was aimed to punish the Tayyebi tribe, who plundered many caravans in
Bakhtiyari road. Their strong holds were occupied, hostages were taken and arrears of
revenue collected. From Wilson point of view the expedition was completely successful
and no organised robberies by Kohgiluyeh tribes occurred between the autumn of 1918
and the autumn 1920 (100). Some years later, the British vice-consul in Ahvaz, Captain
Peel, expressed a different view on this expedition from Wilson some years later. He
wrote that the success of the expedition was only partially due to the efforts of the
Ilkhani and Ilbegi.
Peel believed that they sat at Behbahan due to fearing failure and left the entire
responsibility to four younger khans and to the British Vice-Consul. During the last
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weeks of expedition, Amir Mojahed realised that the war in France was in favour of
Allies, he wrote to Sardar Zafar, the Ilkhani that they should unite in rendering some
signal service to the British (101). The arrival of this letter coincided with the news of
British seize of Shiraz and Abadeh against the Qashqa’i’s insurrection. Peel requested
the help of Sardar Zafar to wire to Amir Mojahed to proceed at once to Abadeh with
500 cavalry and affection it relief and he did accordingly.
Meanwhile Sardar Zafar offered to place a force of 500 soars (cavalry) at the
British disposal in early autumn 1918. A month later, British Government agreed to
finance the force to be stationed in Chahar Mahal and to suppress the activities of the
brigands at Isfahan districts and the unobedient elements in Bakhtiyari land and
maintaining the authority of the Ilkhani and Ilbegi. The subsidy was continued until
March 1919, although the brigands were destroyed finally in August 1919. British viceconsul in Ahvaz, Captain E. Peel, was of opinion that the Bakhtiyari cavalries proved
very expensive to the British Government, but profitable to Sardar Zafar and Ashja.
After the armistice signed in November 1918, he realised that Sardar Zafar was more
expensive as Ilkhani „than British Government could afford (102).
As the subsidies were cut, British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz and Consul-General in
Isfahan, Colonel Haig proceeded to Tehran to secure the Governorship of province
Isfahan for him with Vothuq al-Dowleh. Sardar Jang, however, became the GovernorGeneral of Isfahan and subsequently Sardar Zafar was given Yazd province while
continuing to hold the Ilkhaniship of Bakhtiyari. British authorities asked Sardar Zafar
to co-operate with Sardar Jang to suppress the Brigands and promised a high British
order if he did so. Sardar Zafar, who received the Governorship of Yazd, sent his son as
his deputy to Yazd. His son was accompanied by an assistant and the Bakhtiyari
Cavalries. The two young men and the Bakhtiyari force caused a great discontent
among the public as well as the land owners by imposing high taxes and took bribe
(103).

1.7.4.

Tribal Chieftains of Fars and the War

With the outbreak of the War in Europe in 1914, the public opinion in Persia was
generally in favour of Central Power, The Persians were of opinion that the victory of
the Entente Power, Russia and Britain would become even more aggressive in Persia
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than before the War. With regard to the Anglo-Russian agreement 1907, the station of
Russian and British detachments in Persia and their interference in the Persian affairs,
they would jeopardise the independent of the country (104).
There was a prepared historical background for resistance movements in various
parts of Persia especially where the Russian and British troops occupied. The German
nationalist propaganda, promises and co-operation, the support of Jihad by the Shi’ah
religious leaders of Persia caused seven years, 1915-1921, continuous resistance and
confrontation in southern Fars, Gilan as well as the other parts of Persia until the last
British detachments left the Persian soil in 1922.
In southern Fars in coastal areas close to the port of Bushehr, where the British
Political Resident and British Navy were active, the reaction to the British policy was
stronger; they had the direct experience of the British presence similar to the experience
of the People of Azarbaijan, Gilan and Qazvin of Russians. The people’s insurrection in
the south against British began in March 1915 when the British force occupied the
German Consulate in Bushehr and arrested the members of Consulate.
The native of Bushehr hinterland protested to the British action, which he ignored
the neutrality of Persia in the war; they made Bushehr insecure for the British. The
occupation of Bushehr port by the British naval force and the arrival of the former
German consul Wilhelm Wassmuth in the south escalated the resistance movement
throughout the province of Fars (105). Most of the southern tribes, Landowners,
Farmers, Merchants, U’lama’ and the other city dwellers participated actively in the
battles. The tribal chieftains, who were traditionally friendly with the British, remained
in Allied camp and the others in the resistance movement.
Due to the pressure of British Legation in Tehran, the Governor-General of Fars,
Ali Qoli Khan Mokhber al-Saltaneh, who was educated in Germany, was recalled to
Tehran in the middle of September 1915. With his return the situation in Shiraz went
from bad to worse. Most of the British political and commercial institutes in Fars were
occupied in November 1915 and made the position for British in Shiraz and Fars
insecure (106). The British consul in Shiraz, Sir Frederick O’Connor, and his daughter,
Margaret Ferguson mention in their memoirs of those days and afterwards.
The deputy of governor-general of Fars and the chief of Khamseh Confederacy,
Habib-allah Khan Qavam al-Molk, who was in close and friendly relation with the
British authorities, fled from Shiraz to the southern coast, where he then met Sir Percy
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Cox and the other British authorities in 24 February 1916 and received the financial and
military support (107). The Ilkhani of Qashqa’i tribe, Isma’il Khan Sowlat al-Dowleh,
however, remained neutral in the first stage of people’s rising in Bushehr, Kazerun and
Shiraz. He supported the leaders of the movement mainly orally and morally. Though,
Sowlat al-Dowleh as the most powerful chieftains in Fars did not fulfil the wishes of
rebels, as they expected, but even his moral support was very useful to them.
Habib-allah Khan Qavam al-Molk, the chief of the Khamseh tribes with his
force left the south for Shiraz. He, however, died in an incident, before arraiving in
Shiraz. His son and successor, Ibrahim Khan, who received the same title from the
Central Government, recaptured the city of Shiraz in 24 April 1916. At the same time,
Sowlat al-Dowleh, the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i, also occupied the west part of Shiraz.

1.7.4.1.

Ilkhani of Qashqa’i and the South Persia Rifles

In the second stage of war, after several months of delay, finally, the pro-British
Governor General, Prince H.A.Farmanfarma, accompanied by the S.P.R. arrived in
Shiraz in 15 October 1916. Sowlat al-Dowleh again respected the neutrality of Persia in
the war and agreed to restrain the Qashqa’i tribesmen from robbery. Some years later
Sykes wrote: Sowlat al-Dowleh carried out his agreement with British and
Farmanfarma. He did not open hostility to the British force in 1917, when British were
weak and were busy organising the S.P.R. lines of communication building posts and
opening up routes for wheeled traffic (108).
Though, the Qavamis were appointed as the deputy Governor-General of Fars, the
mayor of Shiraz, the Governor of eastern districts of Fars and the Chief of Khamseh
Confederation, but they were still in weaker position as the heads of Qashqa’i. Qavamis
were outsider to the chiefs and tribesmen of Khamseh confederation. The ruling
families of Qashqa’i identified themselves with the tribe for centuries. The lesser
Turkish, Lor and the other tribes in Fars had more sympathy to Shahilu leadership than
to Qavamis. There were, however, insurgent chiefs in the tribe, who looked forward to
receive the support of Qavamis. The facts indicate that the Qavamis were able to
challenge the Ilkhani of the Qashqa’i, only with the British support. The Qavamis and
British had opened a friendly relation.
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From the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i point of view, the presence of British force in the
province and their interference in the internal and tribal affairs of Fars were as
troublesome. General Sir Percy Sykes reached into conclusion that with the present of
Sowlat al-Dowleh the situation in Fars was shaky. He wrote: we (British) realised that
the agreement was not a final settlement with Sowlat al-Dowleh and he was thoroughly
untrustworthy. In reality, Sowlat al-Dowleh was the chief of the strongest tribes in Fars.
Due to the lengthy annual migration and passing through hundreds of villages, „several
of districts in Fars were entirely in the hand of Qashqa’i who thereby controlled a
population of 100.000 villagers. Additionally, the minor non-Qashqa’i tribes of Fars
even some of the tribes of Khamseh confederation looked to the Qashqa’i Ilkhani.
In Sykes’ opinion, Sowlat al-Dowleh would oppose to our (British) presence in
Fars; for Sowlat knew that his position as „uncrowned king would be destroyed if we
succeeded in restoring the authority of the Persian [British] Government (109). Sykes
got in touch with the brothers and the rivals of Sowlat al-Dowleh as well as the heads of
Kashkuli tribe, a branch of Qashqa’i who had a tense relation with the Ilkhani of
Qashqa’i.
Gradually the S.P.R. established in Fars and the number of personnel was
increased in 1916-1917. British position was stronger than at any previous time and the
British Intelligence department was well organised. In addition to the S.P.R. and the
British-Indian forces, British authorities were enable to purchase the support of certain
Persian officials such as the Governor-General of Fars, Farmanfarma, and some of the
chiefs of the tribes, Ibrahim Qavam al-Molk like his father, two brothers of Sowlat alDowleh, some of the Kashkulis and Hayat Dawudis who were armed with British
arsenal and ammunitions (110).

1.7.4.2.

Non-Recognition of the S. P. R.

Russian and British imposed the pro-Allied politician as the chief of Cabinets, a
task in which they carried out during the years 1916-1917 until the resignation of
Vothuq al-Dowleh the pro-Allied Prime Minister in 27 May 1917. Russian Revolutions
under Krensky and then Lenin weakened the position of British in Persia as well. The
successors of Vothuq al-Dowleh formed moderate cabinets who intended to keep the
neutrality of Persia. For almost a year, June 1917-June 1918, the efforts of the British
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representatives in Tehran were unsuccessful to remove the neutral Prime Ministers and
bring a pro-British cabinet in power.
With the Bolshevik revolution in November 1917, Russian forces received order
to return from Persia. The Bolshevik Government annulled the Tsarist concessions at
the beginning 1918. The Persians expected that the British would follow the same
policy and British forces would evacuate shortly the neutral Persia. In continuation of
this policy, the Cabinet of Ala al-Saltaneh refused the formal recognition of South
Persia Rifles in October 1917. He asked the British authorities to pass over the S.P.R. to
the Persian Government This cabinet prepared to invite officers for the force from the
neutral European countries (111).
On February 1918 the Cabinet of Mostowfi al-Mamalek repeated the above
mentioned demand to the British Legation. The denouncement of South Persia Rifles
officially and publicly as a foreign force in March 1918, had far reaching effects on the
situation of Fars which was already acute and potentially explosive. British not only did
not fulfil the Persian’s wishes, but also sent more troops into Persia and formed new
mercenary forces under British command at the beginning of 1918 (112).
The British Government intended to consolidate her position in Persia. The
commander of the S.P.R., General Sir Percy Sykes, who left Persia for a journey to
India, brought more troops and military equipment to Fars from India to recruit the
British forces in southern Persia. He expanded again the size of the S.P.R. without the
knowledge of Governor-General of Fars. The S.P.R. began a harsher behaviour towards
the public and the commander of the force was rough and less inflexible. The people of
Fars were furious of South Persia Rifles. Even the British Minister in Tehran, Sir
Charles Marling, criticised the harsh policy of the Sykes.
The German victory in the French fronts in spring 1918, affected on the political
development in Persia. The Persian Governments did not agree with British policy in
Persia, but they had no force to execute their decisions. The chief of the cabinets’ one
after another hinted that the Ilkhani of the tribe that he should rise against the
occupation and increasingly interference of British in the Persian affairs. The relation
between the S.P.R. and the people of Fars gradually deteriorated. Some of the Persian
officers and non-commissioners of the S.P.R. resigned and left the force. Farmanfarma,
the governor-general of Fars, who was in a good term and co-operative with the British,
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endeavoured to dissuade the British commanders of the harsh treatments, but his efforts
did not produce any results.
Two years of presence and interference in local affairs of the S.P.R. caused the
discontent of various social groups and even from the beginning the religious class, the
democrats and a large percentage of the town people were hostile as also most of the
nomads (113). The denunciation of the S.P.R.as a foreign force by the Persian
Government mobilised the people of Fars as a whole against the British occupation and
the presence of the S.P.R.in Fars. In fact, the renunciation of Central Government was
the Persian respond to the new British strategy on arrival of the new British forces and
occupation of Persia as whole.
The commanders of the S.P.R.and the British consul in Shiraz who could not
pretend that the force is Persian and justify its presence did take a tough measure against
the people who gathered around Sowlat al-Dowleh and the Persian ranks who did not
want to fight with their compatriots, deserted the S.P.R. General Sykes ordered the
execution some of the deserted Persian ranks even without trial and requested new
forces from Indian Government.

1.7.4.3.

The Anglo-Qashqa’i War in 1918

On May 1918, in a small local incident near Shiraz (Khan-e-Zenyan), the South
Persia Rifles force instead finding a solution through the headman of Dare-Shuri (a tribe
of Qashqa’i) in the region, they killed, wounded and jailed a number of Dare-Shuri of
Qashqa’i. Most of the Fars province had turned hostile as a result of anti-British
propaganda. Even Ibrahim Khan Qavam al-Molk did not communicate for the time
being with the British by attitude of some Khamseh tribes and by religious and other
influential personalities.
Farmanfarma, however, succeeded to win his support, Colonel Gough was
subsidising Sardar Ehtesham, the brother of Sowlat al -Dowleh and a candidate for
Sowlat al-Dowleh position, as the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i. He was negotiating with
Mohammad Ali Khan, the chief of Kashkuli, a tribe of Qashqa’i for his support. The
chief of General Staff in India sent at once more troops to Bandar Abbas and it was
started preparations for an advance on the town Kazerun from the port Bushehr in the
early autumn 1918.
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Sowlat al-Dowleh on his letters and telegrams to Farmanfarma, Qavam al-Molk
and the Central Government, promised that he would keep his tribes in order and would
safeguard the road in his territory, provided he received an assurance that neither British
troops nor the S. P. R. would in future interfere with his tribes, whose robberies he
contended, did not concern the British (114). From the view point of the British Consul
in Shiraz, Captain Gough, it was, however, a favourable moment for putting a check on
the ambitions of Sowlat, and that the punishment of the tribe would prove an easy affair
(115).
In addition to Qashqa’is, the contingents of Non-qashqa’i tribes of Fars as well as
the groups of volunteers of the town and rural areas, (among them the prominent figure
Nasser al-Divan Kazeruni and his followers) joined the movement. The force of
resistance movement had the moral support of Democrats, some of the U’lama and the
public, who demonstrated actively their hostility towards the presence of British force
and the S.P.R.
The S.P.R. received the support of British-Indian force as well as Qavam al-Molk,
Sardar Ehtesham, Ali Khan, Mohammad Khan Kashkuli and their forces. In Tehran, the
British Legation did its best to persuade Ahmad Shah to appoint a pro-British Prime
Minister. It happened only in the middle of summer 1918.
British authorities in Fars through the Governor-General of Fars imposed Sardar
Ehtesham as the new Ilkhani of Qashqa’i at this juncture due to the cut of
communication. The Persian Government had no knowledge about the change of
Ilkhani. The fighting continued in full scale during the summer and autumn 1918 around
Shiraz, Abadeh and Firuzabad. The belligerents of the Great War announced cease fire,
but the fighting did not come to standstill in the province of Fars in neutral Persia (116).
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1.8.

(1)

Summary

The physical geography and the geographical position of Persia affected directly
on the existence and continuation of pastoral nomadism in Persia.

(2) The scarcity of water, scarcity of fertile land, or both, difficulties of irrigation and
limitation of cultivation, on the one hand, variation of climate and existence of
vast seasonal grasslands on the other hand caused to develop the stock breading
and pastoralism.
(3)

The successive immigration and invasion of Iranian tribes, then Arab and finally
Turk-Mongols via Central Asia, Caucasus and Arabia increased and expanded the
nomadic way of life in the Iranian Plateau.

(4)

The Pastoral nomad tribes lived in tribal form, migrated annually for summer and
winter quarters in search of water and seasonal pastures. They resided mainly in
the mountains and foothills near the pastures.

(5)

A tribe consists of several sub-tribes with a government system. Those features
distinguished them from nomads in dessert and steppes.

(6)

There were many great tribes in the Persian history. The great tribe consists of
several lesser tribes and often ethnically different. The authority in the great tribe
was concentrated in the hand of an Ilkhani and an Ilbegi, his assistant. The Ilkhani
had influence in all sub-tribes. The Ilkhani of the great tribe was subject to the
approval of the Shah.

(7)

It has been estimated that after the First World War the population of Persia was
over 10 million. A quarter of population was nomads and semi-nomads, who
dispersed throughout the country.

(8)

The unique physical features and climate of southern Zagros and one of the most
populated nomad tribes area in Persia and the world, which distinguish it from
central part of Persia and it’s political-cultural interrelations in modern history,
which distinguished it from northern Zagros provinces, are the bases for
concentration of study upon south west of Persia.

(9)

In the second half of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th century, the
south-west Persia had about one-fourth of the country’s population. Five great
tribes with considerable population resided there and their chiefs had immense
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political and military power. Beside that there were many small and lesser tribes,
who had close relations with the chiefs of great tribes.
(10) The political power of Bakhtiyari great tribe increased in the second half of the
19th century.
(11) As a result of Agreements between British Oil Company and Senior Bakhtiyari
Khans and discovery of oil in Bakhtiyari pasture lands in the first decade of 20th
century, the Bakhtiyari Khans became wealthier.
(12) Since the conquest of Tehran by the constitutionalists in 1909, the Bakhtiyari
Khans participated in the Cabinets and national politics and consolidated their
political position. They were appointed as Prime Minister, Minister of War the
Cabinets, Governor-General in several provinces.
(13) The commercial activities in the Persian Gulf increased the importance of
Mohammareh in the second half of the 19th century.
(14) Sheikh Khaz’al, the chief of Mohaysen tribe and the ruler of Mohammareh
succeeded to bring the other Arab tribes in Khuzestan under his rule. At the same
time, he developed his relation with the British authorities in southern Persia and
the Persian Gulf. The Oil Company also concluded an agreement with Sheikh
Khaz’al for protection of the oil installations and staffs.
(15) As a result of his co-operation, Sheikh Khaz’al receive assurance letters from
British Government.Khaz’al consolidated his position in southern of Khuzestan.
(16) The power of great tribe of Qashqa’i expanded in Fars throughout the 19th century.
For the reason, with the approval of the Shah, the Governor-General of Fars
organised a new tribal confederation consisted of five tribes in 1870s.
(17) He appointed the head of Qavami’s family, an aristocrat - merchant and hereditary
acting governor and mayor of Shiraz as the chief of Khamseh confederation.
(18) Before the Great War, the chief of Khamseh tribe had a friendly relation with
British Consulate and he was supported.
(19) During the Great War, the tribes in the south-west Zagros similar to other parts of
Persia supported the belligerents and participated in the War.
(20) The chief of Mohaysen, The senior Bakhtiyari Khans and the chief of Khamseh
confederation supported British in the war and received financial subsidy and
military equipment.
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(21) The chief of Qashqa’i remained neutral in the war, but he resisted to the British
presence in 1918 when he received a gesture from the Central Government in
1918. This caused the Anglo-Qashqa’i War.
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II. Qajar Persia in Modern History

2 .1.

Persia and Great Powers in 1796-1914

Since the beginning of the 19th century, the relations with Modern Europe and the
European Powers affected on the political and the social affairs of Persia. In the
twentieth century, with regard to the geographical location of Persia, the question of
Persian oil, the new Post-War (1919_1925) international condition and confrontation
between Great Britain and Soviet Russia in which had a strong affection on the future of
Persia and Persian society (1). An overview on the Persian history in modern times
gives a clearer picture of internal and international relations of Persia at this juncture
and makes more precisely the questionings on the situation of nomad tribe communities
in the Post-War Persia.
Since the ancient days of Greeks and Romans to the present times, Persia has had,
always but with fluctuation, the political, military, commercial and cultural relations
with European powers. In new age, since the 15th century and during the Safavid
Empire (1501-1722) these relations in various aspects developed steadily.How do we
distinguish the relation of Persia with Europe since 19th century from previous times is
the strong effect of Europe on political, military as well as social and economic
structure of Persia.
Following the expansion policy of new European powers in Asia, British
colonised some part of India in the second half of the 18th century. They had previously
defeated and sent out the French from India. British prepared to expand their territory in
India and neighbour lands. They did not desire to be the witness of the arrival of Russia
or any other colonial powers in the Persian Gulf and near the border of India. Russians
also intended to reach to the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean in the 18th century (2).
On the eve of the 19th century, suddenly Persia confronted with two new powerful
colonial power neighbours, first Russia in the north and then Great Britain in the south.
The annexation of Georgia by Russian in the last decade of the 18th century broke out
the hostility between Persia and Russia. In continuation two series of fighting occurred
in the first half of the 19th century. Persian army was defeated and had to sign the
treaties of Golestan in 1813 and Torkmanchai in 1828. Persia suffered severe territorial
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losses in Caucasus to Russia and had to grant also certain commercial privileges and
judicial rights to Russia.
The attempts of Persia to regain Herat in the years 1838 and 1856, confronted
with the British protest and occupation of the southern Persian ports and islands in the
Persian Gulf. From British viewpoint Persian Royal court was under Russian influence
and the presence of Persia in Herat would jeopardise British interests in India. Persia
had to withdraw his force from Herat and had to grant the same commercial privileges
and judicial rights to the British (3).
Meanwhile Russia expanded his territory on the east coast of Caspian Sea and
occupied all the territory there which had been periodically under Persian rule. British
expanded the Indian colony toward the west as well. She reached to the eastern border
of Persia by occupying most part of Baluchestan (4).
In the second half of the 19th century, the military rivalry between Russian and
British in Persia took the form of economic penetration and political influence. Since
the growing industrialisation of the west demanded both accesses to raw materials and
new markets for manufactured products, certain distant countries were marked for
economic penetration, necessitating some degree of political intervention. Within Persia
this policy found one application in struggle for concession (5). The two Great Powers
gained various economic concessions.
With the appearance of a new industrial power, Germany, at the international
scene, on the eve of the 20th century, the old colonial powers, Russia, Great Britain and
France, came into understanding to settle their differences in Asia and Africa. First
French and British concluded the Entente Cordiale in 1904. Then as a result of
negotiations between Russia and Britain on Asian countries, they reached finally, to the
Anglo-Russian Convention 1907. In this Agreement they divided Persia into so-called
British, Russian and neutral Zone, where both could apply for the concession from
Persian Government.
This Agreement was rejected by the Constitutional Government of Persia. The
two colonial powers, however, endeavoured in various forms and means to make their
position solid. From 1909, Russian and British Governments, both, sent military
detachments and Consulate Guards to the Persian soil (6).
The British enterprises, especially in oil industry, were active in so-called neutral
zone. British Government, therefore, started to negotiate with Russia on the future of
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neutral zone. With the outbreak of the Great War, the negotiations started again and
finally they concluded the secret treaty of 1915. British prepared to agree to the
occupation of the strait of Dardanelles in Turkey, a geo-strategically and political
concession to Russia, in return to annex the almost neutral zone in Persia to so-called
British zone (7).
2. 2.

Persians and the Modern Europe

In the relation between Persia and Europe developed rapidly. The cultural and
commercial relations were as important as the political and military. The number of
visitors from the two sides increased. A large number of Europeans with different social
backgrounds and aims visited Persia. Some of them wrote memories and travel accounts
of their contact with the Persians. These writings are now one of the main sources of
Persian studies in the 19th century (8).
The Persians from aristocrat, merchant and middle class families who visited
European capitals or resided as diplomat as well as those who studied in European
educational institutes and universities, became familiar with the modern Europe. Persian
intellectuals realised the importance of modern political thoughts and the modern
political systems in development of society. There are several travel accounts of the
Persians in Europe from those days (9). Some of them watched carefully the European
political systems and social relations. The political thinkers of Persia in the 19th century
are chiefly reformers but some of them were inspired by the French revolution 1789.
They wrote several reform treatises for Persia (10).
The Persian statesmen endeavoured to implement the political, military and
educational reforms and set up new factories. Though, certain modern institutions were
founded, but most of the reforms unfinished or remained in abeyance or reached to no
final satisfactory results due to internal obstacles and Anglo-Russian interference (11).
When the reforms did not reach into definite visible changes, the social process shaped
differently at the end of the 19th century. The tobacco movement in 1891, an alliance
between the merchants and U’lama, compelled the Nasser al-Din Shah (1848-1896) to
annul the concession in which he had granted to a British subject. Few years later, he
was assassinated in 1896 by a political and judicial discontent who suffered from Royal
House.
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Finally the constitutional revolution began in 1905-1909 when the Russians were
defeated by Japan in 1904 and the revolution broke out in Russia in 1905. After one
year struggle, for the first time in the history of Persia in 1906 a Constitutional
Monarchy and a Parliamentary system were founded. Political parties and free press
came to appearance (12).
British Government supported the Persian revolution in the first phase, but in
continuation of Entent Cordiale with France in 1904, negotiated and then concluded an
agreement with the weak Russia on Asian countries including Persia in 1907. The two
colonial powers changed their rivalry into co-operation in Persia. They could not break
the new political system in Persia, but they succeeded to limit the democratic activities.
Russian troops who stationed in Persia supported the despotic forces. The Russians
executed the Constitutionalists in Tabriz in January 1912 and bombarded the holy city
of Mashad in March 1912 (13).

2.3.

Persia and the Great War

On 2 August 1914, the Great War broke out in Europe between the Entente,
Russia, Great Britain and France, and the Central Powers (Germany and Austria).
Almost three months later, on 29 October 1914, Turkey entered the War in side with the
Central Powers. With regard to the political and geographical position of Persia among
the belligerents, and certain negotiations and border incidents in the western areas of
Persia in previous months, on November the first, 1914, the Persian Government
declared it’s neutrality in the War For the following reasons, however, this policy did
not function.
On the one hand the presence of Russian and British detachments in Persia and
the Persian Gulf and the permanent efforts of British to penetrate into Mesopotamia
against the Ottomans as well as the strategically location of Persia and the importance of
oil current of Persia to Great Britain. On the other hand, the intention of Central Powers
to destabilise the situation for the Entente powers at this juncture. These factors caused
that the four belligerent powers used Persia as a battlefield (14).
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2.3.1.

Persia and the Belligerents in 1914-1917

Russia and Great Britain were neighbours of Persia and had varieties of important
and even vital interests in this country. They intended to protect their interests and even
extend their political, military and economic position in Persia. The Russian and British
detachments had already stationed in Persia since 1909 (15) to implement the content of
the Anglo-Russian Agreement of 1907. Before the War, British and Russian negotiated
for a new partition of Persia, with the desire of British to control the neutral zone where
the oil fields situated (16).
In addition to the defence of India, political and commercial interests in the
Persian Gulf, the protection of the oil fields, oil installations and refinery in Khuzestan
were of vital important for the British Navy and this subject found a priority in British
policy. The oil supplies by the A.P.O.C. about 270.000 tons in 1914, reached to nearly
900.000 tons a year by the end of the War (17). Since 1909, the Royal Navy began to
change the fuel from coal to oil. In 1914, before the outbreak of the War, the British
Government (British Navy) became the greater share holder in the A.P.O.C. This “had
become a most valuable factor in the prosecution of the War” and at the same time
British intended to penetrate into the Turkish territory, in Mesopotamia (18).
For the reasons the Government of India had previous months to the War
stationed an expeditionary force in Bahrain in the late summer 1914, British
Government concluded a secret agreement with Sheikh Khaz’al, a Persian subject and
the chief of the Mohaysen tribe and the ruler of southern Khuzestan. He owned various
properties in southern Mesopotamia as well (19). The Anglo-Russian policy in the
region and Persia gave an opportunity to Germans and Turks to implement their War
projects. The mentioned factors caused that the belligerent powers used Persia as a
battlefield (20).
The Ottomans, who had suffered for many decades from British and Russian
encroachment and intervention, now intended to defend the integrity of Ottomans
territory and at the same time Turkey had irredentism motive in the region by
proclamation of Pan Islamism and Pan-Turanism (21). More than ten thousands Russian
soldiers as well as a large number Russian Consulate Guards resided in Persia.
Ottomans had also more than thousand km common border with Persia in the east. The
Ottoman Government was anxious of the station of such large Russian forces in north
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Persia especially in Azarbaijan close to the border of Ottoman Empire. It was likely a
Turkish invasion.
At the beginning of October 1914, six thousand Turkish soldiers occupied the
Persian border area, west side of the Urmieh lake to close the strategically routes against
the possible Russian invasion (22). At the begin of November 1914, after the entering of
Turkey into the War, the Persian Government received a note from the Ottoman
Government who requested the evacuation of Russian force from the Persian soil.
Otherwise the Turkish army would occupy the province of Azarbaijan to prevent of
possible attack of Russians. The Persian Government asked Russian and British to
respect the neutrality of Persia and withdraw their troops from the Persian soil. The both
Great Powers ignored the Persian Government’s demand. They send even more troops
in this country and increased the number of their stations.
On 3 of December 1914, two Divisions of Russian army passed over the river of
Aras and occupied the border area in the north-west of Persia and then entered and
moved forward into the Ottoman soil. The Turkish troops in a large number raided first
into Caucasus in December 1914 and then into Azarbaijan. Then, in the absent of
Russians in Tabriz, the Turkish troops occupied the city in January 1915, but at the end
of the same month they were defeated by the Russian forces and the Turks had to
evacuate the capital of Azarbaijan. The battle in Urmiyeh city in west Ajarbaijan was
stiffer between the two sides. Finally the Turkish troops were retreated from Persia by
the Russian forces. New Russian detachments landed also in the port of Anzali at the
Caspian Sea (23).
A British-Indian force sailed from India, One day after British declaration of War
on Ottomans. A week after the Turkish attack on the Russian ports, on 6 November
1914, British troops landed a party in Persian island Abadan to protect the refinery, then
captured Fao in Mesopotamia. A British-Indian force had also sailed from India and by
23 November British took the port of Basreh (24). Meanwhile at the beginning of the
War, the Sheikh al-Islam of Ottoman proclaimed Jihad against British, French and
Russians. Some of Shi’ah U’lama in Najaf and Kerbela sanctioned the Jihad and asked
the Persian Government to participate in the War in side with Ottomans (25), but the
Persian Government preferred to remain neutral in the circumstances.
The Turks, who realised the value of the Persian oil supplies to the British, began
to instigate the local Arab tribes in Khuzestan to cut the pipelines. In late January 1915,
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the Turkish troops and Arab tribes of Mesopotamia invaded Khuzestan. Then, a BritishIndian Battalion proceeded to the city of Ahvaz in Khuzestan and established a
protective ring around the Abadan refinery and adjoining oil installation. The Arab
tribes of Khuzestan, however, cut the oil pipe in a number of places and putting it out of
action for more than three months. Sheikh Khaz’al was unable to prevent the Arab
tribes’ action. British Government sent a Division there and the number of the BritishIndian troops in Khuzestan reached over 12.000 men and “the threat to the oil finally
faded away as the Turks were driven back in Mesopotamia in May 1915. British troops
remained almost six years in Khuzestan (26).
It appears that the War in Persia accelerated the Anglo-Russian negotiation on
partition of Persia and the region. The two Great Powers started again to negotiate on
expansion the agreement of 1907 and they concluded the secret Constantinople
Agreement in March 1915. Russian agreed most part of the so-called Neutral Zone, in
the agreement of 1907, to pass to the British Zone. In return British agreed the districts
adjoining Isfahan and Yazd as well as easternmost of neutral zone pass into Russian
zone. British also promised a geo-strategically and political concession to Russia, the
Post-War control of Constantinople and straits. There was no reference to the
independence of Persia. Russian gained practically full freedom of action in her own
zone and so did British, a virtual partition of Persia (27).
2.3. 2.

The German Missions in Persia

In less than two weeks after the begin of War in an inter-agency conference in der
Auswärtiges Amt in Berlin, it was decided to send a especial mission to Afghanistan via
Persia in the hope of inducing Amir to take sides with the Central Power against British
in India. Then, this plan was received the sanction and the support of the Turkish
Government when entered the War (28). The aim of Germany was to divert the pressure
of British and Russian from the European fronts by intensifying anti-Entente activities
in Persia, Afghanistan and India and to persuade Persia, as the second independence
Muslim country, to follow the lead of Berlin (29).
The Anglo-Russian Agreement of 1907 was contrary to the integrity and
independence of Persia. Russian and British military activities violated the neutrality of
Persia. At the same time British authorities were aware of Persian’s opposition to the
Anglo-Russian policy in Persia. The Persians showed more sympathy to Central Powers
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and some of them even participated in the war against the Allied forces. Many
influential Persians especially Democrats distrusted Russia and Britain because of the
agreement 1907 and feared if the Entente won the War, Persian independence would be
lost and it’s territory be divided between Russia and Great Britain (30).
A Berlin Committee was formed by the Persian politicians and intellectuals with
the financial support of the auswärtiges Amt. The aim was to mobilise and organise the
anti-Russian and anti-British resistance movement in co-operation with Germans and
Ottomans by sending several members to Persia. They came in touch with the
influential personalities and the chieftains of the tribes. The Persian Committee
published several books and a famous political periodical “Kaveh" in Berlin. After the
War, Kaveh reshaped as a periodical on literature and social Sciences mainly on Persian
affairs for some years.
The Persians, however, had no confident on the Ottomans either due to their
territorial ambitious. A large number of the Persian politicians especially in Parliament
(Majles) as well as the public regarded Germany as a friendly Great Power, who
assisted the Persians in their struggle against the Anglo-Russian intention (31).
Many tribal chieftains in the south-west of Persia sided with the belligerents.
Some of them supported British policy or joint forces and the others were in touch and
co-operation with the Germans and Ottomans (32). The German missions were received
warmly by the Persians. The question of military missions in Persia found more
important weight in German policy. As the mission of Oskar Niedermeyer reached
Tehran, it was known that the German Missions also would be send throughout the
country. Some two hundred German agents, provided with funds, wireless sets, and
hostile tracts, arrived in Persia in early 1915 and found fertile ground to instigate antiBritish feeling (33). German emissaries were sent to the west, south and centre of Persia
and to Afghanistan and India via Persia in 1915.
The British Government of India formed a line of military posts by stationing a
Division in east Persia to prevent them from penetration into India and Afghanistan. A
part of German emissaries was arrested by the British or through certain tribal chieftains
who enjoyed of British financial and military support. Only a small party of German
Mission reached Kabul, but they were unable to persuade the Amir of Afghanistan and
returned to Persia (34).
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As a result of Anglo-Russian preparation, in the first stage of the War in 1915, the
Russian force in Azarbaijan and the British force in Khuzestan succeeded to retreat the
Turkish troops from Persia. The British force in Mesopotamia reached even in Ctesphon
near Baghdad. The possible move of Turkish force towards Afghanistan via Persia was
neutralised. British were informed that the German Missions and Consulates intend to
equip the tribes and instigate the local religious leaders and influential personalities for
a Jihad against British (35).
On 9 March 1915, the German Consulate in the port of Bushehr in southern Persia
was occupied by the British troops and the German Consul and a staff were arrested and
deported to India. British authorities ignored the protest of the Persia and the Persians.
British arrested also the mission of Wilhelm Wassmuss, the former German Consul in
Bushehr, who came from Baghdad and arrived in Persia in January 1915, but he
managed to escape. British officials in Bushehr had no hesitation to suppress the
suspected opponents directly by sending British military column or with the assistance
the friendly tribal Chieftains or Governors (36).
Despite the fact that British consolidating their position in Bushehr by successive
landing new British detachments, Wassmuss succeeded to persuade the Tangestanis of
Bushehr hinterland to attack the British political Residency in Bushehr, “the symbol of
British power in the Persian Gulf” on 12 and 13 July 1915. They were driven off, but
the “British prestige suffered a hard knock”. Three weeks later, at the beginning of
August 1915, The British troops landed and occupied the city of Bushehr. Bushehr was
returned to Persian control on 18 October 1915(37).
For the reasons the German agents in the south, west and centre of Persia were
able to inciting the anti-British sentiments. In the course of 1915 the German Consulates
increased their activities and the German military missions arrived in Persia. In addition
to Wassmuss mission, then the German Minister returned to his post in March. “German
diplomats and agents in Persia discovered enticing potentialities for swinging Persia
from neutrality towards an anti-Entente stands.
In fact, the networks of German emissaries in southern Persia found the ground
very receptive to their propaganda. Such agents as consul Wüstrow in Shiraz, Klein in
Kirmanshah, Dr Biach in Yazd and Baluchistan, Zugmayer and Friesinger in Kirman,
and Seiler in Isfahan, in addition to Wassmuss in southern area of Fars, were in a
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position to enlist the support of various local nationalists and to assume control of the
cities and districts in which they operated”(38).
Many Consular Officials and bank managers in the south and centre of Persia in
1915 were seized, wounded or murdered and in some cases the entire British colonies
were captured or had to be evacuated, to the Persian Gulf coast, where the Anglo-Indian
troops offered better security. In respond, British Government sent more troops and
military equipment to Persia. Some of the traditional friendly local powers and tribal
chieftains, such as Qavam al-Molk the chief of Khamseh confederation and the deputy
of the Governor-General of Fars, were financed and equipped with arms and
ammunition the British. New agreements were also concluded with the senior
Bakhtiyari Khans.
British secured not only the oil fields, oil pipes and other installation during the
War, they also participated in several campaigns in accordance with British policy.
Fighting extended in the Persia and Mesopotamia during the year 1915. The Persian
Government agreed to appoint certain Governors in the south who had more sympathy
for Entente Powers (39). In Tehran, the political confrontation happened several months
later. It appears that the presence of experience Persian statesmen, the presence of the
diplomatic representatives of the four powers and the distance of the capital from the
forces of belligerents were the effective factors in that situation.
On the eve of the War, the coronation of the young Ahmad Shah was taken place
and the Regency and its political consequences came to an end. After some years, the
Anglo-Russian opposition, finally the third Majles was opened at the beginning of
January 1915. The cabinet of Mostowfi decided to implement neutrality in the Persian
policy. The German Legation in Tehran followed an active policy in opening contact
with the influential personalities and the deputies of Majles. The aim was to persuade
the Persian Government to take side with the Central Powers and participate in the War.
At this juncture, there were two approaches towards the belligerents in Persia. The
conservative personalities and the deputies were of opinion that the Russian
Government policy in Persia was always anti-Constitutional since 1906 and the Russian
actions caused the dissolve of the first and the second Persian Parliament. British as the
Russian ally did not disapproved. For continuation of the Constitutional Monarchy and
Parliamentary System in Persia we should not provoke the Russian Government due to
military weakness of Persia. The Majority and Democrats in Parliament were of opinion
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that it is an opportunity “to hit back at the authors of the 1907 convention” by an
alliance with Germany and participation in the War. Finally, the Government of
Mostowfi and the German Minister in Tehran, Von Reuss, began secretly to negotiate
on the conditions of an alliance (40).
Somehow the British and Russian were informed of the secret negotiation.
Additionally, the anti-Russian and anti-British were intensified by the GermanDemocrats activities in Tehran and the other cities. The two Entente Powers warned the
Persian Government of any hostile action and went on to change the condition by force.
Russian began to station a large number of troops in Qazvin city. A substantial Russian
force under the command of General Baratof landed in the port of Anzali in 28 October
1915. The total number of the effective force of General Baratof in Qazvin would reach
to 10.000 men. The half of the forces were stationed or moved towards the city. The
other Russian troops would join the force in Qazvin. On 7 November 1915, Baratof
dispatched the Russian detachments towards Karaj near Tehran (41).
The Russian action provoked a panic and strong sentiment especially in
parliament against Russian who had violated the neutrality and independence of Persia.
The Persian Parliament suggested that the Shah and the Government should leave
Tehran and go to Isfahan. The Shah was about to start his journey, but the AngloRussian Ministers in Persia persuaded him to stay in Tehran.
Among the Mohajerin who left the capital for the city of Qom were many deputies
mainly Democrats, the representatives of the Central Powers, Gendarmes, and numbers
of the influential personalities as well as public. The Mohajerin rejected the request of
the Persian Government to return to Tehran in 25 November 1915 and the same day
formed the Committee of National Defence in Qom. They could not, however, resist to
the Russian force and the Committee of National Defence had to withdraw to the city of
Kashan and then to Isfahan in 23 December 1915.
Two weeks later Mohajerin left the city of Isfahan for Kermanshah. The chiefs of
certain Lor and Kurdish tribes supported the movement. They formed the National
Government in Kermanshah and then concluded an alliance treaty with the German
Minister. The National Government could form only a small strong force, but not so
strong as expected. In Tehran, the Cabinet of Mostowfi resigned in 23 November 1915
and a pro-Entente Cabinet of Farmanfarma was formed (42).
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On December 1915 in a statement the Persian Government mentioned of his
decision to increase the number of Persian Cossack force. The British Minister in
Tehran, Charles Marling, recommended the British Government the formation a similar
force under British officers in the south. The Foreign Office and the India Office agreed
unanimously.
Since 1905 even before, the different British departments raised the idea of
formation a local force under British officer to protect increasingly British interests in
Persia, but for various reasons this question remained in abeyance. It was a reaction and
counter balance to Russian influence as well. The Germans succeeded to interrupt
British activities in the south and diminish British prestige and influence during the year
1915, but at this juncture the German menace did not “constitute any real threat to
Britain’ s position in Persia.” The Russians had already approved the British proposals
(43).
General Sir Percy Sykes was selected as the head of the mission. Chamberlain
was aware that the Persian Government would object to the formation a force under
British, since “this would involve recognition of sphere laid down in the Anglo-Russian
convention” but he wrote: “the proposal should be pressed upon them.”
On 16 March 1916, a military mission under the command of General Sykes
arrived in the coastal city of Bandar Abbas where they started to organise a force named
south Persia Rifles by recruiting from the local men. Then, they moved to the cities
Kerman and Shiraz and recruited additional men. The S.P.R. force composed of two
brigades and battalion and the size of the force reached to eight thousand men (44).
With the presence of a large number of the British-Indian forces in Khuzestan,
eastern Persia and the southern ports as well as the S.P.R., the military position of
British improved gradually in 1916 in the south and centre of Persia. However, there
was a strong feeling against the presence of British troops especially the S.P.R. in
southern Persia and the fighting still continued in certain areas against British.
The situation was, however, disappointing for the British army in Mesopotamia.
The last days of November 1915, the British army were defeated in Ctesphon. They
retreated to Kut al-Amarah in December where they were surrounded by the Turkish
forces for about five months. British Government had requested Russians to send a
strong force through Persia to attack Baghdad and co-operates with the British Army in
Mesopotamia. The Russian army could not reach to the Mesopotamia and the British
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Government could not help the British army either. On 29 April 1916, the British forces
were badly defeated in Kut al-Amara in southern Mesopotamia and 13.000 men of
British force were surrendered to the Turkish army (45).
Russian forces, however, opened an offensive against the force of National
Government in Kermanshah. They had to withdraw to the Ottomans territory.
Throughout the year 1916, there were attack and counter-attack by the Turkish and
Russian forces in the western Persia. The provinces and the cities were often under
occupation one of the two forces. The National Government returned to Kermanshah
when the Turks advanced towards the central provinces. In the year 1916, the military
and financial situation of the Persian Government deteriorated.
The representatives of Russia and Great Britain in Tehran took the opportunity to
implement the content of the secret agreement 1915. They offered financial assistance
to Persian Government, but imposed the control of the expenditure through a Mix
Commission in 2 May 1916. With Moratorium in 1916, the Russian and British did take
another step to bring the Persian military, finance and administration under their
supervision. This action could practically lead towards the partition of Persia (46).
In this relation, in 2 August 1916, the two Entente Powers put Persian
Government under pressure to recognise the S.P.R. as a Persian force under British
command similar to the Persian Cossack force under Russian Command and
simultaneously asked the increase of the two forces to eleven thousand each (47). The
Persian Prime Minister agreed only under force Major. At the beginning of 1917, the
Russian in Persia and the British in Mesopotamia reached to a relative stable success.
British army rehabilitated in Mesopotamia after several months, when the British army
in February 1917 succeeded to defeat the Turkish forces in Kut al-Amara in February
1917 and captured the city of Baghdad.
At the beginning of 1917 the Russian force under General Baratof rushed towards
Hamadan and Kermanshah. The Turks could not resist against the Russian force and
evacuated the city of Kermanshah exactly the same day that the British force arrived in
Baghdad. With the Turkish force, the National Government went to Mesopotamia,
where the Ottomans disarmed and confiscated the arms, ammunitions and caches of
Persians who received from the German Government. The Persians regarded the rough
behaviour of the Turks as an unfriendly action. They left for Germany or returned to
Persia (48).
102

On 2 April 1917, the British and Russian forces joint together in Kermanshah,
when the voice of Russian revolution was heard. During the years 1914-1917 with the
occupation of the country, the democratic activities decreased. The Persian Parliament
was closed and the press limited. The resistance movements were shaped by the people
in different parts of Persia (49).

2.4.

From Russian Revolutions to Armistice

The defeat of Tsarist Russia by Imperial Germany made possible the Russian
Revolution. On 15 March 1917, in the wake of military disaster, Nicholas II was forced
to abdicate in favour of a provisional Government (50).

2.4.1.

Persia in the Years 1917-1918

The fall of Romanov dynasty was received by the public in Persia as well as
journalists, intellectuals and politicians with great enthusiasm. They saw an end to more
than a century of Russian aggression. The Russian soldiers in Persia celebrated this
event in Russia and formed the revolutionaries committee. A large number of Russian
soldiers in Persia called the Persians to brotherhood. The former Persian deputies
congratulated the Duma, but the Provisional Government informed the Persian
Government that the Russia will continue the war and alliance with British and the
Russian policy in Persia has not changed. The second Provisional Government was
formed under Alexandre Kernesky. He was not successful and replaced by a new
revolution (51).
With the revolution in 7 November 1917, the Bolsheviks came to power in
Russia. Very soon, at the beginning of December 1917, Lenin, the head of the
Bolshevik Government addressed a very sympathetic and hopeful message to the
Muslim in Russia and the east, including Persia. The Bolshevik Government also came
into negotiation with the Central Powers (Germany) for a peace treaty.
After the Bolshevik revolution in Russia in 1917, the Russian Government under
the leadership of Lenin conveyed a new foreign policy in which it affected on the
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political situation in Persia and the other Asian countries. The withdrawal of Russian
troops from Persia and conclusion a friendship treaty changed fundamentally the
political situation in Persia. Since the beginning of the 20th century, Vladimir Lenin as
one of the leaders of opposition of Tsarist Regime criticised the Anglo-Russian colonial
policy in Asia especially in the southern neighbour countries of Russia: Persia, Turkey
and China (52).
When he came to power immediately opened a friendly relation with the southern
neighbour countries. This decision was taken for two reasons: firstly ideological and
secondly the Russian political interests. With the political gesture on equality of all
nations and then the conclusion of friendship treaties the Soviet Russia secured the
southern borders of Russia and stimulated the Asian countries against the British
colonial policy.
After the Revolution in autumn 1917, immediately the Bolshevik Government
came into negotiation with the Central Powers on an Armistice and peace treaty. The
Persian Committee in Berlin, a committee of the Persian politicians and intellectuals,
who had a very close and co-operative relation with the Deutsch Auswärtiges Amt
during the War, requested the German Government to support the Persian independence
in negotiation with Russia and the evacuation of Russian troops from Persia. The
German Government responded positively to the Persian demand.
As a result, when the Bolshevik Government and the Central Powers signed the
Brest-Litovsk Armistice in 15 December 1917, the Russian and Turkish Governments
recognised the independence of Persia and agreed to evacuate their troops from the
Persian soil. The Persian Charge d’Affaires in Berlin informed the Persian Foreign
Ministry accordingly (53). On 16 December 1917, Vladimir Lenin issued an appeal to
the Muslims of Russia and the east.
“ Muslims of the east, Persians, Turks, Arabs and Hindus! All you in whose lives
and property, in whose freedom and native land ........have for centuries traded! All you
whose countries the robbers who began the war now desire to partition! We declare.....
that the treaty for partition of Persia null and void. As soon as military operations cease,
the arm forces will be withdrawn from Persia and the Persian will be guaranteed the
right of free determination of their own destiny”(54).
On 19 December 1917, Leon Trotski, the Commissar for Foreign Affairs,
despatched a letter to the Persian Charge d’Affaires, Ass’ad Bahador, and invited him to
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a negotiation about the evacuation of Russian forces from Persia. Ass’ad Bahador, who
was authorised by the Persian Government to negotiate on evacuation of Russian troops,
succeeded to persuade the Russian Government to declare officially the repudiation of
the agreement 1907 ( 55).
On 12 January 1918, the representative of the Bolshevik Government, Karl
Bravin, arrived in Tehran with a message from Lenin for the Persian Government. This
message was printed also in a Persian newspaper. Lenin stated that the comrade Bravin
was instructed to negotiate with the Persian Government in view to conclude a trade and
other friendly agreements. The purpose is the good neighbourly relations and the joint
fight against ....British. He added: “The Workers and Peasants Government is prepared
to repair the injustice done by the former Government of the Russian Tsar by
repudiating all Tsarist privileges and agreements that are contrary to the sovereignty of
Persia. The future relations between Russia and Persia will be based upon a free
agreement and mutual respect among, nations.” he Persian policy of the Soviet
Government was based on political interests and ideological understanding. In addition
to ideological believe, from the Russian Bolsheviks point of view Persia was very
important for a revolution in Asia. Secondly, the friendly Asian neighbouring countries
secured the southern of the Soviet Russia. Thirdly, it was more effective the anti-British
propaganda campaign. Two days later, on 14 January 1918, Trotsky sent an official
letter to the Persian Legation in Saint Petersburg. He stated:
“The Council of the People’s Commissars declares that the Anglo-Russian
agreement of 1907, which was directed against the freedom and independence of the
Persian People, is annulled once and for all. Simultaneously the Council of the People’s
Commissars declares as null as void all earlier and later agreements which in any way
limit or interferes with the right of the Persian people to a free and independent
existence”(56).
Though, Bravin was received warmly in private by the high ranking politicians
and the Persian Government arranged the facilities and accommodation for him, but the
Persian Government was not in a position to recognise the new regime in Russia. The
Bolshevik Government was not in a stable position. The representatives of the old
regime were still very active in the Russian Legation in Tehran and the Russian Officers
in the Persian Cossack Division as well as British pressure.
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On 3 March 1918 a peace treaty concluded between the Bolshevik Russia and the
Central Powers. The Russian and Turkish Governments were obliged to evacuate the
Persian soil and respect the integrity of Persia. On 27 March 1918, the German Emperor
informed telegraphic the Shah of Persia of the Brest-Litovsk Agreement. This news
caused a great pleasure among the Persians throughout the country. The February
revolution in Russia caused chaos among the Russian forces in Persia for several
months and the Russian troops did not receive their salary (57).
With the news of Bolshevik revolution the situation of Russian army in Persia
went from bad to worse. The Russian army lost its organisation and the distribution of
British financial assistance could not prevent of disintegration of the Russian troops in
Persia. By the order of the Bolshevik Government the majority of the soldiers returned
to Russia. The evacuation happened, however, disorganise and not always without
damaging the private properties (58).
Meanwhile in April 1918, Karl Bravin went to Afghanistan, but he was killed in
Ghaznin before reaching Kabul. Bravin succeeded to change the public opinion in
favour of Russian and he left the draft of a friendship treaty in the Persian Ministry for
foreign affairs (59). The second Bolshevik diplomatic mission was under Ivan
Kolomitsev, who arrived in Tehran in 3 July 1918.
He was not received by the Foreign Ministry similar to his predecessor. The
Persian Cabinet argued that his credential has no validity. Kolomitsev followed the
same policy as Bravin: the official recognition of Soviet Russia, the abrogation of the
Old Russian treaties and the conclusion of a friendship treaty. When the British
favourite personality, Hassan Vothuq al-Dowleh formed the cabinet in 29 August 1918,
the presence of Russian Bolshevik was not tolerated in Tehran. On 2 November 1918,
the last days of the war, the residential building of the mission was attacked by the order
of Russian officers of Cossack Division and the support of old Russian Legation. It
appears that the action was not without the consent of Vothuq al-Dowleh and British
authorities in Tehran.
Kolomitsev succeeded to escape, but the others were arrested and jailed by the
British Command. The Bolshevik policy in Persia and the evacuation of Russian forces
from Persia encouraged the moderate Persian Cabinets in 1918. They reached into
conclusion that the Persian Government should seize the opportunity in the absence of
Russian to strengthening the position of Persian Government by necessary reforms and
106

organising a Persian military force. Persia had suffered during the war from the
presence and confrontation of belligerent’s troops in the absence a strong Persian
uniform army.
The Persian Cabinets had endeavoured to expand the size of Persian forces, for
the reasons without success. Now, in the first step, the moderate Persian Cabinets did
not recognise the S.P.R. as a Persian force and also asked the British Government to
order the evacuation of British forces from Persia. British Government did not agree to
withdraw the British-Indian troops from Persia during the war. Though, the moderate
Cabinets did not remain in power for a long time, but the ideas continued to exist (60).
In this juncture, the British Government also reached to conclusion to
strengthening their position in Persia. First of all, British Government undertook to pay
the monthly subsidy to the Persian Cossack Division instead the Russian Government.
British began to pay the salary of the remnant part of the Russian forces who agreed to
stay in Persia. They were under the Command of General Baratof in Hamadan. During
the year 1918, British Government dispatched more troops to Persia and British military
missions began to form new mercenary forces in the west and the east of Persia. British
forces occupied the western and the northern Persia and transferred their headquarters
from Hamadan to the city of Qazvin, north-west of Tehran, where they could watch the
roads to Tabriz Baghdad and Rasht and on time could operate against the Turkish force
or Bolshevik Government.
British also organised a Navy Force from the Russian Navy in the Caspian Sea
and two military forces sent to Central Asia and Caucasus (61). The British Legation in
Tehran endeavoured to bring a pro-British cabinet to power by causing the fall of one
after the other of the moderate Persian Cabinets who rejected the S.P.R. as a Persian
force and even went on to annul the Capitulation or the judicial right to the British and
the others. Finally, British Minister in Tehran, Sir Charles Marling succeeded to
persuade the young Shah to appoint again the former pro-British prime Minister, Hassan
Vothuq al-Dowleh, as the head of the new cabinet in 18 July 1918 (62).
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2. 5.

Persia After the War

After the Armistice on 11 November 1918, British Government not only did not
withdraw her troops from neutral Persia, she also brought more troops into Persia and
also organised new local force under British command. The aims of British in Persia
were (a) to bring Persia under British supervision through an advisory system similar to
a private mandate (b) to be assured that no threat would jeopardise the security of India
or the British position in the Persian Gulf and the British position in the Persian Gulf
and the British interests in Persia included the current of oil and the installations of the
A.P.O.C. “whose crucial importance to the British naval had been demonstrated during
the War” (c) to break the Bolshevik Government, by supporting the white Russians and
the new republics in Central Asia and Caucasus. For the reason British troops were
stationed almost throughout the neutral Persia. British Government used the soil of
Persia also as a base to send the British military troops and missions to Caucasus and
Central Asia and supervising the oil fields of Baku (63).
On contrary to his predecessors, the Cabinet of Vothuq al-Dowleh (1918-1920),
not only did not protest to the presence of British troops and British military operation
from Persia against Russia, but also collaborated with the British in anti-Bolshevik
policy, namely the cabinet cut the diplomatic relation with Bolshevik Government. In
return the British political and military authorities in Persia supported the cabinet
against his opponents.

2. 5.1.

Persia and Paris Peace Conference

At the beginning of 1919 the Persian Government sent a delegation headed by the
Persian Foreign Minister, A.Q. Moshaver al-Mamalek, to the Paris Peace Conference to
secure the independence and integrity of Persia. During the war Persia suffered from the
confrontation of belligerents on the Persian soil. Persia had certain political and
economic claims. Despite the fact that Persia suffered during the war, but British
delegation did their best to exclude Persian delegation to be heard at the Peace
Conference on the ground that Persia “had not been a belligerent power in the European
War” (64).
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British Legation in Tehran had previously promised to support the admission of
the Persian delegation to the Paris Peace Conference. Additionally certain neutral
countries and even non-governmental delegations were received the permission. With
regard to the President Wilson declaration in 1917, the Persian Legation in Washington
paid the attention of the State Department and the President of the United State to the
Persian question and requested the support of the United State of the Persian delegation
in the Peace Conference. The Persian delegation under Minister for Foreign affairs
discussed in Paris the Persian demands with the American Delegation, the influential
adviser of President and the secretary of state.
The American authorities in many occasions and to certain extend the heads of
Italian and French delegations supported the case of Persia, but it was postponed and
then rejected by the British delegation. British reaction in the Paris Peace Conference
caused the suspicious of the Persians (65).
Some months later when in Tehran and London the text of the Anglo-Persian
Agreement in 9 August 1919 was announced, it was rejected by the Persians as well
American, French and the Soviet Russia. The content of the agreement, the British
policy in Persia at least for the last two decades and the psychological reaction to the
British action in Paris Peace Conference and the secrecy of the negotiation and then the
news of bribery was among the reasons on opposition to the agreement.

2. 5.2.

The Anglo-Persian Agreement 1919

With the collapse of Russia and the Central Powers Empires, in the absence of
Russian and the presence of British forces in Persia, the British Government reached to
conclusion, that it is the time to consolidate the British position in Persia. An agreement
with Persia would bring to an end the more than a century of rivalry with Russian in this
country.
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2.5.2.1.

The Aim and Method

Lord George Curzon, the acting Foreign Secretary, was the main architecture of
the agreement. He was familiar with the affairs of Persia for more than three decades.
Curzon was the author of several articles and the famous work “Persia and the Persian
Question”. Always he had dreamt, wrote Harold Nicolson, of creating a chain of Wassal
states stretching from Mediterranean to the Pamirs and, protecting, not the Indian
frontiers merely, but our communications with our further Empire. “In this chain of
buffer states stretching between India and all European interference, Persia was to him
at once the weakest and most vital link”(66).
The dreamed occasion arrived. In summer 1918, he gave financial and political
support to the return of former Prime Minister, Vothuq al-Dowleh, to power. Then he
appointed Sir Percy Cox, the Political Resident in the Persian Gulf, as the British
Minister in Tehran to negotiate on an Anglo-Persian Agreement. After the War, the
British policy in Persia continued, but at the same time expanded. During the years
1907-1917 the two colonial powers intended to divide the country into British and
Russian zones, with two forces under Russian and British command and supervise the
financial department by a joint committee.
The Central Government should be weaken and the tribal chieftains should be
equip and strengthen against the Central Government. Now British intended to unify the
country into British Zone, and organise a uniform force under British command and
supervise the financial and the other departments of Persian Government. The Central
Government should be strengthened and the tribal chieftain especially the unfriendly
chieftains to the British should be weakened.
After several months of secret negotiations between the British Minister in Tehran
and three Persian Ministers, the Prime, Justice and Finance Ministers, the Anglo-Persian
Agreement with additional letters was concluded. On 9 August 1919, the text of the
agreement was published in Tehran and London. In this agreement the British
Government was the sole power who supervised the Persian military and financial
affairs. The agreement safeguarded the British geo-strategically interests in Persia and
the region as a whole (67). On 9 August 1919, a memorandum was circulated to the
British Cabinet. Lord Curzon explained to his colleagues the reasons and the importance
of the Anglo-Persian Agreement at this juncture. :
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“Her geographical position, the magnitude of our interests in the country, and the
future safety of our eastern Empire render it impossible for us now....to disinterest
ourselves from what happened in Persia“ Moreover, now that we are about to assume
the mandate for Mesopotamia, which will make us conterminous with the western
frontiers of Persia, we cannot permit the existence, between the frontiers of our Indian
Empire in Baluchistan and those of our new Protectorate, of a hotbed of misrule, enemy
intrigue, financial chaos, and political disorder. Further if Persia were to be left alone,
there is every reason to fear that she would be overrun by Bolshevik influences from the
north. Lastly, we possess in the south-western corner of Persia great assets in the shape
of oil fields, which are worked for British Navy and which give us a commanding
interest in that part of the world”
In these circumstances,.....to make an arrangement by which, without assuming a
direct control over Persian administration or involving ourselves in continued financial
responsibilities on a large scale, we should yet be able to provide Persia with the expert
assistance and advice which will enable the State to be rebuilt...., we undertake to
supply, at the cost of the Persian Government, such expert advisers as many may be
considered necessary for various branches of the Persian Administration. Among other
things, the Persian Government desire to establish a uniform force,..., which have
hitherto existed in various parts of the country. We propose to lend such officers as may
be required to organise this force. Further, the Treasury has agreed to make an advance
to the Persian Government of L 2.000.000, and to be secured upon the Persian customs
revenues in order to allow the Persian Government to initiate the reforms which are in
contemplation (68).
The British Government intended to bring the whole of Persian forces, financial
and the other departments under British supervision. The Central Government should be
now strengthened to be able to suppress the Bolsheviks and the other anti-British
movements as well as the uprising of nomad tribes and the other centrifugal forces. To
secure the Persian borders against revolutionary groups. The treaty of 1919, “in effect
turned Persia into a private mandate of Great Britain” (69).
British advisers were supplied to the various Departments of the Persian
Government and given adequate powers. At the begin of the year 1920, British advisers
arrived in Tehran and began to set up the Joint Customs and Military Commissions to
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study on administration reforms and organisation the uniform Army, without waiting
the ratification of the agreement by the Persian parliament.

2.5.2.2.

The Opponents of the Agreement

The agreement was rejected inside the country. The Persian politicians and
intellectuals protested strongly against the agreement in the country and abroad. It was
also rejected by the Governments of France, United States and Bolshevik Russia. The
Persian, European and American press criticised sharply the agreement. British
Government endeavoured to persuade the United States and France to support the
agreement and the British policy in Persia. British Foreign Office reached to no success.
French Government pretended that they have no objection to the agreement and
opposition of the French Minister in Tehran to the agreement was without instruction.
The United States authorities told British that the agreement gives a monopoly position
to Great Britain. They are against it for the reason that the American enterprises and
American citizens would be undermined (70).
On 26 July 1919, two weeks before the publication of the Anglo-Persian
Agreement in 9, August 1919, the Russian Foreign Ministry sent a note to the Persian
Legation. The Bolshevik Government annulled the Persian debts, all privileges and
concessions of Tsari Russia. The Russian Bank, railways and port installations turned
transferred to Persian Government. The Soviet Government renounced the concession
on customs and post tariffs as well as judicial rights. Finally the Soviet Foreign Ministry
stated that they hope the action of the Soviet Government opens a new chapter in the
history of Soviet-Persia Government (71).
The same month, Kolomitsev was sent to Persia and this time with a credential
from Lenin. The missions were arrested by the Russian Cossack Officers in the south
east of Caspian see near the port of Gaz and then executed in August 1919 after
receiving the order of the Russian Commander of Cossack Division in Tehran.
Kolomitsev had brought a draft of a friendship treaty ( 72). On 28 August 1919, almost
three weeks after the publication of the Anglo-Persian Agreement, the Foreign Ministry
declared in a statement the view of Bolshevik Government on this subject. For the first
time since the revolution, in an official declaration the Soviet Government attacked
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strongly the Persian Government and regarded the Anglo-Persian agreement as a
document of no validity. The Bolshevik Government realised that their efforts in Persia
brought no result.
It appears that the Bolshevik Government was anxious that the British army
would jeopardise Caucasus and southern Russia (73). In practice, however, the
Bolshevik Government did nothing against Persia for nine months. British Government
ignored the Russian Bolshevik critique and continued the anti-Bolshevik campaign from
the Persian soil. Vothuq al-Dowleh supported British policy in Caucasus and began to
open the political relation with the three republics in Caucasus.

2.5.2.3.

Soviet Government and the Agreement

The Bolshevik Government succeeded gradually to defeat the white Russians and
the other forces inside the Russia during the year 1919-1920. The forces of Entente as
well as British evacuated the Russian territory and British forces returned to Persia. The
Bolshevik forces reached the borders of Russian Empire in Caucasus and Central Asia
in 1920. Denikine and a part of his white Russian force landed in the Persian Port of
Anzali in the Caspian Sea where the British Navy and British force had stationed.
The Bolshevik Government regarded the presence of British forces in Persia and
the British Navy in the Caspian see as a threat to the future of Bolshevik Russia. Almost
nine months after the conclusion of the Anglo-Persian agreement 1919, in 18 May 1920
several ship of Russian Bolshevik suddenly appeared near the coast of Persia and
occupied the port of Anzali in the province of Gilan and captured the Navy of White
Russian.
British Navy and force surrounded to the Russian Bolshevik without fighting.
With the consent of Bolshevik commander, British forces left Gilan for Qazvin (74). A
coalition government of the Persian nationalists, social-democrats and Bolsheviks was
formed immediately in Rasht, the capital of Gilan. Then, they expanded their territory to
the neighbouring province of Mazandaran and threatened to capture Tehran (75).
The Cabinet of Vothuq al-Dowleh protested to the occupation of Gilan by the
Russian Bolshevik and at the same time began to negotiate with the Bolshevik
Government in Moscow. The Russian Government, however, did not trust Vothuq al113

Dowleh due to his pro-British policy. Meanwhile, after some years of military
confrontation, the British and the Bolshevik Governments began to negotiate on
political and commercial relations between the two countries in London in May 1920.
They discussed also the Asian Affairs and finally reached to certain agreement (76). The
British Cabinet, for political and financial reasons, approved the evacuation of British
forces from northern Persia in spring 1921.

2.5. 3. The Moderate Cabinet

Ahmad Shah, who had left Tehran for Europe since August 1919, returned there
in 3 June 1920, two weeks after the Russian Bolshevik occupied the province of Gilan.
As the Shah was in Europe, he became aware of United States, France and some other
countries’ opposition to the agreement and the Persian independence. He received
several prominent Persian politicians, intellectuals and the religious leaders, who
advised him to reject the agreement and to appoint a new Prime Minister.
The occupation of Gilan was an indication of the defeat of Vothuq al-Dowleh in
foreign policy. The increasingly opposition of the Persians inside the country, the
insurrection of Democrat in Azarbaijan and Jangalis in Gilan as well as the Great
Powers opposition to the agreement, the occupation of Anzali by the Russian, caused
that finally the young and undecided Shah, despite the desire of Curzon, did not support
the Cabinet of Vothuq al-Dowleh and he compelled to resign in 28 June 1920.
The British Minister, the negotiator of the agreement in Tehran and staunch
supporter of Hassan Vothuq al-Dowleh, Sir Percy Cox, were informed that he was
appointed as the British High Commissioner in Baghdad in 3 June 1920 and he left
Tehran for London a week later (77). Curzon and Cox underestimated nationalism in
Persia. In addition to historical and traditional national proud, the German policy during
the War and then the policy of Russian Bolshevik in Persia intensified the nationalism
among the Persians.
The method of negotiation and the content of the agreement are among the factors
of opposition to the agreement. The failure of Vothuq al-Dowleh’s Cabinet (July 1918June 1920) in foreign policy caused that he had to resign. Although British troops
stationed throughout the country, Ahmad Shah invited Hassan Khan Moshir al-Dowleh,
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a moderate Democrat statesman, was invited to form a new Cabinet in June 1920. He
had a different vision and approach in foreign policies (78). The neutrality in foreign
policy reappeared and the relation with Russia was reopened.
Bolshevik Government informed Persia that they would leave the Persian soil,
provided that British troops withdraw from the Persian territory. British Government
was under Bolshevik pressure as well as British tax payer. Moshir al-Dowleh was aware
that the Bolshevik Government endeavoured to open a friendly relation with Persia and
the southern Asian neighbour countries and they annulled officially the concessions of
Tsar Regime in Persia. He knew also that Russians realise that due to the British
pressure, the moderate Persian Cabinets did not recognise the Bolshevik regime in
Russia, but the Bolshevik Government rejected the agreement of Vothuq al-Dowleh
with the British in 1919.
Despite the fact that the Bolshevik Government occupied the Gilan province, it
appeared that they were ready to negotiate on the relations of the two countries in
future. The Cabinet of Moshir al-Dowleh approved:

a) To postponed the implement of the Anglo-Persian agreement 1919 until the
ratification by the Persian Parliament.
b) To send a mission to Moscow to negotiate and conclude a friendly agreement
with the Soviet Russia.
c) To send the Persian Cossack force to the Persian provinces of the Caspian Sea
against the force of Gilan Republic.
d) To send an emissary to Gilan to pacify the nationalists.
e) To send a new governor-general to Tabriz and pacify the Democrat insurrection.

The decision of the Persian Government to postpone the agreement was
announced officially through the Persian newspapers and the members of joint
commissions remained unemployed. Armitage smith, the head of the financial advisers
was sent to Great Britain to negotiate with the A.P.O.C. on Persian behalf.
The radical Bolsheviks in International Congress 1920 and Baku Congress
1920 spoke of revolution in Asia especially after the occupation of Gilan, but the
Bolshevik Government under Lenin prepared to negotiate with Persia. The Bolshevik
Government received the Persian mission warmly and Lenin received personally the
head of the mission, the former Foreign Minister, A. A . Ansari.
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With some delay, the negotiation started. There were progress and mutual
understanding in many articles. The Persian delegation had to consult the Central
Government in certain subject and the approval of the agreement as a whole. The
Soviet Government assured the Persian delegation that the Russian Bolshevik would
evacuate the port of Anzali when the British forces evacuate the Persian territory as well
(79).
At the beginning of 1921, the Persian delegation and the Soviet Russia reached
to an agreement. With some corrections, the Persian Government ratified the final draft
of the Perso-Soviet treaty of friendship in 6 February 1921. The Soviet Russia annulled
all treaties between Tsarist Russia and Persia and between Russia and a third power
against the interests of Persia. The Soviet Russia voided the debts of Persia, the
judiciary rights (Capitulation) and the Russian concessions and turned over the railway
from Tabriz to Julfa, roads and telegraph lines, the Discount Bank of Persia, the
installation of the port of Anzali. Soviet Russia recognised and gave Persia equal
navigation rights on the Caspian Sea (80).
A Persian Cossack Brigade under the Command of Colonel Starroselski began
to fight with the force of the Gilan republic In autumn 1920, the Cossack forces in
Mazandaran had several victories and the Commander of the Cossack was decorated by
the Shah with a begrimed sword. Suddenly the Cossack was defeated near Rasht and
compel to retreat from Gilan. The Cossack force retreated from Gilan and stationed near
Qazvin not far from the British Norperforce. The reasons were mentioned for the defeat
is not satisfactory and there exists dark points in this event.
It is certain that the British authorities were anxious of presence the Russian
Officers in the Persian Cossack force when the British would evacuate the Persian soil.
The future of Russian Cossack Officers was the subject of many discussions among the
British authorities (81).

2.6.

The Persian Cossack Coup

The British authorities in London, Delhi and Persia realised that the AngloPersian Agreement had no future in Persia and the British forces were preparing to leave
Persia. Among the available Persian forces in Persia the Persian Cossack Division was
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the strongest and the force was under the command of Russian Officers. The Officers of
Gendarmerie had a close relation with the national leaders and partly fought against
British during the war.
British provided several plans to safeguard the British interests in the absence
of British troops. Some months before leaving Persia, The new Commander of British
Norperforce, General Edmond Ironside, took advantage of the Cossack defeat. He and
the British Minister in Tehran, Herman Norman, asked the Persian Government to expel
the Russian Officers from Persia, otherwise they would cease to pay the monthly loan
(82).
The Cabinet of Moshir al-Dowleh did not consent the British suggestion and
resigned in 25 September 1920. The day after Ahmad Shah appointed Sepahdar as new
Prime Minister and finally agreed to expel the Russian Officers, but he appointed a
Persian officer and not British as the commander of the Persian Cossack Division.
British Norperforce arrested the Russian Officers and expelled them from Persia (83).
With the order of General Ironside, certain British officers assisted the Persian
Officers of the Cossack force to reorganise the defeated military Brigade near Qazvin.
Some months later the Cossacks were rehabilitated. On February 17, 1921, two
thousand Cossacks and hundred Gendarmes under the Command of a high rank Officer
Mir Panj, Brigadier, Reza Khan one of the Commanders of Persian Cossack force near
the city of Qazvin marched towards Tehran. The Cossack force captured the capital
almost without bloodshed in 21 February 1921 (84).
The force of Gendarmerie, Police and Central Brigade as well as the Cossacks
in Tehran did not oppose to the occupation of the city. Certain civil and Gendarmerie
Officers, encouraged and joint the Persian Cossack Officers in military coup in Tehran.
The Commander of Norperforce and his officers in Qazvin and the British Legation in
Tehran encouraged the Cossack officers in Qazvin and facilitated the situation for them
in Qazvin and Tehran (85). The reason for this co-operation was formulated by Reza
Khan, the Commander of the coup d’état, who stated: it was determined to establish a
strong government that would be ready to oppose the Bolshevik advance after British
withdrawal (86).
The Commanders of the Persian Cossack suggested to Ahmad Shah the
premiership of a journalist, Seyyed Zia al-Din Tabatabai. He reluctantly agreed. Seyyed
Zia al-Din Tabatabai, as new Prime Minister stated in his declaration that security of the
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country and formation a modern army had the first priority and then modernisation of
the country by administration, financial, judiciary and education reforms and the
improvement of peasants and worker’s standard of living (87). The majority of
constitutional politicians were arrested. The newspapers were closed and some of the
journalists were exiled.

2.6.1.

Towards an Administration Reform

Since the Constitutional Revolution modernisation of the country was a part of
each cabinet’s projects. Due to internal struggles, the Anglo-Russian interference’s and
the War 1914-1918, most of reforms remained unfinished or in abeyance. After the
War, certain steps were taken by the Cabinet of Vothuq al-Dowleh in administration and
judiciary reforms such as foundation the registration office and the faculty of law. Then,
he concluded the agreement of 1919. The Joint Commissions were set up to arrange
certain financial, administration and military reforms, but under British advisers. The
aim of Joint Military Commission in 1920 was to organise a uniform army. The report
of the Military Commission indicates that the nomad tribes were regarded as the most
dangerous force to the internal security (88). However, As long as Vothuq al-Dowleh
was in power (19 July 1918-25 June 1920) no step was taken against tribes. The
question of tribal taxation has mainly fallen into abeyance. At the same time some of the
friendly chieftains in the south allied with the cabinet against the rebel bandits (89).
Seyyed Zia al-Din improved some aspect of the Tehran municipality. The
invitation of foreign advisers from European countries and the United States of America
was ratified by the Cabinet. The Minister of War in the coup regime, Major Mass’ud
Khan, announced the reorganisation of the Ministry of War in 6 March 1921, but he was
only two months in office. The political wing of the coup was about hundred days in
power until 25 June 1921. Ahmad Shah was discontent with the policy and the
behaviour of Prime Minister of the coup regime. He was also under pressure from the
families of the political prisoners. The Military Commander of the coup, however,
remained in power as the Minister of War in the following Persian Cabinets.
Some of prisoners were members of the Royal family and the close relatives of
the Shah himself. Reza Khan assured the Shah of his loyal and made Seyyed Zia al-Din
responsible for the imprisonment of politicians. Ahmad Shah dismissed Seyyed Zia al118

Din from premiership in 25 May 1921 and he left the country immediately. A prisoner
of the Coup, the former Governor-General of Khorassan, Ahmad Qavam al-Saltaneh,
was appointed as the new Prime Minister in 30 May 1921 (90).

2. 6. 2.

The Successive Persian Cabinets

The Cabinet of Qavam al-Saltaneh and Reza Khan the Minister of War began to
ratify the bills on reform projects and administration reforms in national level and the
following cabinets continued the process. The non-written constant Minister of War,
Reza Khan, began the reform and organisation Persian forces and uniform military. An
American financial Mission under Dr. Arthur Millispaugh was invited by the Cabinet of
Qavam al-Saltaneh to reshape the financial department.
They arrived in Persia in autumn 1922 (91). Millispaugh realised that there are
several experts from European countries, Belgian, France, Swede, Germany and
Netherlands as advisers to the various Persian departments (92). Reza Khan, the
Minister of War, was an ambitious and persistence man. Before the Coup of February
1921, he had no high level governmental experience. The expulsion of Russian officers
and the condition of the country gave him an opportunity to rise to the first stage.
He considered that he can stable his position by gradual expansion of his military
forces. He indicated that he was able to deal with his rivals and opponents who
underestimated his political ability and his ambitious at the beginning. Reza Khan was
the commander of Cossack Regiment in Hammadan in 1920 and after the expelling the
Russian officers, he was one of the high rank officer in Cossack Camp in Qazvin, but
not the highest one. Additionally, there were several Persian Generals of Cossack
Division in Tehran.)
After the capture of the capital, Reza Khan the Military Commander of the Coup
d’état in February 1921 was officially appointed as the Commander in Chief of the
Cossack Division. Two months later, he causes the resignation of the Minister of War,
Major Massud Khan, in 26 April 1921. The same day, Reza Khan became the Minister
of War as well. Very soon, he collaborated with the Shah against the Prime Minister.
Seyyed Zia al-Din was dismissed by the Shah in 25 May 1920. Seyyed Zia al-Din was
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in power only three months, but Reza Khan retained his office as the Minister of War in
all cabinets for almost two and half years (93).
The aim of Reza Khan, like the Military Commission, was to organise a uniform
army. It was foreseen to suppress and disarm the tribes and minimise the political power
of the tribal chieftains when the army would organise (94).
Reza Khan explains his view clearly in his travel account of Khuzestan (95). Reza
Khan, the Minister of War, expanded the size of Cossack Division from eight thousand
to seventeen thousand in 1921 to strengthen his position against the other forces. He
also brought the other available modern Persian military forces under the Ministry of
War Then he organised a uniform modern army based the Cossack force as the nucleus
of the new army and the other available modern Persian forces, Gendarmerie with 8.000
men, Central Guard and the Provincial Guards (96).
Some of the Persian personals of the disbanded South Persia Rifles and the other
local forces under British Commands in Hamadan and Sistan-Birjand whom were
formed during the Great War, also joined the new army. Reza Khan relied more on the
Cossack Commanders who received usually better position in the new army. At the
same time there were no more independent forces in the country.
“The army to be composed of five divisions: (1) Tehran, (2) Tabriz, (3) Hamadan,
(4) Isfahan and (5) Mashad and the northern Independent Brigade in Rasht. In addition a
special Gendarmerie force was organised under the name of Amnieh for the security of
the roads” (97) .
Reza Khan related the improvement of country’s security and the strengthening of
the Persian Government to his personal ambitious and concentrated the Military power
in his hand. Various movements were suppressed one after the other. The authority of
Central Government was re-established even in remote areas. The army detachments
were stationed throughout the country and the superiority position of the military
commanders in the provinces strengthened the position of the Minister of War in Tehran
(98).
The cabinets had to allocate and pay the lion share of the budget to the army. He
received the support of conservative as well as democrats in parliament. British Minister
in Tehran, Sir Percy Loraine, appreciated the efforts of the Persian Army and his
Commander in the north and the west part of the country.
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2.6.3.

Reza Khan and Sir Percy Loraine

As a result of occupation of the Persian territory during the war and afterwards
and British interference in the Persian Affairs, there were “for a good many years a
certain hostility to Great Britain”. With the fall of Seyyed Zia al-Din the hostility
reached to its maximum point for almost two and half years, wrote Havard, British
Oriental Secretary. He added: “Government after Government made no attempt to stem
that hostility” and ”some of them even covertly abetted” Addition to the public, the
Persian press and the Parliament had a critical view on British policy in Persia.
During those years, Reza Khan indicated to the British authorities in the Legation
in Tehran that he is the only person who is able to bring the security to the country,
suppressing the Bolsheviks, and other movements in Persia. The relation of Reza Khan
with the British Legation developed, particularly when Sir Percy Loraine was the
British Minister in Tehran, 1921-1926 (99).
Loraine and the other members of the Legation such as Oriental Secretary,
Godfrey Havard, admired the centralisation policy of Reza Khan. They were of opinion
that a centralised Government under Reza Khan would secure British interests in Persia
and secure the borders to Iraq, India and the Persian Gulf (100).

2.6.4.

Reza Khan in Summer-Autumn 1923

After the fall of coup cabinet, Reza Khan, the Minister of War, desired to take the
power and form the cabinet. The circumstances did not let him to follow his idea. He,
however, consolidated his position by suppressing the political movements and the
tribal unrest’s in 1921-1923, in the Northern provinces and then in the south. Gradually,
the authority of the army and the Central Government was re-established even in remote
areas of the country.
As a result of the victory of the army in provincial campaigns and the stationing of
the military detachments throughout the country, the Military Commanders appeared as
a new factor in local politics and Reza Khan, the Commander of the Persian Army,
became the most powerful man in the country.
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2.6.4.1.

Internal Power Struggle

In summer and autumn 1923, Reza Khan continued to consolidate his position by
the extension of his authority in Tehran. It appears that the choice of time by Reza Khan
was partly due to the absent of Persian parliament. The fourth legislative period finished
in June 1923 and the fifth Majles began in January 1924 (101). He began to challenge
the power of the Shah, Crown Prince, the Prime Minister and the shadow cabinet’s
leaders. It was a tradition in the Qajar Court to send the Crown Prince to Tabriz. During
the summer 1923, Ahmad Shah, who was anxious of his future and the rapid growth of
Reza Khan’s power, intended to revive this tradition and send his brother, the Crown
Prince Mohammad Hassan Mirza, to Azarbaijan.
The Shah sent a decree in July 1923 to the Cabinet of Moshir al-Dowleh. After the
approval of cabinet, the date of Crown Prince’s departure in August as the GovernorGeneral of Azarbaijan was announced. Suddenly, the Minister of War opposed to the
journey of the Crown Prince. He was stopped by Reza Khan from proceeding to Tabriz,
to prevent a possible tribal resistance to his power. Ahmad Shah was afraid of his
future. He prepared to pay another visit to Europe to escape from „possibly final
humiliation“. Moshir al-Dowleh, the Prime Minister, and the other constitutionalists
endeavoured to persuade the Shah to stay in Tehran and support the cabinet.
The frightened Shah rejected this proposal. It was rumoured that Ahmad Shah
would appoint again the Former Prime Minister, Ahmad Qavam al-Saltaneh, the only
man who was able to challenge the power of Reza Khan, as the chief of cabinet before
leaving for Europe (102). Suddenly, on 8 October 1923, Ahmad Khan Qavam alSaltaneh, was arrested by the order of the Minister for War. He was alleged to have
plotted against the Minister of War.
Ahmad Shah, however, obtained from Reza Khan the promise that he would take
no step against the life of Qavam life without the Shah consent. The same day, Sir Percy
Loraine was leaving Tehran for Baghdad and Ahvaz that he was informed of the arrest
of Qavam al-Saltaneh.
With the support of the Shah and the cabinet, Qavam al-Saltaneh was released, but
he was exiled to Europe two weeks later. A t the same time Reza Khan put pressure on
Prime Minister, Moshir al-Dowleh, to resign. Moshir al-Dowleh, who did not succeed
to persuade the Shah to stay in Tehran, doubted to be able to run the affairs of the
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country in the absence of Shah and Majles. On 22 October 1923, he resigned. At this
juncture, Loraine had returned from Khuzestan to the capital (103).
In his journey to the south, British Minister facilitated the situation for the Central
Government. Simultaneously, Reza Khan removed two Persian Statesmen, Moshir alDowleh and Qavam al-Saltaneh, from power stage. Reza Khan made the situation in the
capital insecure. He compelled the young Ahmad Shah to appoint him as the new Prime
Minister. No one prepared to accept the premiership. With the mediation of Loraine,
Ahmad Shah received first a written guarantee for his safety in the Persian soil, then,
inevitably, the frightened Shah appointed Reza Khan as the new Prime Minister.
The Imperial Charter was written in 27 October 1923 accordingly. Two days later,
Reza Khan introduced his cabinet first and then accompanied the Shah to the port of
Anzali and Ahmad Shah left the country. Reza Khan concentrated the power more and
more in his hands (104). In his report of the events to Foreign Office, Loraine
considered: Reza Khan “a man with a strong and definite will” and “there is a chance of
the country’s affairs being put fairly straight” (105).

2. 7.

Reza Khan the Prime Minister

For two years Reza Khan was Prime Minister, Minister of War and the
Commander in Chief of the Army. During this period the Persian Cabinet was
reshuffled and he introduced new faces as minister to Majles, but the policy of reforms
continued. Varieties of reform bills of the cabinet were ratified in Parliament. Two years
after the coup, Reza Khan the Prime Minister replaced finally his officers to the
Swedish in the police force. The army and regularity forces (Gendarmerie and Police)
came under his direct command. He, therefore, increased again his power. Reza Khan:
“Wished to restore some of the greatness of Iran and to establish an absolute power
within the reconstructed nation. His pursuit of these goals was determined and ruthless;
any force that stood in the way of his achievement was mercilessly attacked and, the
strength of the landowners, Qajars Court, and liberal democratic ideas-all were subject
to his attacks. Inevitably, clerical power, too, has to be reduced ”(106).
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2.7.1.

The President of the Republic?

Reza Khan was not content with his military and political position as the Prime
Minister, the Minister of War and the Commander in Chief of the Army. He intended to
become the first person in the country, where he would be in the command of the
country and no one could jeopardise his position. Some of his advisors and Military
Commanders were advocating the establishment of a republic. At the beginning of
1924, Reza Khan approved a campaign in the country in favour of a republic and Reza
Khan as the candidate.
The supporters of Reza Khan, particularly the Military Commanders did their best
and used various available means throughout the country against the Qajar’s rule and
formation a republic. Reza Khan, however, realised that though his effort on security in
the country was appreciated by the majority in Parliament and even the minority and the
neutrals, but the Persian Parliament and the religious leaders run into opposition with
the republican movement. The attempt of Reza Khan to establish a republic in March
1924 resulted in a stinging set back.
He underestimated the power of the clergies who rejected the secular example of
Turkish republic. Clerical opposition was so strong, that Reza Khan was driven to
resign. Although he understood that his absolute control over the army and the regular
forces would bring him quickly back into power (107). Very soon, in April 1924, he
asked his supporters to abandon the idea of a republic.

2.7.2.

Towards Khuzestan

Reza Khan was to finish the question of the tribal chieftains, as a centre of power
in the country, particularly in southern Khuzestan. The Government’s departments in
the provinces were consolidated. The construction and widen of roads to the west and
south-west provinces came into practice. For the reasons the military detachments could
pass through the new routes. It was still possible to form a consolidated alliance of the
Qajar Court, the Minority in the Parliament and the southern chieftains against the
increasing monopoly power of the Reza Khan who had the majority of the fifth Majles
in his side (most of them came to Parliament with the support of the Military
Commanders in the Provinces.
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Apparently, Ahmad Shah did not participate in the alliance and did not return to
the country either. The oppositions were not united in Parliament and Press and with
regard to the approach of Sheikh Khaz’al in politic in the last three decades, usually, no
one trusted him in Tehran even the Minority. As soon as Sheikh Khaz’al declared his
opposition to the policy of Prime Minister in autumn 1924, Reza Khan did not waste the
time and left Tehran for the south.
He assured British that in his campaign to Khuzestan, the installations of the Oil
Company would not jeopardise. With few casualties and chiefly through political
correspondences and then the submission of Sheikh Khaz’al and his tribal allies, he
brought to an end the southern rebellion in the south. He stationed military detachments
and Military Governors throughout Khuzestan in at the end of December 1924 (108).
After his success in Khuzestan, Reza Khan returned triumphant to Tehran in
January 1925. Soon, he asked the Parliament to be appointed as the Commander of the
Persian army. Though, according to law, this position was belonged the Shah, but the
Parliament ratified the bill in February 1925 (109).

2.8.

The change of Dynasty

The efforts of the army on security and integrity of the country caused the
popularity of the Minister of War among some social strata of the city dwellers such as
merchants and increasing Government’s employees. Reza Khan came into
understanding with the religious leaders in Tehran and Qom and indicated sympathy to
the religion ceremonies. Most of the oppositions inside and outside the Parliament were
scattered and frightened. Finally, Ahmad Shah Qajar was abdicated by the Persian
Parliament in October 1925 and Reza Khan was appointed as the temporarily ruler of
the country.
Then, the Constitutional Assembly ratified and declared Reza Khan as the Shah of
Persia and the founder of new Pahlavi dynasty at the end of the year 1925. Reza Khan
seized the Persian Kingdom in less than five years. He ascended the Peacock throne
some months later in April 1926 (110). The presence of the tribal chieftains in the
coronation of Reza Shah was ceremonial and they were mostly the honourable prisoners
who had no permission to live the capital.
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2.9.

(1)

Summary

Since the beginning of the 19th century, the relations of Persia and European states
rapidly developed.

(2)

The modern Europe affected strongly on military and political as well as economy
and social structure of Persia.

(3)

As a result of two series of war between Russian and Persian forces and two
imposed wars by the British, Persia suffered severe territorial loses.

(4)

The military rivalries between Russian and British in Persia took form the
economic penetration and political influence. The two colonial powers gained
various economic concessions.

(5)

The Persian statesmen and intellectual endeavoured to modernise the political and
economy structure of their country. They were not very successful in their efforts
in the 19th century.

(6)

At the beginning of the 20th century, the Persian revolution brought a
constitutional Monarchy into power and changed the traditional political system.
A modern nation-State and Parliamentary system was implemented.

(7)

British and Russian were still very influential in Persia. A British Company
discovered oil in southern Persia in 1908. As a result of oil resources, geopolitical position of Persia, during the War 1914-1918, Persia became the bottle
field of belligerents. This brought many difficulties for Persia even after the War.

(8)

The withdrawal of Russian troops from Persia after the Bolshevik Revolution
caused a vacuum of power in northern Persia. British endeavoured to bring Persia
in an advisory system under British surveillance.

(9)

The return of Russia into the world politic in 1920 caused the military failure of
British in Persia and the withdrawal of British troops from Persia.

(10) The object of the Military Commander of the coup of February 1921 was to
secure the country against the Bolshevik and Gilan Governments in the north and
to implement certain military and administration reforms in the country.
(11) The success of the army in suppression the rebel movements and tribal unrest
strengthened the position of the army commanders in the provinces.
(12) The commander in chief of the army concentrated the civil and military power in
his hand. The Qajar dynasty was deposed and the commander in chief became the
Shah of Persia.
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Part II. Power Struggle
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III. The Great Tribes in Fars in 1919-1921

3.1.

Fars and the Great War

The fighting was taken placed in full scale around Shiraz, Abadeh and Firuzabad
during the summer and autumn 1918, between the Qashqa’i tribe under the Ilkhani of
Qashqa’i, Isma’il Khan Sowlat al-Dowleh and his allies in the province of Fars against
the occupation of Persia and the British forces, the S.P.R. as well as certain local allies.
When the belligerents announced Armistice in 11 November 1918, the fighting still
continued in neutral Persia including the province of Fars. Very soon, however, the
force of resistance movement in Fars: Shiraz, Bushehr, Kazerun, Abadeh and Firuzabad
were frustrated by the influenza in autumn 1918. The epidemic of influenza spread
throughout the southern Persia in October-December 1918 in which died a high
percentage of tribesmen, villagers and city dweller and twenty per cent of Indian troops
(1).
The narrow victory of the S.P.R. and British force at the end of the year 1918 was
partly due to modern forces equipped with modern arms and heavy artillery and partly
due to the assistance of the local rivals of Sowlat al-Dowleh (in the tribe and in the
province), the assistance of Governor-General of Fars and finally the important factor
was the contagious of disease. It made, therefore, difficult for Sowlat al-Dowleh to
continue the fighting. Some of the leaders of this movement in Bushehr hinterland,
however, after the recovery continued the struggle until the middle of 1920 and resisted
to the British occupation.

3.2.

Fars After the Anglo-Qashqa’i War

After the War, the alliance of British and their local friends found the upper hand
in the province of Fars, but the power struggle in the Qashqa’i tribe and in the province
of Fars by no means continued. The S.P.R. and the British-Indian forces stationed in the
major cities and along the commercial roads. The British “Intelligence department in
which well organised by the Commanders of the S.P.R. in previous years were active
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and the British consulates in the province interfered in the local and tribal affairs of
Fars.
The local allies, who supported British policy during the War, retained their
official positions including the Governor-General of Fars, Farmanfarma, the Governor
of Bushehr, Ahmad Khan Daryabegi, the main rival of Sowlat al-Dowleh in the
province, Ibrahim Khan Qavam al-Molk, the chief of confederation of Khamseh and the
Khans of Hayat Dawudi. Inside the Qashqa’i, Ahmad Khan Sardar Ehtesham and Ali
Khan Sardar Heshmat, the rivals and brothers of deposed Sowlat al-Dowleh, who were
recently appointed as Ilkhani and Ilbegi of Qashqa’i as well as some of the Khans of
Kashkuli tribe of Qashqa’i also remained in power (2).
Ibrahim Khan Qavam al-Molk, who enjoyed the strong support of British and had
a friendly relation with British consulates in Shiraz and Bushehr, was in a very strong
position in Fars after the War He was the deputy of Governor-General of Fars, the
Mayor of Shiraz, the Governor of eastern districts of Fars and the chief of Khamseh
confederation. The Khans of Kashkuli tribe a branch of Qashqa’i who had a tense
relation with the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i, Sowlat al-Dowleh, looked forward to receive the
support of Qavam al-Molk. Even the weak Ilkhani of Qashqa’i, Sardar Ehtesham,
listened to his advice.
The opponents of Qavam al-Molk inside the Khamseh confederation, who looked
to the Qashqa’i Ilkhani Sowlat al-Dowleh, were severely suppressed. Most of the lesser
tribes in Fars had more sympathy to the leadership of Sowlat al-Dowleh, but in the
circumstances remained silence. Though, the Qashqa’i tribe was the strongest tribes in
Fars before the War, but they were divided into, at least, two branches during the War
and afterwards. First the majority, who still supported Sowlat al-Dowleh. Then the
minority, who was against him or was inclined to his brothers,
It appears that the British authorities in Fars realised with the present of Sowlat alDowleh in the province and the continuation of fighting in Bushehr hinterland and
Kazerun the situation in Fars is shaky.
By the order of General Duglas, the British Commander of British force resided in
Bushehr, the place of oppositions in Bushehr hinterland was bombarded and then
British-Indian force attacked them at the begin of 1919. The bombardment and fighting,
however, continued to the summer 1920 when two leaders of the resistance movement
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were killed by the S.P.R. in 22 July 1920. Then the level of fighting to some extend
reduced in the following months of the year 1920.
At the begin of the year 1919, the British force in Bushehr finally reached to the
town of Kazerun, where the people fought during the war several times against British
and allies. The arrival of British force was so important that the commander of British
force, General Duglas and H.Bill high political officer in British Residency from
Bushehr met in Kazerun Colonel Orton the Commander of the S.P.R. and Colonel
Hutson the British consul in Shiraz. A modern castle was built to station the BritishIndian force there (3).

3.2.1.

British and Sowlat-al Dowleh in 1919

After the Anglo-Qashqa’i War, Sowlat al-Dowleh was in a difficult position. He
came into contact with Farmanfarma, the Governor-General of Fars, to secure the
Ilkhaniship of the tribe again and to reside in Fars. Farmanfarma knew that the
tranquility in Fars and the safety of commercial road Bushehr-Shiraz was partly
depended to the good will of Sowlat al-dowleh and he was the only person, who was
able to pacify the Qashqa’i tribe. Additionally, the return of Sowlat al-Dowleh was not
without financial reward for Farmanfarma. Most of the British political and military
authorities in Fars preferred Sowlat al-Dowleh to leave Fars for Tehran or even to send
him in exile. Farmanfarma discussed with the British authorities in Shiraz on this
matter.
On 5 January 1919 Farmanfarma, received a letter from Sowlat al-Dowleh. He
disclaims to able the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i. He added that he intends to live in his estates.
Farmanfarma consulted Captain John Hotson, the British Consul in Shiraz and John
Hugo Bill, the Deputy-Political Resident and General Sir Archibald Douglas, the
Commander of British force in Fars, who came to Shiraz and responded to Sowlat alDowleh that he had held out hopes of a settlement if Sowlat al- Dowleh abstained from
giving further trouble. It was decided a direct negotiation between the British and
Persian authorities and Sowlat al-Dowleh (4).
Both the Governor-General of Fars and the British Consul in Shiraz had their
reasons. From the view point of Hotson, Sowlat al-Dowleh was the only Ilkhani, who
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would follow by the Qashqa’is. It was necessary laborious operations by British troops
to crush Sowlat al-Dowleh. Sardar Ehtesham, the new appointee Ilkhani proved useless
and he was ready to „give up the position of Ilkhani if assured of personal safety and
security. Farmanfarma intended to break the Qashqa’i confederation by bringing certain
tribal sections under his own influence and increasing the power of headmen.
Captain John Hotson advocated offering Sowlat light term of, as well as hope’s
restoration as Ilkhani. The new commander of the S.P.R., Colonel Orton, as well as
General Douglas and Bill concurred the suggested terms. It is interesting to point out
that on 7 January Sir Percy Cox, the British Minister in Tehran, suggested to India
Office that British should go easy in negotiation with Ismai’l Khan Sowlat al-Dowleh.
The Government of India supported the view of Cox and informed General Officer
Commanding Bushehr.
On 19 January 1919, Sir Percy Cox, argued differently and pointed out in his
telegram that the term must be dictated rather than negotiated with Sowlat al-Dowleh
and must not be such as would reflected on the British and on the Persian Government.
Cox was convinced that certain members of the Persian Cabinet had the above mention
views. Cox recommended that British should be in no hurry to initiate negotiations with
Sowlat al-Dowleh and British troops should remain on the Bushehr-Shiraz line until
early spring. When the general situation should have cleared and British should be in a
better position to decide on the best solution of the Sowlat al-Dowleh question (5).
On 23 January, General Douglas explained to the Government of India that the
lack of a Persian force” to maintain order necessitated an early solution of the Sowlat
question “the great difficulty of crusting Sowlat al-Dowleh by military measures, if
stiffening of terms caused a breakdown in negotiations, we must be prepared either to
face fresh outbreaks of disorder with which the S.P.R. would be unable to cape, or to
keep British troops in the country for an indefinite period (6).

3.2.2.

British and the S.P.R.

The function and the efficiency of the S.P.R. during the confrontations and
afterwards came under many critics by the British authorities in India and Persia. They
doubted that the force could guard the British interests (on contrary to the opinion of
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Sykes the organiser of the force. British Government, however, postponed the question
of the S.P.R. four days after the appointment of Sir Percy Cox as British Minister in
Tehran and informed Marling on 22 August 1918 accordingly.
The victory of Allied in the war caused that the Foreign Office to ignore the
suggestion of the Government of India on question of the S.P.R. , but, General Sir
Percy Sykes the Commander of the S.P.R. was recalled home and immediately he was
replaced by colonel Orton. Cox also ignored all previous discussions on this subject and
expressed himself in a statement counter to his previous view about Sowlat al-Dowleh
and more in accordance with the policy of Foreign Office (7).
As far as available documents indicate the Chairman of Persian Department since
1916 and Acting British Foreign Secretary in 1919, Lord George Cursor did not prepare
the immediate withdrawal of the British forces from Persia before building a solid and
permanent position for Great Britain. Sir Perky Cox was sent to Tehran to regulate the
relation between the two countries. The Curzon suggestions shaped in the form of
Anglo-Persian Agreement 1919. With regard to such background Cox asked the British
authorities in the southern Persia not to be in hurry and to be severe towards Sowlat alDowleh (8).
As early as March 1919, the Deputy-Political Resident in Bushehr, John Bill, as
the representative of the British Government and Daryabegi, the Governor-General of
the Persian Gulf coast as the representative of the Persian Government went to Bandare-Assalu, a small port in the Persian Gulf, to meet Ismai’l Khan Sowlat al-Dowleh
Sardar Ashayer, the former Ilkhani of the great tribe of Qashqa’i. He was accused of
rebellion against the Central Government and they asked his submission. Sowlat al
Dowleh rejected their view and replied that he had merely obeyed the order of the
Ministers and leading Mullahs to fight against the S.P.R. and British forces.
Sowlat al-Dowleh suggested that he goes to Tehran to submit himself to the
Persian Government subject to the provision that his life should be spared and that his
estates should be secured to his son.
From British point of view, it was not advisable that he should go by land and he
was pressed „to go via Mohammareh and Baghdad. Sowlat al-Dowleh was enough wise
to remember the destiny of the other opposition leaders who were captured by the
British forces and sent to Mesopotamia and India. He, therefore, refused to go via
Baghdad. India Office concurred the suggestion that British should go easy in
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negotiation with Isma’il Khan Sowlat al-Dowleh, in that junction and informed General
Commanding Bushehr accordingly (9).
Sometime later, Sheikh Khaz’al suggested mediating between Farmanfarma and
Sowlat al-Dowleh. The idea was rejected by Farmanfarma, the Governor-General of
Fars. Finally it was settled by Farmanfarma and British authorities in Fars and Tehran
that Sowlat al-Dowleh to deposit L10.000 in the Imperial Bank of Persia in Shiraz and
signs abound on oath, not to interfere in tribal politics.
Sowlat al-Dowleh should send his son, Nasser Khan to Shiraz, (as hostage) to stay
with Farmanfarma and live quietly on his estates (10). The new Commander of the
S.P.R., Colonel Orton, as well as General Sir Archibald Douglas, the Commander of
British troops in Bushehr and John Bill, Deputy- Political Resident in Bushehr,
concurred the suggested terms (11).
As far as the correspondences between Farmanfarma and Sowlat al-Dowleh and
between the British consul in Shiraz and the Governor-General of Fars indicate that
Farmanfarma supported the residence of Sowlat al-Dowleh in Fars. He achieved to
consent the British authorities on this question.

3.3.

Farmanfarma and the New Ilkhani

In spite of presence of British troops and the S.P.R., the support of Farmanfarma
and Qavam al-Molk, the deputy of Governor-General and the chief of Khamseh
confederation, the new Ilkhani of Qashqa’i, Sardar Ehtesham, was unable to pacify the
whole confederation of Qashqa’i, some of the tribal chiefs revealed their opposition to
Sardar Ehtesham, but under the circumstances they did not come into direct conflict
with him. Farmanfarma appointed Nasr-allah Khan, a friendly Khan to the British as
kalantar of Dare-shuri tribe of Qashqa’i and dismissed Ayaz Kikha.
The tribe of Dare-shuri rejected the governor-general’s decision and rebelled
against him. The majority of the tribe also remained with Ayaz Kikha in opposition to
Sardar Ehtesham as Ilkhani. Neither Sardar Ehtesham nor Farmanfarma was able to
come into conflict or pacify them. Nasr-allah Khan, on contrary to the expectation took
no step to try to get his own back again. Ayaz Kikha wrote a letter to the British
political Residency in Bushehr in March 1919. He, however, did not go himself to
133

Bushehr and Lieutenant Colonel Cregson was deputed to meet him in Lirawi. Then
Ayaz Kikha sent his son to Shiraz to stay before Farmanfarma.
Sardar Ehtesham asked him to send his eldest son as hostage for the good
behaviour of the tribe. Ayaz Kikha did not fulfill the wish of Ilkhani and send his
youngest son. Naturally no settlements were achieved. Despite all these events, Sardar
Ehtesham and Farmanfarma were compelled to re-appoint Ayaz Kikha as Kalantar of
Dare-shuri after the tribe migrated to their summer quarter in 1919.
The tribe of Farsi-Madan did not rise against the S.P.R., but they received Nasser
al-Divan Kazeruni and his follow rebels during the Great War and “showed their
sympathy plainly“ and British authorities were angry and urged Sardar Ehtesham to take
action against Nasser al -Divan, but he refused to do so. He stated: he was too occupied
with Dare-shuri tribe and Ayaz Kikha question. He did not want to provoke the Farsimadan tribe against himself (12).
Finally, in August 1919, Nasser al-Divan went to Shiraz to the House of Qavam
al-Molk, who mediated between him and the Governor-General. Farmanfarma received
5.000T from Nasser al-Divan and then sent him to exile to Darab for two years and
Qavam al-Molk took the responsibility that he would not leave the town (13). The latest
unrest among the confederation of Qashqa’i happened in summer 1920. A considerable
number of Dare-shuri tribe drove into the Bakhtiyari country as a result of a conflict
with Ali Khan, the Ilbegi (14). Sardar Ehtesham came into negotiation with the
Bakhtiyari Khans for the return of Dare-shuri under a suitable guarantee (15).
It appeared that certain Bakhtiyari Khans were encouraging the Dare-shuris to
stay where they were. Though Sardar Ehtesham was loyal to the British, but from
British point of view: he “did not appear to possess the necessary capability for
governing the tribe” (16). The Qashqa’i tribes had begun to migrate southward towards
the winter quarters, in autumn 1920. The Ilkhani, Sardar Ehtesham, however, had gone
to Isfahan to be treated (17). He was still there and an interregnum of a GovernorGeneral in Fars at such a season was bound to be an incentive to disorders (18).
More over Sowlat al-Dowleh, who resided in Firuzabad, (a small town and one of
the winter quarter of Qashqa’is), was seeking to recover the ilkhaniship of the
confederation (19). A high robbery happened on Shiraz-Isfahan road near Abadeh and
the property of the Persian representative in League of Nations was stolen. The Ilkhani
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of Qashqa’i, Sardar Ehtesham, and Ilbegi, Ali Khan Salar Heshmat, had certain
differences. They made several conferences on ilkhaniship in early August 1920.
They were still unable to preserve the order among the Qashqa’is. Farmanfarma
was not sure of them during his temporary absence from Fars to Bushehr and Khuzestan
in May-July 1920. Farmanfarma called them, both, to Shiraz. Then, he asked Sardar
Ehtesham and Salar Heshmat to take necessary measure to preserve the order among the
Qashqa’i sub-tribes. He assured them of his support. The British consul in Shiraz was
present. In this discussion; the both, the Ilkhani and the Ilbegi „informed the conditions
on which they may look for British support (20).

3.4.

Fars and Events in the North 1920

During the year 1920, certain events in the national level affected on the situation
of Fars in general and the tribal leadership in particular. Ahmad Shah was returning
from Europe in May 1920. Farmanfarma, the governor-general of Fars, went to Bushehr
to welcome the Shah. He accompanied Ahmad Shah from Bushehr on occasion of his
passage through Basreh and Mohammareh (Khoramshahr) where Farmanfarma met
Sheikh Khaz’al for the first time. However, they had long been known to each other.
Farmanfarma came to know that the new British Minister in Persia, Herman
Norman, on the route of his journey to Tehran would visit Sheikh Khaz’al on board of a
yacht in Shatt al-Arab water way near Basreh. Farmanfarma postponed his return to
Shiraz to make the acquaintance of the new British Minister. It appears due to the new
political condition in Tehran, Farmanfarma was not sure of his position, so he made
himself available to the new Minister to emphasis on his friendship to the British and
neutralise the possible efforts of his opponents in Tehran.
As a result of a private talk with Farmanfarma, Norman wrote: as I expected,
Farmanfarma only wished to protest his devotion and that of his sons to His Majesty’s
Government, which he assured me the whole family has always unwaveringly
professed. Farmanfarma told him he think it is possible that on reaching Tehran,
Norman might bear certain thing said to his discredit if so Norman was to remember the
assurance which Farmanfarma has just given him and to dismiss such calumnies at once
from his mind.
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Then, Khaz’al talked to Norman that Farmanfarma’s professions of devotion to
Great Britain are genuine interest and inclination alike counseled a pro-British attitude
and he is the most powerful man in the south so is the Prime Minister in the north.
Norman concluded that it was evident from the Sheikh Khaz’al’s utterances about
Farmanfarma that the two had reached a working arrangement on the extension and
purpose of which events may throw a further light (21).
Very soon, after the arrival of Ahmad Shah in Tehran, and before the return of
Farmanfarma to Shiraz, Vothuq al-Dowleh, due to his internal and international failures,
had to resign (22). The defeat and surrender of British troops to the Russian Bolsheviks
in Gilan in May 1920 demoralised the position of British in Persia. The critical situation
in Northern provinces caused Formation a democrat and constitutional’s cabinet in
Tehran.
This affected on political situation in southern provinces as well as the tribal
leadership in Fars. After his return from Bushehr 1920, Farmanfarma realised that the
public feeling had changed and turned against him (23). A man, who a few months ago
were considered by Sheikh Khaz’al as the most powerful man in the south (24), lost his
supporters. He regretted that the British authorities in Persia (Shiraz) changed their
policy and they did not support him against his opponents (for the maintenance of
tranquility.
Farmanfarma believed that the notables and grandees of Fars prepared the causing
his disposal by the Central Government. He preferred to stay in Fars and secure the
family’s position as long as possible. He endeavoured to come to understanding with the
notable of Fars, apparently, without success (25). Three weeks late, he wrote to his son
and informed him: though his position is still stable and the Central Government also
expressed to support him, but he was not certain of the future (26).

3.4.1.

The Fall of Farmanfarma

Farmanfarma felt his position is increasingly insecure. He invited the local
notables nominally to discuss measures to combat the ravages of locusts, but really with
a view to obtain their general support. To his disappointment, however, the notables
soon began display inconvenient curiously about the fate of the provincial revenue,
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none of which finds its way to central treasury (27). The relation of Farmanfarma with
the S.P.R. was also very unsatisfactory at that time (28).
Meanwhile British Legation suggested the disposal of Daryabegi, the governor of
the coastal province and the appointment of Mowaqar al-Dowleh and asked the
approval of Farmanfarma (29). The appointment of Governor for coast province was in
the jurisdiction of the Governor-General of Fars, the Cabinet of Moshir al-Dowleh
appointed a new governor for coastal province. Farmanfarma who regarded the Cabinet
of Moshir al-Dowleh as temporary, protested to the appointment and Daryabegi was
intriguing against his successor probably at the instance of Farmanfarma who had
strenuously opposed the changes (30).
Farmanfarma was of opinion that Nassir al-Molk, a notable of Shiraz conspires
against him. Nassir al-Molk also provoked Qavam al-Molk, who had a close relation
with Farmanfarma for a long time (31). He arranged cessions and succeeded to
reconcile between Qavam al-Molk and Sowlat al-Dowleh. Farmanfarm realised that the
Democrats party activated again and published various pamphlets (32). The oppositions
in Shiraz protested against Farmanfarma and his support of the candidacy of Vothuq alDowleh in Fars. Farmanfarma applied for two months on leave, because of
circumstances. The Government refused to agree.
A notable of Fars wrote a letter to the Persian Cabinet. It appears that Qavam alMolk sent the letter with the British consent to Tehran, urging the removal of
Farmanfarma, and the latter’s appropriation of the revenues, is exciting general concern
at Tehran, the movement for his recall is gaining strength and with probably be difficult
to resist (33). On 22 September 1920, Farmanfarma resigned and informed the Central
Government of his resignation for following reasons: certain notable and dignitaries
would desire to take Charge of the offices and participate in political affairs as well as
election. They were disappointed to achieve their goals as long as Farmanfarma remain
in office (34). The recent British consul in Shiraz, Major Weaver since July 1920, had
no confident on him (35). Qavam al-Molk, who was a great assistant to him, was in
difficult position (36) and finally the opposition of Democrats in Shiraz.
One day later, he formulated his view slightly different on the events of Fars in
which he compelled to resign: (37) about two months ago, the news of Bolshevik and
the events of the north reached to Fars. Nassir al-Molk, who had been jailed and was
released only after the arrival of Farmanfarma in Shiraz in 1916. He was, however,
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unemployed until now, for four years (1916-1920), He gathered the notable of Fars.
They discussed the rights of local people in charge of the administration posts, whereas
the others come to Fars and take office.
Now, Farmanfarma offered to employ him, but Nassir al-Molk rejected it.
Additionally Farmanfarma had quarrel with a section of Democrats. He believed that
they were agitated by some notables of Fars who desired to participate in power politics
(38). Farmanfarma left the government building on 16 September 1920 and went out of
the city in a garden of Qavam al-Molk and six days later resigned (39). British oriental
secretary wrote: the resignation of Farmanfarma forced upon him by increasingly
volume of local discontent with his rapacity (40).
It appears that the rapacity of Farmanfarma was known to the people of Fars at
least since his appointment and the arrival of his assistant, Sardar Mo’tazed. In fact, the
new condition in Persia produced an opportunity to protest to the Farmanfarma’s way of
rule such as rapacity, interference in ballot box and ... .British realised that it was
convenient to have a new governor-general in Fars to pacify the public feeling in these
circumstances. The letter probably from Qavam al-Molk was a gesture of British
consent to the dismissal of Farmanfarma.
A year later the British Consul in Shiraz, Chick, wrote: The four years of the
regime of Farmanfarma was not an unmixed blessing His insatiable cupidity given free
play by the presence of a British military force and the S.P.R. had left a deep impression
on the minds of the many harassed by him” he did untold harm by representing himself
in many of his actions as under compulsion from the British’ against whose tyranny he
was protecting their individual interest (41).
The British Minister in Tehran 1921-1926 in following year, Sir Percy Loraine,
also wrote: an additional factor working against British is the rankling memory of the
Farmanfarma’s four years’ oppression and extortion which was only rendered possible
by British support (42). On June 1921 Chick was in London, he asked the Foreign
Office why does not support Great Britain characters such as Farmanfarma. Oliphant
wrote: I explained in reply some of the difficulties with which we have to contend
owing to the procrastination of successive Persian Governments in coming to a decision
regarding the Anglo-Persian Agreement and in view of the financial stringency
everywhere (43).
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3.5.

Mossadeq, New Governor-General of Fars

After the fall of Vothuq al-Dowleh, in early summer 1920, Hasan Moshir alDowleh formed the cabinet and offered to Mohammad Mossadeq the post of Minister of
Justice. He accepted the post. Mossadeq who resided in Switzerland (1919-1920) where
he publicised his opposition to the agreement 1919, left Marseilles for Bombay. He
intended to go via Basreh and Baghdad to Tehran.
The shortest route for Tehran was, however, via Caucasus, but the road into Persia
was closed. On the board of the ship he saw Sir Percy Cox, the former British Minister
in Tehran and now, the British High Commissioner in Baghdad. Cox informed him that
the Basreh-Baghdad railway had disrupted by the Arabs. Then Mossadeq sailed from
Bombay and landed in Bushehr and proceeded to Shiraz on his way to Tehran (44).
He arrived in Shiraz some weeks after the resignation of Farmanfarma. The
Central Government could not find a suitable governor-general for Fars. It appears the
empty treasury made it harder for the Persian Government to take a decision. The
notable and elderly citizen of Shiraz telegrammed to Prime Minister, Moshir al-Dowleh,
and asked him to appoint Mossadeq to the post of Governor-General of Fars. In a
presence telegraphic with the Prime Minister, Mossadeq responded to him positively,
but he told the notable of Shiraz that he would take the post of Governor-General, if
they promise to deal with the public fairly.
They agreed to do so. It is ironic that the personalities who caused the resignation
of Farmanfarma, requested his nephew, Mohammad Mossadeq, to admit the
governorship of Fars. The presence of a governor-general on the spot was important to
superintend migration of tribes to winter quarters which was always apt to give rise to
disturbances (45) and reduce petite raids on the roads. Political records of Mossadeq had
an important role in offering the governorship of Fars by dignitaries of Shiraz. Moshir
al-Dowleh described him to the British Minister as honest, intelligent, capable, welleducated and a very friendly to British (46). Mossadeq himself attributed a part of his
success in Fars to having made use of only local staff (47).
He rejected also to receive a monthly 2000T from the Chief of Khamseh
confederation Qavam al-Molk; and the same amount from Sowlat al- Dowleh as well as
Nassir al-Molk, but Mossadeq asked them to reduce the percentage of taxes to the
people in their Charge. Before Mossadeq took the Charge of office in Fars, a great
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robbery happened near Abadeh, the property of a Persian politician, Arfa, on his way to
Europe was plundered by the Dareshuri’s tribesmen of Qashqa’i. By the request of
Mossadeq, all property was returned to Arfa al-Dowleh.
Mossadeq had a cordial relation with the British representatives in Fars, Major
Weaver and then Major Mead; British Consul in Shiraz and Colonel Fraser, the
Commander of the S.P.R. British Minister reported that the appointment of Mossadeq
„was agreeable to local notables, and he appears to get on well with the British Consul
in Shiraz (48). Mossadeq, however, reminded the British authorities not to interfere in
the affairs of the province. They should complain to him, in case of any high robbery
and it was his duty to find the solution to the questions. Mossadeq said if they follow
the policy of interference he would leave the province of Fars.
He told Major Weaver, as you mentioned previously that the people of Fars hated
The S.P.R. and British authorities would like to reduce the public dislike. If so, the
S.P.R. should not interfere for any reasons in local affairs otherwise it would increase
the public irritation (49). The report of British Minister indicates that the British
authorities approved the manner of Mossadeq. Norman reported: now an honest
governor-general has taken Farmanfarma’s place in Fars and that province has been
freed from exaction’s which have cripple it for more than four years.
Previous to Mossadeq, British authorities had taken a deposit from certain tribal
chiefs in order to keep them quiet. They returned the deposits to Mossadeq and said that
reasons for deposits not exist anymore and the tribal chiefs should be obliged to you.
More over the chiefs trust you as well (50). Mossadeq implemented a new tribal policy
in Fars, as he took office in Shiraz. He realised that Nasser Khan, the son of Sowlat al
Dowleh, who fought against British force in Fars, was present among the other
dignitaries of Fars was kept a Government hostage with the British consent. He
permitted the young Nasser Khan to return to the Qashqa’i tribe (51).

3.5.1.

Sowlat al-Dowleh Returned to Power

From Mossadeq point of view the security of Fars required the appointment of
Sowlat al Dowleh, Ismai’l Khan, as Ilkhani of Qashqa’i. Farmanfarma also had reached
to the same conclusion in the last month of his rule. He agreed to appoint Sardar
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Ashayer as Ilkhani, if he would pay 60.000 T as bribe to him. (52). Sowlat al-Dowleh
refused to pay so much money to Farmanfarma (53). British, however, wrongly thought
that Sowlat al Dowleh succeeded to purchase the support of Governor-General (54).
Sowlat al Dowleh who did not ready to any arrangement with Farmanfarma, negotiated
with Qavam al-Molk for reconciliation. Nassir al-Molk mediated between the two archrivals of Fars, while Farmanfarma was still in office (55). As Isma’il Khan Sowlat alDowleh felt that it is necessary the reconciliation with Qavam al-Molk as preliminary to
his reappointment (56), thus Ibrahim Khan Qavam al-Molk obliged himself, in
consequence of political changes in the country, to come into term with Sowlat alDowleh.
British found it also necessary to compromise with Sowlat al-Dowleh especially
when the possibility of seizure of Tehran by the force of the republic of Gilan and the
evacuation of capital towards the south and formation of a southern confederation
brought under consideration (57). Sowlat al-Dowleh as a nationalist campaigner could
not any more was ignored. On arrival of Mossadeq in Shiraz, besides the strong support
of Democrats, Sowlat al-Dowleh had reached to understanding with Qavam al-Molk on
Mossadeq Governorship.
In fact, the representative of Sowlat al-Dowleh (because he resided in Firuzabad)
was among the notables of Fars who encouraged Mossadeq to accept the post of
governor-general. Mossadeq agreed to do so, if Qavam al-Molk, Sowlat al-Dowleh and
Nassir al-Molk collaborate with his policy on security of Fars, whereas Sardar
Ehtesham (Ahmad Khan) still was the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i. Mossadeq for the reason of
security of Fars wanted to re-appoint Sowlat al-Dowleh as Ilkhani.
Sowlat al-Dowleh had to compromise with his brothers and the kalantars (the
chiefs) of Kashkuli tribe, whom British Legation, British forces as well as Qavam alMolk supported them. They, all, the British, Qavam al-Molk and the brothers of Sowlat
for different reasons encouraged the Kashkuli Khans to resist to the rule of Sowlat alDowleh. Finally, on 7 December 1920, Mossadeq appointed Nasser Khan, the son of
Sowlat al-Dowleh, a youth of twenty as the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i and the son of his rival,
half-brother, Sardar Ehtesham as Ilbegi (58).
The complicated situation let to such reconciliation between Sardar Ehtesham and
Sowlat al-Dowleh. At a formal gathering at Dilgusha (Delgosha) garden the two
brothers accepted formally and in writing the settlement. The new Ilkhani and Ilbegi are
141

both quite young and inexperienced. They will be guided a great deal by their respective
fathers (59). It appears that the circumstances in the north lead and obliged the British
authorities in Persia to compromise with the nationalists and constitutionalists. Though,
the British troops and the S.P.R. were still in Fars, but the British authorities realised
that Sowlat al-Dowleh, as the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i has the power and is in a position to
keep the tribe quiet.
In the following year, in 1921 the British Minister in Tehran, Herman Norman,
1920-1921 informed Herbert Chick, the British Consul in Shiraz, that in view of Sardar
Ehtesham’s incompetence, Sowlat al-Dowleh is as present the only possible Ilkhani (60)
and the successor of Norman, British Charge d’Affaires Roland Bridgeman, asked
Chick in Shiraz that Sardar Ehtesham interests should be adequately guarded by
guarantees on the reinstallation of Sowlat al-Dowleh (61).
Ali Khan, the strongest opponent of Sowlat al-Dowleh in the tribe, who enjoyed
the British support as Ilbegi during 1918-1920, lost his position. Sowlat al-Dowleh had
to grant certain concession to the Kashkuli Khans. The reason of British support of
Kashkuli special statue can be possibly seen in the following years agreement of the
A.P.O.C. with the Kashkkuli Khans.
In addition to the Mossadeq’s approval, British Legation’s consent in that juncture
was one of the important factors of Sowlat al-Dowleh’s success. Sowlat al-Dowleh had
to compromise with Qavam al-Molk, his brothers and the chiefs of Kashkuli. The above
mentioned source indicates that Sowlat al-Dowleh employed almost all possibilities to
achieve at least to defacto Ilkhaniship of Qashqa’i. The British Legation’s reason of
supporting and compromising with Sowlat al-Dowleh was the Bolshevik menace from
the north and the question of transferring the capital from Tehran to Isfahan and
formation a confederation of great tribes in the south-west to defend of Central
Government and British interests in the south.
Apart from the strong character, the position of the Sowlat al-Dowleh among the
Qashqa’i tribesmen and the people of Fars, the disorder in the tribes could not be
ignored in any price at that time. Incapability and inefficiency of Sardar Ehtesham and
Salar Heshmat facilitated the willing of Sowlat al-Dowleh and British expected with the
new agreement, the tribal affairs of the Qashqa’i would be better administered and the
confederation would kept in better order (62). Sardar Ehtesham had a share of power as
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defacato Ilbegi. Kashkuli Khans kept their position, but paid taxes to Sowlat al-Dowleh,
their subservience to him was of a somewhat loose nature.
Sowlat al-Dowleh recognised, by the agreement of December 1920, that Qavam
al-Molk should extend his paternal benevolence to the Kashkulis and should even
nominate the kalantars of the tribe (63). Sir Percy Loraine, who was appointed as the
British Minister in October 1921 and arrived in Tehran in December, informed the
Foreign Office that although the Kashkuli tribe pays taxes to Sowlat al-Dowleh their
subservience to him is of somewhat loose nature and by an agreement in December
1920, Sowlat al-Dowleh recognised that Qavam al-Molk should extend his paternal
benevolence to the Kashkulis and he should even nominate the kalantar of the tribe, but
the Kashkulis are too far removed from Qavam al-Molk immediate influence to be able
to count on his protection if Sowlat al-Dowleh should ready wish to oppress them (64).
For this reason the Kashkuli Khans were afraid of him mortally.

3.5.2.

Mossadeq and the Coup Regime

Suddenly, on 22 February 1921, for three days, the telegraphic connections of the
province of Fars were cut. Then it was known that the Persian Cossacks seized the
power in Tehran and a famous journalist Seyyed Zia al-Din Tabataba’i, who was the
civil part of the coup, was appointed as the Prime Minister. Seyyed Zia asked Mossadeq
the Governor-General of Fars, to recognise the Coup Regime as legitimate Persian
Government.
He threateningly reminded Mossadeq that he had taken sever action against the
politicians in Tehran. For two reasons Mossadeq refused to recognise the new Cabinet:
(a) the past record of Seyyed Zia al-Din. (b) Now his autocratic way of governing.
Mossadeq did not recognise the Coup Cabinet. He resigned and left for Tehran (65).
Near the city of Isfahan, he was informed that he would be arrested if he stays in the
city. He passed through Isfahan without halting there. Mossadeq, however, waited of his
family in a village out of the city, where he received a message from the GovernorGeneral of Isfahan, Sardar Mohtasham, one of the important members of the ruling
families of the great nomad tribe of Bakhtiyari.
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The Governor-General of Isfahan was aware of the order of the Cabinet. He
ignored it, but not openly. In his message, Sardar Mohtasham invited Mossadeq to go to
Bakhtiyari-land where he could stay as the guest of the ruling families. Mossadeq
accepted the invitation and left for Chahar Mahal and Bakhtiyari mountains. He was
received by the Bakhtiyari Khans warmly (66).
Naturally, the Coup Cabinet did not know exactly, how he went to Bakhtiyari and
they were not in a position to arrest him. The people of Fars became unhappy of the
Mossadeq’s resignation. His liberal way of governing and his honesty on financial
matter made him very popular in Fars. The people stated: if Mossadeq goes from Shiraz,
we would get again into formerly misery days (67).
The newspapers like Estakhr reported and reaffirmed the above mentioned view
sometime after the departure of Mossadeq from the city (68). Mossadeq like the other
liberal nationalists followed the policy of balance of power in Fars in the absence of a
national army. The security of Fars would jeopardise, if the balance of power between
Sowlat al-Dowleh and Qavam al-Molk would ignore. He supported Sowlat al Dowleh in
the presence of the S.P.R. in Fars and the British consulate. Certainly Sowlat al-Dowleh
benefited of the presence of Mossadeq in Fars.
Herbert Chick, who had served in British Legation in Tehran 1906 and Political
Residency in Bushehr 1906-1918, was installed in March 1921 as the new British
consul in Shiraz, the same month as Mossadeq resigned. He was not pleased with the
Mossadeq’s action in relation to the coup d’état and his resignation from the
governorship of Fars. A coup in which was engineered by the British.
He wrote: Apart from the temporary influence of the Governor-General, was
clearly shown in remarkable outburst of “non-co-operation-operation” “with Tehran in
February and March 1921 when the coup d’état of Seyyed Zia al-Din took place and
met with small resistance elsewhere. Musaddiqes Sultaneh was there as much led as the
leader! The only matter for surprise was that such a different stamp of man from
Farmanfarma, a demagogue and student of law in Europe, should not put himself at its
place”(69).
In another report, Chick wrote about the view of the people in Fars, on the
governor-generals and the relation of these statesmen with the British consulate. He
reported on the rule of Farmanfarma as rapacious and Nosrat al-Saltaneh as a weak
personality. He remained almost silence about Mossadeq who without rapacious,
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secured the province from high robbery. Chick remained silence on public satisfaction
of Mossadeq rule either (70).

3.6.

Governor-General of the Coup Regime

The Prime Minister of the Coup Regime, Seyyed Zia al-Din, had an Anglo-phile
attitude during the Great War. He supported also the Anglo-Persian Agreement 1919
and admired the pro-British Cabinet of Vothuq al Dowleh. Those views reflected in his
newspaper Raad and his close relation with the British Legation was fully known to the
public. The coup d’état itself was considered as British made. This regime had arrested
most of the politicians and journalists, even among them Farmanfarma, who had been
knighted the “Grad Cross of British order” and two of his sons.
Prince Nosrat al-Saltaneh, the uncle of Ahmad Shah, was appointment as the new
Governor-General of Fars. He was instructed and given him “carte blanche” to collect
taxes which the new regime badly needed. Nosrat al-Saltaneh proceeded for Isfahan and
Abadeh, where he stays about one month. He expected to hear from the Acting
Governor-General of Fars, but no one came to welcome him. The reason for delay may
be understood on Qavam al-Molk’s difficulty with the coup regime in Tehran.

3.6.1.

Qavam al Molk and New Governor-General

With regard to the events in Tehran and the arrest of a large number of politicians
and the British full support of the Seyyed Zia Cabinet, Qavam al-Molk got the feeling of
insecurity on his position, personal safety and property. Qavam al-Molk did not know
how the new Governor-General would deal with him. Would be he arrested by the order
of Nosrat al-Saltaneh. Secondly like most of the tribal chiefs, Qavam al-Molk had not
fully paid his taxes for almost a decade and he was expected Nosrat al-Saltaneh to put a
large amount of taxes on him.
Qavam al-Molk intended to see the British consul to find out the new British
policy in this circumstance in Fars, and would ask a written assurance on his safety and
the mediation of British authorities on his matters. Qavam al-Molk knew that his
friendship was still valuable to the British. He wanted to kill two birds with one shot.
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On Saturday 3 April, 1921 Qavam al-Molk visited Consul Chick and told him since
Thursday, 30 March, he had come to the conclusion that the British had no confidence
on him and he prepare to return to the British the remaining arms supplied to his father
and himself, leaving his property to be administered the new Government and going to
India with his family.
He continued to say: the chiefs of his Arab tribes and other adherents had been
strongly against his return to Shiraz at this juncture. Then they intended to send a force
with him. Qavam al-Molk pointed out, on account of assistance in which given to his
father and himself he felt indebtedness to the British, otherwise he would have taken up
attitude of defense against new regime He continued to say if British do not wish that he
goes to India, he requires a guarantee from British that he would not be arrested.
Secondly, as regards personal property and tribal districts that with large expenditure for
upkeep of the S.P.R.greatly increased sums might be demanded from him (and other
Persian payers) beyond his means. In other words he wanted to justify his payments in
previous years and still expected a tax reduction in one way or another.
Chick suggested to Qavam al-Molk that the British Consul or a British financial
official nominated as arbitrator on that matter. Qavam was willing to accept this
suggestion without paying attention that the British had no arbitrary rights in Persia
(71). Qavam al-Molk alarmed for his personal safety and his properties and he wanted
to take bast (sanctuary) in the British Consulate. Chick dissuaded him not to do so.
Finally Qavam al-Molk stated he would proceed to Abadeh to meet Nosrat al-Saltaneh
if British gave him a written guarantee.
Chick got in touch with the British Minister on the subject. Chick wired: “Qavam
al-Molk was greatly antagonised by the measures of the Cabinet of Seyyed Zia al-Din
for the menace which he saw in its program to his own territorial and tribal sway in
Fars” and also to imprison of the grandees of Persia. Qavam al-Molk held British
support to the Cabinet responsible. Chick realised from conversation with others that
Qavam al-Molk was particularly il-impressed, because a personality like Farmanfarma
who was knighted Grand Cross of British orders, did not receive good offices of British
Legation (72).
Norman talked to Seyyed Zia al-Din immediately. The Prime Minister of War the
coup responded positively. Chick wrote to Qavam al-Molk that he was instructed by the
British Minister, to give him the assurances in writing as follow: Seyyed Zia al-Din
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assured Norman that neither the Persian Government nor the Governor-General has idea
of arresting Qavam al-Molk. Seyyed Zia al-Din rejected the official arbitration of
British functionaries between the Persian Government and a Persian subject.
He promised, however, that the British financial adviser will be consulted in the
matter of revenue collection. Norman authorised Chick to inform Qavam al-Molk that
he „can count on the good offices of his Majesty’s Legation and consulate to secure
execution of these assurances. Norman asked Qavam al-Molk to send at once a loyal
telegram to Seyyed Zia al-Din and proceed to Abadeh to meet the new governor-general
of Fars. On 14 April 1921 additional assurances from Seyyed Zia communicated
through the British Minister to the British consul. Seyyed Zia al-Din, promised that the
claims of Qavam al-Molk would receive favourable consideration. He added that the
new finance agent is an old friend of Qavam al-Molk’s family.
Finally Seyyed Zia asked Qavam al-Molk to co-operate whole heartily and
energetically with the cabinet and the governor-general of Fars (73). Qavam al-Molk
wrote a letter to the consulate in 4 May 1921. He thanked for the British mediation on
the affairs of Qavam al-Molk’s jurisdiction and his tax and protection of his interests
and his personal dignity. Then he expressed his loyalty to the throne, the cabinet and the
governor-general, Nosrat al-Saltaneh (74).
Chick informed the Legation of Qavam al-Molk’s letter. Qavam al-Molk was
grateful for the British Minister’s efforts to obtain for him a special settlement and
assured position under the new regime. Chick did not waste the time to propound the
Sowlat tax question to the Legation and his possible involvement with Government. The
settlement of Qavam al-Molk, s taxation, let the way clear for the task of tackling
Sowlat al-Dowleh, Sardar Ashayer Qashqa’i regarding his outstanding some 600.000 Ts
during the past 10 years. In spring 1921, Sowlat al-Dowleh signed a bond to pay a
nearly full tax of the Qashqa’i confederation (75).
Despite the fact that Qavam al-Molk received assurance, he sent his family away
from Shiraz and gathered a large force of his Khamseh tribesmen before leaving for
Abadeh to bring the governor-general to Shiraz. He arrived in Shiraz 10 May 1920 (76).
Qavam al-Molk in his letter of 5 May 1921 pointed out „responsibility for the taxes at
present assessed should not be attributed to me in respect of place within my jurisdiction
whether tribes of district’s which have been ruined (deprived of all yield) by the
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disturbances which happened in recent years or for nomad tribes which for the same
reasons have disappeared and became scattered (77).
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3.7.

(1)

Summary

British and the tribal ally’s forces achieved a narrow victory in the AngloQashqa’i War at the end of the year 1918.

(2)

After the Great War, the anti-British pro-British tribal chieftains remained in
office. The others lost their political position.

(3)

The Ilkhani of Qashqa’i, Ismai’l Khan Sowlat al-Dowleh was deposed. He resided
in his private estate in southern Fars, but his elder son had to go to Shiraz.

(4)

With the occupation of Anzali in May 20, 1920 by the Russian Bolsheviks and
formation a coalition Government in Gilan, the political condition changed in
Tehran, a moderate cabinet was formed by H.Moshir al-Dowleh in July 1920.

(5)

Under the pressure of nobles and Democrat Party in Shiraz, the Governor-General
of Fars A.H.Farmanfarma also compelled to resign September 1920, a new
Governor- General, Mohammad Mossadeq, came to power.

(6)

M.Mossadeq had a new approach in tribal policy; Sowlat al-Dowleh became
defacto Ilkhani of Qashqa’i; British Legation in Tehran consented, and the local
tribal rivals in Fars reconciled in the circumstances.

(7)

A military coup was taken place in Tehran on February 21, 1921 and arrested
most of politicians. The governor-general of Fars did not recognise the Coup
Cabinet in Tehran and resigned.

(8)

M.Mossadeq was invited by the Bakhtiyari khans to go to the Bakhtiyari land. He
went to summer quarters of the Bakhtiyari tribe as the guest of the Khans. He left
Bakhtiyari land only after the fall of the chief of the Coup Cabinet.

(9)

The chief of the Khamseh confederation did not prepare to receive the Governor
General of the Coup Regime unless he would receive a personal guarantee
through the British consulate in Shiraz. He was assured and promised on taxation
question, his claims would receive with favourable consideration.
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IV: The Events of Fars in 1921-1922

4.1.

Fars After the Fall of Coup Cabinet

With the resignation of Mossadeq the Coup Cabinet appointed Prince Nosrat alSaltaneh as the new Governor-General of Fars. He collected the taxes of the Province
forcefully. The landowners, mullahs and Democrats “were cowed”. Sowlat al-Dowleh
signed a bond “to pay a nearly the full tax on tribe”. Exceptionally, the mediation of
British saved Qavam al-Molk from paying the full tax. Simultaneously in 23 March
1921 Herbert Chick, who was in Persia since 1906 and was familiar with the local
affairs in the south, was appointed as the British Consul in Shiraz.
He followed actively an interference policy even more than his predecessors
especially in tribal affairs of Fars. Chick conspired against Sowlat al-Dowleh to break
his power. He provoked the opponents and the rivals of Sowlat al-Dowleh, his brothers,
Kashkuli Khans, Qavam al-Molk as well as Nosrat al-Saltaneh, the Governor General of
Fars, against him.
The British Charge d‘Affaires in Tehran, Reginald Bridgeman, warned him and
pointed out: “I am strongly opposed to our intervention against Soulat (Sowlat) either in
favour of Kashkulis or the Qavam (al-Molk). Soulat was reinstalled with the active cooperation of H. M’s Consul and the Qavam. He is still the strongest unit amongst the
Kashgais (Qashqa’i) even though he may be far less powerful than formerly. Sardar
Ihtisham (Ehtesham) interests should be adequately safe-guarded by guarantees on
reinstallation of Soulat.
Now that Soulat has been reinstalled we cannot support Sardar Ihtisham in such a
way as to undermine former, Qavam should be only defendant (1). We should not
support him in offensive measures. His supremacy in Fars is beneficial generally to our
interests, but that will not facilitate by supporting him in attacking his opponents. Such
intervention on our part might even undermine his position” (2).
A short time after the fall of Seyyed Zia al-Din’s Cabinet and before the
dissolution of the first section of the S.P.R. in August 1921, began the bolder criticise of
the British policy in Persia. Chick endeavoured to bring a section of the S.P.R. under the
authority of Qavam al-Molk on the time of dissolution of the force. He did his best to
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persuade the British Charge d, Affaires, Bridgeman to conclude the oil agreement and
formation a guard with the Kashkuli Khans. The disclosure of Chick’s actions
intensified the anti-British atmosphere in Fars.
The newspapers of Shiraz wrote several articles on British tribal policy in general
and in Fars particular in summer and autumn especially in October 1921. They criticised
strongly the relation of Chick with the Khans of Kashkuli and Hayat Dawudi. In an
article was written: The most important duty of the representatives and Consuls of this
beloved power in all part of Persia are to attract the tribes. They invite the tribal
chieftains with flattery and enchantments, friendliness and kindness to friendship with
British Government and disobedient to their own government. Whichever of tribes
surrenders and is deceived, they friendship receives amongst other thing like watches.
Chick informed the British Minister in Tehran that the letters of H.M.s Consul to
Persians in country district are being taken from the messengers and handed over to the
Democrats for capital to be made out of them. Of course, the leaders of the party are not
at all pleased that the consul should possess a personal influence with the chiefs of
tribes, and carry weight in the country between Shiraz and the coast (3). Chick pointed
out that the British Consulate is placed in an extremely difficult, hostile and isolated
situation.

4.2.

Dissolution of South Persia Rifles

The news of the S.P.R. dissolution in such circumstances was alarming to the
British friends, personalities and British local authorities in Fars as well as Foreign
Office and Admiralty. A force, whose idea was raised at the beginning of the 20th
century, materialised in 1916 and fully discredited in 1918. In spite of the critical views
of the local British authorities in Persia and India, Foreign Office neither disbanded the
force nor handed over to the Persian government at the end of the war It was, however,
suggested through the Anglo-Persian military commission that the S.P.R. should be
form the first unit of the uniform army of Persia under British supervise based on the
agreement of 1919.
At the end of 1920 it was clear that the agreement would not be ratified by the
Persian Parliament. Then the expenditure of the S.P.R. was a matter of long
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correspondences between the India Office, War Office and Foreign Office. Again the
question of dissolution of the force was brought forth for discussion. Admiralty
prepared a memorandum for the Cabinet and Foreign Office corresponded with Foreign
Office and India Office on this matter. Both, Admiralty and War Office considered that
the presence of the S.P.R. is extremely important for the safety of the Persian oil fields.
It should be here mentioned that the cost of the force up to 31 March 1921 was
paid in equal shares by the British Government and the Government of India (4). India
Office was not prepared to pay any further. Winston Churchill, the Secretary of War,
did endeavour to persuade the India Office to continue the payment of the Government
of India’s share of the cost. He argued (on base of the information that he received from
Armitage Smith) owing to the fall in Persian exchange the figure is half to the other
years. Churchill continued to say that he, the Secretary of War, considered: If India paid
half of this figure would become a manageable one ... .the withdrawal from Persia
leading to the loss of northern part of Persia may be attended by the moving of the
capital from Tehran to Isfahan. This is surely very much in our (British) interests, but it
is impossible unless the S.P.R. was maintained. If they disbanded, the whole of South
Persia will be ruined as well as north Persia (5).
India Office responded: because of an intensely critical attitude of Indian public
opinion towards all expenditure of Indian revenues outside India, they were unable to
pay half the figure any further (6). Curzon considered that it is extreme desirable from
British interests in Persia point of view “of maintaining the S.P.R. in a state of
reasonable efficiency” (7), but he explained that the financial position in Britain is
difficult. Finally Curzon succeeded to convince the Cabinet and Treasury that in view of
great importance of steadying position in South Persia. Treasury consented to find a
maximum sum of 225.000, to be expended upon South Persia Rifles, with a view either
to ultimate dissolution of force or to incorporation in Persian army (8).
The Prime Minister of coup d’état adopted a positive line towards the S.P.R. He
called the S.P.R. the South Force and in his first days of premiership ordered the
commander of the force in Shiraz to send certain columns and artillery to Tehran, This
column, however, reached only to Isfahan (9). He included in the budget of the
government a monthly allotment of 200.000 T for the S.P.R., but had little hope of
being able to pay it before May 1921 and Norman considered that it is doubtful whether
they will be able to pay the whole some regularly for some months to come.
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Seyyed Zia fell from power at the end of May 1921 and one of his political
prisoners the former Governor-General of Khorassan, Ahmad Qavam al-Saltaneh,
formed the new cabinet. This Cabinet did not prepare to take part in the expenditure of
the S.P.R., but also asked British to hand over the force to the Persian Government and
the British officers „should leave in the space of some three to six months (10).
Foreign Office prepared to disband the force in three stages in July, September
and October 1921 and not to hand over to the Persian Government. The British
authorities in Persia; Bushehr, Shiraz and Tehran, as well as the War Office, Admiralty
and the A.P.O.C., they, all, anticipated state of serious disorder and high way robbery
by nomad tribesmen and bandits and „excessive tolls blackmail by the local Khans and
Guards (11).
It was also dangerous to the security of the country by suddenly throwing out the
men of the S.P.R. and of their employment (12). The whole question was on security of
the oil fields. If British position in the south is to collapse and “the field is to be left
open to the Bolsheviks, the reaction on Mesopotamia situation can hardly full to be
serious. How are we (British) to count on the continued protection of oil fields if oil
fields are threaten, is not certain that War Office will want to send troops from
Mesopotamia”(13).
Since April 1921, British treasury granted L 225.000 on condition that the force
for a period not exceeding six months would be disbanded (14). Foreign Office
informed Norman that the British Government was strongly opposed to proposed sale of
any arms or ammunition to the Bakhtiyaris or other tribes and they did not wish to full
the arms into the hands of the Persian Government (15). Curzon instructed Norman that
he should make best arrangements for the evacuation of arms to coast, if this can be
done ... “alternative appears to be destruction either by fire, water or removal of breech
blacks” (16).
In fact, the British Government had demanded the Persian Government to pay six
years expenditures of the S.P.R. It was strongly rejected by the Persian Government and
the two governments reached to no agreement. In spite of previous promises of the
British to hand over the arms and ammunitions of the S.P.R. to Persia, they mainly
transferred the arms to India or destroyed at the place (17).
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4.2.1.

Qavam al-Molk and South Persia Rifles

The presence of the S.P.R. and the British military as well as the British financial
support enabled Qavam al-Molk to regain his position in Fars, to maintain a tight hold
over Khamseh confederation and over eastern Fars where he was granted the
governorship, and enabled him influence even among the lesser tribes and certain tribes
of Qashqa’i.
The disappearance of the S.P.R. was alarming to him on return a possible force of
Gendarmerie or “from attack of sudden arrest “by the Cossacks of the Minister for War.
The common interests of the British and the chief of Khamseh tribes caused that the
suggestion of Qavam al-Molk received happily by the British consul and the other
British authorities in Fars.
On July 1921, Qavam al-Molk told Chick what could be done in the way of
raising money in the province and thought 2.000 trained men centered in one or two
points“. It was suffice, as predicted, for any purpose except the invasion of a large force
of Bolshevik. Qavam al-Molk prepared to assume the chief direction of affairs in case
of need. Chick reported the suggestion to the British authorities through the Legation.
He added: should the present Governor-General’s position at any time become
impossible, to get Qavam al-Molk appointed Governor-General and he could utilise the
Khamseh tribes forces to support his rule.
Were that eventually to occur before the final dissolution of the S.P.R., Qavam alMolk retain nucleus. As long as the present regime in Tehran lasts and the governorgeneral is here, Qavam al-Molk would remain in the background (18). The plan of
Qavam al-Molk and Chick was reshaped and in September 1921, before the dissolution
of the second third of the S.P.R., Qavam al-Molk suggested to the Governor-General of
Fars and the Central Government the retention of the remaining third of the force or
1.000 man, “fully equipped” “under the best of their Persian officers”. He added he
would provide 15.000 T monthly from his taxes. He was willing to exercise a general
control. In other words he would being in predominant military position in Fars, if the
government would sanction the suggestion. Qavam al-Molk, proposal was in
accordance with the British interests, and “special sanction from H.M.’s Government
had been given to suggestion of Colonel Fraser, based on the possibility of the
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acceptance by the Persian Government of the above proposal, for the retention of some
800 rifles and ammunition to arm special force for Fars”(19).
From the viewpoint of Sowlat al-Dowleh, who was in touch with the Central
Government and the fourth Majles on this subject, as well as from the Persian
Government point of view this political action of Qavam al-Molk would keep „British
influence throughout the retention of a nucleus of its force. Though, Qavam al-Molk
was blamed by above mentioned sources and nationalist circles and also the proposal
conflicted with the aspiration of the Minister of War, (20) but Chick did endeavour to
gain the approval of the Legation for this proposal (21).
Bridgeman, who judge the situation from the spot, finally informed him that the
Persian Government officially requested the British Legation to sell no arms and
ammunition to any unofficial person. We (British) were unable therefore to assist the
Kavam in his plan for a Fars force (22). Meanwhile the Minister for War sent a
Lieutenant-Colonel Cossack to Fars to take the command of 400 officers and men of
Nizam or regular army. He raised the number to 1100 men and 70 officers, partly from
disbanded the S.P.R . The Ministry of War announced 10.000 troops for the south as a
part of uniform army.
Qavam al-Molk underestimated the political climate in Tehran and military
khunta aspiration, but he made Sowlat al-Dowleh responsible for his failure. Qavam alMolk prepared to arrange a plot against Sowlat al-Dowleh near Shiraz on autumn
migration in 1921. Meanwhile the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i came to know that a secret
discussion between the British Consul in Shiraz and the Kashkuli Khans on Exploitation
of oil in Dasht-e Qir and the conclusion of an agreement was in process.

4.3.

Sowlat al-Dowleh and British Legation

Sowlat al-Dowleh, decided to come into direct talk with the British Legation in
Tehran to find a solution for differences as well as the oil agreement (23). He sent a
letter and certain verbal message to the British oriental secretary through Sardar Fakher
(a member of parliament and later the speaker of Majles). He gave a gesture to establish
a friendly relation with the Legation. He wanted to withdraw his deposit L 10.000 from
the Imperial Bank of Persia with the approval of British Legation. He objected to the
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appointment of his brother, Sardar Ehtesham as the governor of Kazerun, where he was
able to intrigue among the Qashqa’i in winter quarter.
Sowlat al-Dowleh expected Chick to strengthen his position and dealing with
Qashqa’is through him alone and he objected to the Chick’s direct relation with the
Kashkuli Khans especially in matter of oil exploitation. He maintained that as Ilkhani he
is the only authority with which Chick and the Oil Company should negotiate. Norman
agreed to the repayment of the deposit to Sowlat al-Dowleh.
From Norman point of view Sowlat al-Dowleh was “quite untrustworthy „but
Sardar Ehtesham was incompetent and Sowlat al-Dowleh was” the only possible Ilkhani
so far as British interests allow, he should be supported in any tribal arrangement and
British Legation would stand aside and let the friends of Sowlat al-Dowleh in Tehran
arrange the removal of Sardar Ehtesham from the Governorship of Karzerun.
Norman did not know what would happen if British try to eliminate Sowlat alDowleh, when they make arrangement for the exploitation of oil in the Kashkuli winter
quarter. Could Sowlat al-Dowleh interfere the Angle-Persian Oil Company’s project or
taking a hostile attitude and inciting the Qashqa’i to damage the British interests? (24).
Political Resident-Bushier was of opinion that Sowlat al-Dowleh could make difficult
situation if he was ignored (25). Norman left Tehran for England in October 1921 and
succeeded by a Charge d‘Affaires, Reginald Bridgeman, who would stay in Tehran until
the arrival of a new Minister.
Chick expressed a different view on Sowlat al-Dowleh: neither Qashqa’is nor
Sowlat al-Dowleh are what they were before the war Kashkuli and a large part of
Dareshuri are bitterly oppose to Sowlat al-Dowleh. I am inclined, wrote Chick, to agree
with the Governor-General of Fars that it is in government’s interest to hold balance
between brothers“. Qavam al-Molk was secretly supporting the brothers of Sowlat alDowleh and conveyed Chick that he wanted to keep check on Sowlat al-Dowleh.
Qavam al-Molk was of opinion that he has more influence among Qashqa’is than
Sowlat al-Dowleh. Sardar Ehtesham was appointed the governor of Kazerun with object
keeping him from “importune for position in Government of tribe”. Chick added the
Inspector-General of the S.P.R. told him that the British authorities are under obligation
to Ihtisham for services when Soulat was fighting us openly, as a result of which he, as
being pro-British has lost his former public backing (26).
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He suggested that immediate solution would be arrangement between brothers to
share tribe. In relation with Kashkulis, he wrote: Kashkulis are in close proximity to
Bushehr road and in touch with representative of British interests a long road and
exploitation of oil in their winter quarter will make association closer and he would lend
his influence with Kashkulis to pay fixed revenue to Ilkhani.
Finally and confidentially he added: Sowlat al Dowleh would like to break semiindependence of Kashkulils by running and disuniting them and now apparently wants
us to assist him. Our interest is stable here prompting as soon as the Government is
stable here official separation of the Kashkuli clan from the rest of Qashqa’i tribe and
placing it under Governor-General, as was proposed in time of late Prime Minister“
(27).
The representative of Sowlat al-Dowleh was still proceeding a discussion with the
British Legation in order to reach to some sort of understanding and persuade the British
authorities to take no side between Qavam al-Molk and Sowlat al-Dowleh. The
Legation agreed to refrain from interfering in the question of Kazerun Governorship,
but they asked Sowlat al-Dowleh to come at some definite arrangement with his brother.
The assistance of Consul Chick in tax collecting from Kashkuli was rejected by the
representative of Sowlat al-Dowleh.
He argued that the intervention of the consul would cause“ to the Kashkulis
becoming an appendage of the Consulate and they hoped a meeting may be arranged
between the representative of the Oil Company and Sowlat al-Dowleh and the special
position of Sowlat al-Dowleh would not be ignored.

4.3.1.

New Alliance Against Sowlat al-Dowleh

Sowlat al-Dowleh telegrammed to the Persian Government and the British
Legation and stated: he was informed that offensive measures are now being concerted
against him at Shiraz during the southern migration of the tribes and that the
employment of the S.P.R. against him is being contemplated. He added that he was
collecting riflemen. The telegram of the Indo-European telegraph office in Abadeh to
the British Legation reaffirmed that Sowlat al-Dowleh was collecting a force and was
proceeding towards the south to defend of him.
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It appears that the British Charge d‘Affaires realised that all opponents of Sowlat
al-Dowleh from the S.P.R. in its last days to Qavam al-Molk and the governor-general
and ... were united and participated in a plot against Sowlat al-Dowleh. Bridgeman
instructed chick: “I presume that as long as the S.P.R. are under our control they will
not be employed against Soulet (28). Bridgeman continued to say that he was strongly
opposed to the British intervention against Sowlat al-Dowleh in favour of Kashkulis or
Qavam al-Molk.
He added Sowlat al-Dowleh was reinstalled with the active co-operation of
H.M.’s Consul and the Qavam and he is still the strongest unit among the Qashqa’i‘s.
and British cannot support Sardar Ehtesham in such a way as to undermine Sowlat alDowleh. In relation to Qavam al-Molk he wrote: Qavam “should be only defendant and
British should not support him in offensive measures. His supremacy in Fars is
beneficial generally to our interests, but that will not be facilitated by our supporting
him in attacking his opponent (29). Qavam cannot reasonably object to our refraining
from intervention in local squabbles provided we give him our support generally when a
direct attack in being made on his interests” (30).
Bridgeman considered that it was necessary to deal with Sowlat al-Dowleh in
regard to the oil question in Dasht-e-Qir by assuring him of Chick desire to abstain from
intervention tribal affairs of Fars and by pacifying the tense relations between the rivals
in Fars through advice in order to deal with each other’s. He knew well that the
“dissolution of the S.P.R. weakened British position in Fars and they could not follow
an intervention policy and this matter should be frankly explained to” Qavam al-Molk.
Bridgeman instructed Chick to meet Sowlat al-Dowleh in a non-contentious sprit
and urge him to maintain friendly relation with Qavam al-Molk and come into an
agreement with Sardar Ehtesham and conciliate with the Governor-General while
British agent “bound to support the representative „of the Persian Government (31). In
response, Chick informed the Legation that Qavam al-Molk (according to the InspectorGeneral of the S.P.R. ) had collected 1200 tribesmen to attack Sowlat al-Dowleh, now
(after Chick received a new instruction) Qavam al-Molk ”has decided to remain on the
defensive, however he refused to withdraw his support of Ali Khan “on the ground that
his reputation would be injured.
Chick stated that he had not seen Qavam al-Molk, in other words it means that he
had not participated in the plot against Sowlat al-Dowleh. He remained however silence
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on the role of the S.P.R. Chick continued to say that the Legation making no reference
of Qavam al Molk’s plan of a force for Fars and the change of Legation’s attitude
towards Qavam al-Molk and the support of Sowlat al-Dowleh in a circumstances that
the consulate and Governor-General are depended on the good will of Qavam al-Molk
due to final dissolution of the S.P.R. that it would take place in 16 October 1921 (32).
In another report Chick informed the Legation of his visit with Qavam al-Molk,
the chief of Khamseh confederation. He argued that Sowlat al-Dowleh violated entirely
the last winter arrangement that the son of Sardar Ehtesham should be Ilbegi and Ali
Khan to have portion for his livelihood. Qavam added it was Sowlat al-Dowleh who
informed the Central Government of scheme for retention from 1000 South Persia
Rifles in Fars and made Qavam al-Molk greater subject of suspicious. Therefore, he
intended to overthrow Sowlat al-Dowleh and to appoint Ali Khan as Ilkhani of Qashqa’i
on passing Shiraz. Qavam al-Molk added that he provided Kashkulis with 300 rifles and
intended to use all his influence to emancipate them from Sowlat al-Dowleh (33).
The Persian Prime Minister, Ahmad Qavam al-Saltaneh, instructed the GovernorGeneral of Fars make no distinction in treatment between the two sides and remain
neutral and prevent of a conflict (34). Bridgeman made it clear to Chick that the
Legation neither support Sowlat al-Dowleh nor altered the attitude towards Qavam alMolk, but with the disappearance of the S.P.R., British are no longer in a position to
support him as effectively as formerly. Bridgeman pointed out: Nevertheless our
friendship in future is likely to be as useful to him as it was to his father in pre-South
Persia Rifles day. However, we cannot involve ourselves in local feuds in present
circumstances (35).
It appears Bridgeman considered that Chick sided with Qavam al-Molk and was
meddling actively in the local affairs, therefore he instructed Chick. : A little masterly in
activity would appear advisable in the present delicate situation; and I rely on your
coolness and tact to keep us of local commitments which we are unable to honour (36).
According to instruction of his superior, Chick visited Sowlat al-Dowleh outside
Shiraz. They discussed on robbery, oil agreement and Ali Khan. Chick claimed at least
4 or 5 out of every 10 robbery and telegram superintendent must be Qashqa’i and he
asked Sowlat al-Dowleh the compensation of some of them. Sowlat al-Dowleh told
Chick that” no one had ever told him that before.
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As regard Kashkuli Agreement, Sowlat al-Dowleh said that he would take no
responsibilities for working of agreement. Sowlat al-Dowleh pointed out that the
Kashkulis visited Dasht-e-Qir only in winter and it was open to him “to send them
elsewhere and other tribe instead (37). Chick assured him that weapons, horses etc. For
oil guards were property of company and Wilson, Resident Director of the company had
sent a letter to Sowlat al-Dowleh and that he would meet him near Firuzabad.
Chick informed the Legation that he has heard that Sowlat al-Dowleh has
suggested to the Persian Government: he should be given Charge of caravan road to
Bushehr when he would undertake responsibilities for all robberies and he did not reach
to an agreement with Qavam al-Molk regarding Ali Khan. Qavam al-Molk held out
300T monthly allowance and Sowlat al-Dowleh said he really could not afford it (38).
At the last months of 1921, there were still many undisolve and unclear questions in
Qashqa’i leadership, between the two chiefs of the Qashqa’i and Khamseh, and between
the Anglo-Sowlat relation particularly on exploration of oil in Qashqa’i winter quarters.

4.4.

In Search of Oil in the Province of Fars

For many years the A.P.O.C. made surveys in searching of oil, outside the
Bakhtiyari oil fields, in Posht-kuh, Lorestan and Fars. In 1919-1920 the geological
survey of the Oil Company fixed definitely near Dalaki on (Dasht-e-Qir) in southern
Fars. An area lay 56 km north-west of Dalaki and 48 km north-east of Genaveh (a small
port on the Persian Gulf). It is hot and waterless during the summer and was used by
Kashkuli tribe of the Qashqa’i confederation as winter quarters.
In the second survey a shorter and easier route for the pipeline and also a road to
the coast was chosen that existed via Mishun Goomeroun to Genaveh and it was about
83 km (39). It has been previously mentioned that according to the Oil Concession of
the D’Arcy in 1901, the Oil Company would obtain oil field areas through the Persian
Government and by the request of the Oil Company the Persian Government would
protect the employees and properties of the Company.
Since 1905 the Oil Company, however, under the pretext and the excuse of the
Persian Government’s weakness followed the policy of secret agreement and the
Company came into direct contact with the local chiefs for land and protection of the
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pipeline and concluded two agreements with the Khans of Bakhtiyari, then with Sheikh
Khaz’al and finally the Vali of Poshtkuh. As the agreement with the Bakhtiyari was
known in Tehran some years later, the Persian Government protested to the Oil
Company and did not recognise them either.

4.4.1.

Negotiation with Kashkuli Khans

From 1919 onwards an agreement was contemplated with Kashkuli tribe of
Qashqa’i confederacy and none else, by Bill, the British Resident at Bushehr. Fear lest,
however, that Farmanfarma, the Governor-General of Fars, should demand share. This
was apparently the chief reason why negotiations were not concluded with the Khans of
Kashkuli in 1919 (40).
With the approval of the British Legation and the assistance of the Consulates in
Shiraz and Bushehr, the A.P.O.C. prepared to negotiate with the Kashkuli and Hayat
Dawudi Khans, on formation of watch guards to protect the oil installation and pipelines
of the Company in 1921. The pipelines should from the winter quarter of the Kashkuli
tribe pass through the lands of Hayat Dawudi to the coast of the Persian Gulf. It was
intended to form two guards in two centers of Kashkulis and Hayat Dawudis.
The Khans of Hayat Dawudi and the Khans of Kashkuli had a friendly relation
with the British Residency in Bushehr for many years especially during the Great War
and were helpful to the British forces. Though the policy of secret negotiation and
agreement with the chiefs of the tribes was not new in British policy, there was,
however, a new and strange element in recent negotiation of the Resident Director of
the Oil Company and the British Consulates in Bushehr and Shiraz.
They entered into negotiation with the Kashkuli Khans for land and protection
Guard, a sub-tribe of Qashqa’i, who had very limited rights instead of negotiation with
the Ilkhani of the Qashqa’i who had an arbitrary right to choose the grazing area for the
tribes and was channel between outside and the tribe. Sowlat al-Dowleh was informed
of the secret negotiation between the British Consulate in Shiraz and the Kashkuli
Khans.
The A.P.O.C. prepared, with the mediation of the British Consulates in the south,
to conclude an agreement with the Kashkuli Khans on exploitation of oil in Dasht-e Qir
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and formation of a protection Guard .Sowlat al-Dowel, who had already at the end of
the year 1920 relatively normalised his relation with the British authorities, now he
decided a new attempt to improve his relation with the British.

4.5.

Attempts of Ilkhani of Qashqa’i

Sowlat al-Dowel realised that the British consulates in Shiraz and Bushehr were
deeply involved in the Fars affairs, and the British consul in Shiraz, Herbert Chick
particularly had a very close relation with the opponents and the rivals of him. Sowlat
al-Dowel found it difficult to do business with the British consul in Shiraz. He sent a
representative to meet the British authorities in the Legation on behalf of him. He
requested the neutrality and co-operation of the British in certain questions in Fars.
At the same time, he pointed out that he is the only authorised person and holds
the responsibility in the tribe Qashqa’i. He wanted to prevent of conclusion of any
agreement with the Kashkuli khans and showed his readiness for such responsibility.
Norman was still in Tehran that Sardar Fakher, a member and then speaker of Majles,
brought the message to the British Legation in September 1921, as it was previously
mentioned.
The dialogue of Sowlat al-Dowleh with the Legation was partly fruitful. He
succeeded to persuade the Legation to freeze the launch of an attack on him which it
was organised in Fars. The message brought to the notice of the British Minister,
Herman Norman, to ask how the position of Sowlat al-Dowel among the Qashqa was,
is. He asked the Consul Chick what would be happened if British ignored Sowlat alDowel in an arrangement with the Kashkuli Khans for exploitation of oil in the winter
quarter of the Kashkuli tribe.
Can Sowlat al-Dowel effectively make obstacle to the Oil Company projects or
damage the British interests by exciting the Qashqa’i tribesmen a hostile attitude against
British political Resident in Bushehr (41). Trevor told the Minister that he had anxiety if
Sowlat al-Dowel eliminate while he enables to make the situation extremely difficult to
the staffs of Oil Company in Dasht-e-Qir and the surveyors who desire to examine the
area between there and Kazerun (42). The telegram of Trevor indicates that the Oil
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Company intended to expand the geological survey in a broader area beyond Dasht-eQir.
Meanwhile Norman was summoned to England. He left Tehran for London and
Reginald Bridgeman took the responsibility of the Legation as Charge d ‘Affaires until
the arrival of the new Minister, Sir Percy Loraine at the end of the year 1921. As the
question of Sowlat al-Dowel raised by Norman, Chick responded to the telegram of the
British Minister on 30 September 1921 that the negotiations with the Kashkuli were
already for advanced. He also pointed out that Sowlat la-Dowel had not been titular
Ilkhani for some years past and he was not now either.
He added that Sowlat al-Dowel was aware that the majority of the Kashkuli
Khans with one or two exceptions were opposed to him and the khans would be
certainly not agreeable terms without their consent particularly if any payment for
protection were to be made to Sowlat al-Dowel by the Company for distribution and
money does not reach the Khans.
Finally he suggested that it might be pointed out to Sowlat al-Dowel that he
resides for five months in the north of Fars near to Isfahan, for the rest months he stays
in eastern Fars at least 320 km far from the oil fields. For Company it would not
practicable business to make Sowlat al-Dowel responsible for other side but the
Company does not intend to ignore his position (43).

4.5.1.

The Second Thought

Bridgeman fell into suspicion on policy in which the Consul Chick was
proceeding, but Chick discouraged him by providing him the correspondences of his
predecessors. Chick wrote that the major reason that the negotiation did not come to
conclusion at that time in 1920 and it was postponed until the summer 1921 was
Farmanfarma, the governor-general of Fars who might demand a share .Then the
agreement was planned in June 1921 to conclude with the Kashkuli khans, otherwise
British officials opinion has been solid as to in evitability of direct agreement with
Kashkuli (44).
Wilson, the Director of the A.P.O.C. wrote: During the years 1919-1920 the
company sent geologists to the Kashkuli winter quarter and with the knowledge and
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approval of Farmanfarma, the Kashkuli Khans provided guards without any question
being raised by the Ilkhani and he pointed out the special status of Kashkuli had been
recognised in 1920 by the agreement between Sowlat al-Dowleh and Qavam al-Molk
and the others that the rights of latter to protect the interest of Kashkulis who are an
integral part of Qashqa’i and are under the authorities of the Ilkhani.
Sowlat al-Dowleh knew that the Kashkulis were too far removed from Qavam alMolk immediate influence to be able to count his protection if Sowlat al-Dowleh should
readily wish to oppress them (45). For this reason Kashkuli Khans were afraid of him
mortally. Kashkuli khans kept their position and Qavam al-Molk enjoyed still his
influence among the Kashkulis. Chick stated in his telegram that Sowlat al-Dowel is no
longer a power in the tribes of Fars as he was pre-war time and the principals of the subtribes took distance from him by his oppression (46).
From above discussion, one realises that first of all the British political agents in
Shiraz, and Bushehr as well as the A.P.O.C. managers postponed the conclusion of the
agreement with Kashkuli Khans due to the presence of Farmanfarma in Fars. Secondly,
after the decision of the A.P.O.C. on searching of oil in Dasht-e-Qir, they decisively did
not ignore to reckon the positions of Sowlat al-Dowleh when and if he returns to power.
The southern consulates and the Oil Company intended to exclude Sowlat al-Dowel
Qashqa’i from the agreement.
It was the events and the political changes in the months July-August 1920 in the
north and Tehran, in which the British authorities in Tehran did not oppose to the return
and the replacement of the competent and influential Sowlat al-Dowel ,who had the
widely support inside the tribe and in Fars as a whole. A strong leadership in the
Qashqa’i tribe was necessary in this junction, if the Bolshevik campaign to be
happened. Spite of this fact, the agreement of December 1920, in which it recognised
Sowlat al-Dowel as defacto Ilkhani of Qashqa’i, but at the same times imposed
somehow a semi-independent of the Kashkulis on him.
In fact, the British southern authorities had been well aware of intention of the
A.P.O.C. on searching for oil in Dasht-e-Qir. For this reason they endeavoured to bring
the Kashkuli Khans as defacto under Qavam al-Molk in December 1920. Chick argued:
Amr-allah Khan Kashkuli was the only Qashqa’i Khan to serve in the S.P.R. and enlist
men and now it was largely due to influence of his brothers and himself, who are strong
Anglophiles that the rest of Khans combined for Agreement (47).
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From Chick point of view, British should undermine the position of Sowlat alDowleh as Ilkhani of the Qashqa’i. Chick finally succeeded to persuade the Legation on
continuation of tribal policy in Fars in relation to Kashkuli and the preparation for the
Agreement with the Kashkuli. The attempt of Sowlat al-Dowleh was in this juncture
abortive.

4.6.

Hayat Dawudi and Kashkuli Agreements

Finally Bridgeman acknowledged the Chick’s local knowledge and long
experience of Sowlat al-Dowel and Qashqa’i affairs, let him to procceed the
arrangement (48) and be present at the meeting. He got the Kashkuli Khans and Sir
Arnold Wilson in Dasht-e-Arzhan in 12-14 October 1921.
The A.P.O.C. concluded two separated Secret Agreements with the (a) Khans of
Hayat Dawudi and (b) the Khans of Kashkuli; the First Agreement was arranged by the
British consul-general at in Bushehr and the Second by the British Consulate in Shiraz.
The British Political Resident in Bushehr, Colonel Trevor wrote: It became necessary
for the Company to make Agreement with the Khans of Hayat Dawudi whose territory
the road would pass (49).
The Resident Director of the A.P.O.C., Sir Arnold Wilson, assisted by the British
vice-consul in Bushehr, Clegg then a senior staff of the A.P.O.C. in Khuzestan, met
Heidar Khan Hayat-Dawudi on behalf of his brother and himself at Bandar RigGenaveh. After a lengthy discussion, they reached to “a very satisfactory agreement”
which was signed in 6 October 1921 the question of a road was settled and also the
formation of a road guard by Hayat Dawudi; armed, equipped and paid by the company
was agreed (50).
Wilson and Clegg left Bushehr for Chehel-Cheshmeh of Dasht-e-Arzhan near
Shiraz in 9 October, where the consul Chick was himself present. They discussed for
two days with the Kashkuli Khans. In the end a very satisfactory agreement was made
and signed in 14 October 1921. Here also the question of land for drilling, machinery
and administration as well as the formation of a guard was agreed (51).
The miscalculation of Chick and the other British diplomatic authorities in Tehran
and the South who underestimated the power and the position of Sowlat al-Dowel, blew
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up the public opinion in Persia against the British. Sowlat al-Dowleh informed the Shah
and Prime Minister as he received the news of secret Agreement between the A.P.O.C.
and Kashkuli Khans. Trevor considered the action the successful intrigues of Sowlat alDowleh,
In fact the British officials, the consul Chick, the Vice-Consul Clegg and Arnold
Wilson, the Director of the A.P.O.C. in Persia, as early as at the meeting in Dasht-eArzhan realised that they have to come into understanding with the chief of Qashqa’i. It
is interesting to mention that the Kashkuli Khans themselves told Chick on the
Agreement’s day and he, accordingly, informed the British Charged d Affaires that the
only awkward point on which the Kashkuli Khans insisted they are unable to carry out
any agreement if the company did not assist them against Sowlat al Dowleh, the defacto
Ilkhani (52). It had been hoped that perhaps it would be possible to avoid this, but it
soon became obvious that this was impossible (53).

4.6.1.

Resident Director and lkhani Correspondences

Wilson wrote a letter to Sowlat al-Dowel in 18 October, hoping to see him and
then requested the Charge d ‘Affaires to pacify the Qashqa’i Ilkhani with his
explanation. As a result of discussion between Sardar Fakher (mediator of Sowlat alDowel in Tehran) and the Legation authorities, it was suggested a meeting should take
place between the British consul in Shiraz and the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i to discussing
matters in a non-contentious spirit (54).
Wilson wrote in his letter to Sowlat al-Dowel that he hoped to meet him on a view
to negotiate with him. Wilson asked the Ilkhani of the Qashqa’i not causing the
interruption of work of the A.P.O.C. in the Kashkuli winter quarter. Wilson, however,
did not mention of the agreement with the Kashkulis and this was no promising word in
that respect. He only acknowledge the position of Sowlat al-Dowel in Fars which the
Company was not going to ignore and finally he wrote I understand that there are spring
of oil at Naugan and elsewhere in your neighbourhood and I hope to investigate them at
the same time. (55) It is quite clear from the letter of Wilson that he did not intend to
make any concession on Kashkuli Agreement.
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Accordingly, Consul Chick met the Ilkhani. He reported the Legation of his
meeting. He also informed Wilson in a lengthy and semi-official letter of his
discussions. He suggested how British should deal with Sowlat al-Dowleh to bring him
to an end. On 29 October 1921, Chick visited the tent of Sardar Ashayer, near Chenar
Rahdar, 11 km from Shiraz. The Ilkhani told him that he received the letter of Wilson
and he would meet him near Firuzabad.
Sowlat al-Dowel said he would not take responsibility for the working of the
Kashkuli Agreement. He repeated that it is open to him to send the sub-tribes to the
quarter or may be the other day wants a levy force from the Kashkulis to work for him.
He also pointed out that the land of Dasht-e-Qir belongs to the Persian Government.
Finally he said with whom was the agreement with Bakhtiyaris, with the Ilkhanis?
Chick said: I thought it best not to tell him at a first interview that the Kashkulis would
not agree to anything he arranged with Company (56), but he told Sowlat al-Dowel of
his distance from the oil fields of Dasht-e-Qir.
There is a contradiction on the statements of Chick on Kashkulis. On the one side
the Kashkuli Khans stated themselves that they are unable to resist to the Sowlat alDowel authority and cannot take responsibility to working of the Agreement without the
support of the Company. On the other side Chick spoke of the Kashkuli resistance to
any agreement with Sowlat al-Dowleh even jointly with them. Certainly, Chick
exaggerated the power of Kashkulis. The British policy of divida et vivru imperia (rule)
equipped Kashkuli. They received the moral and material support of Sowlat’s rivals
inside and outside the Qashqa’i. Otherwise the Kashkuli Khans confessed themselves of
their weak position against the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i.

4.6.2.

Ilkhani and Kashkuli Agreement

Sowlat al-Dowleh had been informed on allocation of arms and ammunition to the
Kashkulis. Chick spoke of creation a guard to protect the employees and the material of
the Company. He asked the Ilkhani to remain silence until the meeting with Wilson.
Neither the letter of Wilson nor the visit of Chick persuaded Sowlat al-Dowleh to wait
until the meeting with Wilson. None of them promised to negotiate on his participation
on the agreement of Dasht-e-Qir. Sowlat al-Dowel considered the action of the
A.P.O.C. as interference on his jurisdiction by stimulating a discontent section of a
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tribe. With regard to the letter of Chick to Wilson after his meeting with Sowlat alDowel to bring him to an end, Qashqa’i Ilkhani was right not to trust Wilson or Chick.
Sowlat al-Dowel was well aware that neither the Governor-General nor the
Kargozar, the agent of the Foreign Ministry in Fars were present at Dasht-e-Arzhan and
the agreement had been signed secretly without the Persian Government knowledge.
Sowlat al-Dowel informed the authorities in Tehran of the Secret Agreement (57). He
wrote also a letter to the Governor-General of Fars two days after the meeting with
Chick. He informed the Governor-General of the agreement and then he questioned
whether this Agreement had been arranged with his permission? Finally Sowlat alDowleh stated: though the oil field of Mahur (Dasht-e-Qir is on jurisdiction of the
Qashqa’i), but it did nothing to do with Kashkuli Khans and such arrangement could be
made only with the Ilkhani for the security and safeguard of the Company according to
the order of the governor-general and the Central Government.
Sowlat al-Dowleh knew that the Governor-General had a friendly relation with the
British authorities in Fars and he would prefer to remain silence if the news not reaches
to the other departments. Sowlat al-Dowel who intended to inform the Persian
Government of the agreement, informed the representative of the Foreign Ministry
(Kargozar) in Fars.
The Governor-General compelled to write an official letter to the British
consulate. He asked Chick whether such agreement had been concluded with the
Kashkuli Khans. If so, has the A.P.O.C. such right to make direct arrangement with the
small chiefs or they need special permission from government? His second question was
on arms which had been given to some Kashkulis whom they were engaged in the
service of Anglo Persian Oil Company and was it according to the concession? (58). He
annexed a copy of the letter of Sowlat al-Dowleh Sardar Ashayer.
On 7 November 1921, Chick wrote a letter to Governor-General, Nosrat alSaltaneh. He acknowledged the agreement and added he understood that the company
had a right throughout the whole of the south Persia to make such arrangement as it
thinks necessary. He denied that arms had been given to any Kashkulis or employed by
the company. He pointed out that Arnold Wilson had written to Sowlat al-Dowel and
wished to discuss with him. Finally Chick informed the Governor-General that he had
no copy of the arrangement which it was untrue and he had received an English copy
from Wilson some previous days (59).
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Chick wrote two lengthy demi-official letters to Wilson on development of the
situation in Fars and the Kashkuli Agreement. He informed Wilson of Sowlat alDowleh Sardar Ashayer’s (Sowlat al-Dowleh) letter to the Governor-General and a
telegram of Nosrat al-Saltaneh to the Persian Government through Kargozar (Chick was
mistaken). Then, he mentioned since his meeting with Sowlat al-Dowleh, the Persian
Government has threatened the Governor-General of Fars, if he would use force against
Sowlat al- Dowleh with the help of Qavam al-Molk and the S.P.R.. He also pointed out
that by the Cabinet of Qavam al-Saltaneh made Ahmad Shah to confer a decoration on
Sardar Ashayer, Sowlat al-Dowleh. The action of Persian Government concerning
Sowlat al-Dowleh was regarded by Chick very foolishly.
Chick was convinced that Sowlat al-Dowleh is strongly anti-British at heart and
he has not forgotten the past history and his recent contact with the British Legation was
a tactic by fear of the S.P.R. attack. Sowlat al-Dowleh would put obstacles in the way of
the A.P.O.C., wrote Chick, as being British penetration disguised even if the Company
fill his pockets (60).
The Cabinet of Qavam al-Saltaneh realised that all pro-British personalities, the
two brothers of Sowlat al-Dowleh, the Khans of Kashkuli tribes and Dareshuris, as well
as the heads of Khamseh confederation, Qavam al-Molk and the Governor-General of
Fars, Prince Nosrat al-Saltaneh, who co-operated with the British did effort in the last
months of the S.P.R. in Fars to conspire against Sowlat al-Dowleh. Certainly Chick
encouraged the opponents of the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i. He intended to bring Sowlat al
Dowleh to an end, as he wrote to Wilson.
It is surprising neither Chick nor Wilson nor Trevor did accept the responsibility
of their policy with regard the Agreement with the Kashkulis. They did not say that they
took measure which it was against the power politic in tribal hierarchy. They did not
mention, they did not rely on Sowlat al-Dowleh, while he was a powerful and
independent character. Sowlat al-Dowleh was not a personality that the British local
authorities could alley with him against the others.
Chick advised Wilson to prepare the representative of the A.P.O.C. to keep a stiff
upper lip if they received anything from Sowlat al-Dowleh. From his viewpoint after all
the Persian Government to be holden to the Company for legalities and company had a
big stick. He said: until the spring these would not be trouble from Sowlat beyond his
complains to Tehran. Chick therefore suggested the Resident Director of the Company
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not to visit Sowlat al-Dowleh in such circumstances in Fars and wait until the spring
migration and Wilson would be on a firmer ground for arguing.
It appears again a non-written alliance and a conspiracy against Sowlat al Dowleh
was under way and the information of Qavam al-Saltaneh’s Cabinet was not unfounded.
Chick wrote: The Prince Nosrat al-Saltaneh is strongly anti-Sowlat. Ali Khan, the
brother and the rival of Sowlat al-Dowleh, has 1.000 tents in Marvdasht (a plain about
30 km north of Shiraz) and they support him. The Kashkulis are in a bad term with him
and three quarters of Dareshuri are still in Bakhtiyari area. Chick believed the position
of Sowlat al-Dowleh in the Qashqa’i is far from strong and Qavam al-Molk is incensed
against him and back Ali Khan. In spite of the fact, Chick wrote: we must pray for a
change of this nationalist wind at Tehran and a chance of Ali Khan being made Ilkhani
as Qavam al-Molk wants (61).

4.7.

Persian Government and the Agreement

The day after when Chick received an official letter from Kargozar of Fars, who
wrote: according to the information the A.P.O.C. has made some agreement with the
Kashkulis on Dasht-e-Qir and recruited a number of cavalry (Savar) and riflemen
(tofangchi) from the Kashkulis under free command of Amr-allah Khan, who was
previously in the S.P.R. And the company has given them on amount of money,
cartridges and horses. Kargozar added that he has received a letter from Sardar Ashayer
in which he writes the Kashkulis have made an agreement, concerning the oil wells
without any rights.
He pointed out: the Kashkulis are not owner of the properties, and the agreements
are not reliable. Then he asked whether the A.P.O.C. has concluded any agreement, if
so, has the company such rights to conclude agreements direct with the tribes and to
arrange for armed forces without the knowledge of local official authorities and the
governor-general. What reliability would have the Agreements, when the Kashkulis are
not the owners of the land and the leader of the Qashqa’i tribe had no information on the
subject? (62). Chick referred the Kargozar to his letter to the Governor-General on this
matter (63).
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Meanwhile Asr-e-azadi, a newspaper published in Shiraz, reported on journey of
the British Consul in Shiraz into Kashkuli area concluding Agreement and providing
them with arm and ammunition. The newspaper made the public more suspicious of the
British activities in Fars. The Persian Minister for Foreign Affairs wrote a letter to the
British Charge d’Affaires that under pretext of oil fields, the British consul in Shiraz
had been forming a force under the command an-ex-officer of the S.P.R., of tribe
Kashkuli in Charge of 50 men and he had been provided with 10.000T, thirty horse and
thirty thousand rounds of ammunition in order to levy 300 riflemen. He added if the
A.P.O.C. required a force for protection, the matter should be consulted with the
Governor General of Fars.
The Kashkulis who had concluded the Agreement with the company and settled
on the oil fields, they have pretended the land was belong to them. Finally he pointed
out as a result of the agreement, the trouble would be occurred. Then, he asked the
Charge d’Affaires to prevent of such direct measure on the Persian soil (64). In respond
to the Persian Government, the British Charge d’Affaired denied arms, ammunitions
and mules supply to the Kashkulis by the British consul and he requested Qavam alSaltaneh, the Prime Minister, the publication of a denial by the newspaper Asr-e-Azadi
on the matter.
The letter of the Foreign Ministry on Chick’s action raised certain questions for
Bridgeman who wished to know the channel of the information to the Persian
Government, secondly if the governor-general of Fars was in the process of the
agreement, why the Foreign Ministry wanted an explanation on that matter, and finally
he instructed Chick a closer relation with the Governor-General of Fars for smoothing
the work of the company. In other words the Legation should try to remove the
suspicious of the Persian Government, and to endeavour on keeping them away from
interfering on the Kashkuli Agreement (65).
In fact, Chick informed the Governor-General of Fars of the Kashkuli Agreement
after his return from Dasht-e-Arzhan. The Governor-General was informed only as a
friendly gesture of the Consulate, but it did not mean he would transmit the information
to Tehran.
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4.8.

Government’s Tribal Policy in Fars

Bridgegman asked Chick for more information to enable him to reply to the
cabinet. Chick showed the text of agreement to the deputy of Governor-General. He
wrote, however, officially that he has no copy of the agreement. Chick was sure that the
transmission channel of the report to Tehran was not Governor-General. Firstly Nosrat
al-Saltaneh was too il-disposed towards Sowlat and too good to us to be responsible for
the information quoted by you (66).
Chick believed as far as the British interests was concerned, Nosrat al-Saltaneh,
the Qajar Prince, was his personal friendliness towards British people and British
influence in Persia, which may be partly attributed to his reception in London, when
with the Shah in 1920, not without private means to keep up the position as are other
claimants to the post (67). Nosrat al-Saltaneh, one of the high ranking Prince, the uncle
of the Shah and from the British Consul point of view an insignificant in person and
with a poor constitution was appointed to the post only due to the aristocracy privilege
(68).
Though the Prime Minister (Qavam al-Saltaneh) had instructed the GovernorGeneral of Fars and the Governor of the Gulf Ports to take notice to any rumour, Nosrat
al- Saltaneh did not inform the cabinet of the Kashkuli Agreements. As far as the British
Documents are concerned, Nosrat al-Saltaneh endeavoured to keep his friendly relation
with the British consulate. He conveyed the information’s, communications and even
instructions from Prime Minister on Kashkuli Agreements to the British Consulate and
he advised the British consul and the Legation how they should deal with Sowlat al
Dowleh and the government in Tehran (69).
Finally the Governor-General begged the British consul to inform the Charge
d’Affaires that he has not communicated the information to Tehran on the Kashkuli
Agreement (70). He made the Kargozar in Shiraz and Sardar Ashayer responsible
according to a telegram from Qavam al Saltaneh, the Prime Minister (71). Chick
considered the friendly attitude of Nosrat al-Saltaneh to the British interests was very
valuable and wrote to the Legation: the governor-general is one of our very few friends
in Shiraz, and you can have very little idea of opposition and obstacles in town to
anything British whether commercial or not (72).
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Chick suggested to the British Charge d’Affaires whether it is not probable that
the agitation on the Agreement by the Government in Tehran set off for bribes’ ete?
However, from the Chick point of view on the base of the Kashkuli Agreement,
formation a guard of the men from the tribe to protect the employees, and the property
of Oil Company was similar in principle to the Bakhtiyari Agreement and it was
necessary in wild mountain region. The Governor-General of Fars could do not
otherwise. The government force (Sarbaz), were useless and finally he said are Indian
troops desired by Persian Government?
Chick wrote and advised the British Charge d’Affaires on Sowlat al-Dowleh
question: I am strongly of opinion that we should not to act solely defensive, but to take
form action but let Persian Government understand that British have had so much
trouble with Sowlat in past that if he wants to made difficulties and creation friction for
Oil Company ... we shall ask to have Ilkhani changed (73). The British Charge
d’Affaires responded to him that the Persian Government have right to complain of
secret negotiation with the tribal chiefs took place under a representative of a Consular
then he asked Chick whether he couldn’t negotiate with the advice and knowledge of
the friendly Governor-General which it caused embracing position for him (74).
Meanwhile Bridgeman intended to take firm line with the Persian Government,
but he needed more information on the commander of the guard, ammunition hoses,
10.000T in cash and instructions to levy 300 riflemen He pointed out to Chick that the
Oil Company’s wishes to purchase 300 rifles from South Persia Rifles (75). In spite of
Bridgeman’s respond, Chick repeated his argument that the Oil Company had no
obligation more than any merchant to the Persian Government on their business.
Again and implicitly he defended the Agreement with Kashkuli; based on
hereditary anti-Sowlat al-Dowleh of the most Kashkulis, the distance of Sowlat alDowleh from the oil field and finally the subsidy and wages by the A.P.O.C. would
bring more men to the tribe and strengthen the position and unity among the Kashkuli
(now 2. 500 tents) and Sowlat al-Dowleh would not be able to break them as he wishes.
Chick suggested for the interest of Anglo Persian Oil Company to ask the
Kashkuli tribe to place under the direct rule of the Governor-General, as the Kashkuli
Khan desired as well. Chick regretfully stated if Sardar Ehtesham would remain as the
Ilkhani, the Oil Company would not have any difficulties. Chick gave more detail on
relation of the Kashkuli friends. The commander of the Oil Guard, Amr -allah Khan,
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the son of Haj Mohammad Karim Khan, the representative of Qashqa’i in Majles. He
was the only Qashqa’i Khan who served in the South Persia Rifle. Sowlat al Dowleh
threatened him to desert the S.P.R. which friendly he did, Amr-allah Khan and his
brothers for three years before the conclusion of the agreement had done too much for
the Company’s surveys.
They are strong Anglophiles and owing to their influence, the other Kashkuli
Khans prepared to conclude the agreement. Sowlat al- Dowleh opposed to this family
view and action and appropriated one of their village in Sarhad (summer quarter) this
summer, therefore his train and loyalty should give him in our eyes all more title to the
position (76). Trevor informed Bridgeman that the appointment of Amr-allah Khan, the
lieutenant of the S.P.R., was approved by Norman in 6 August 1921 (77).
Wilson followed the view of Chick and asked the Charge d’Affaires to take
offensive against Sowlat. He added he does no prospect to do business with Sowlat and
possibly differes this visit to Firuzabad. Wilson pointed out that the Persian on principle
object to the agreement” as they did to Bakhtiyari Agreement”. He informed Bridgeman
that the record of proceeding of conference should not be communicated to Persian
Government in any form (78).
Qavam al-Saltaneh, the Persian Prime Minister, in a telegram to the GovernorGeneral of Fars instructed him to organise a Guard for the Oil Company in Dasht-e- Qir.
The Governor-General was blamed by the Prime Minister. Nosrat al-Saltaneh believed
it was due to the influence of Moin al-Tojjar on behalf of Sowlat al-Dowleh on
Ministers in Tehran that the cabinet made this suggestion. Nosrat al-Saltaneh was
regarded by the representative of British in Fars as one of very few friends of British in
Shiraz, where opposition and obstacles in town to anything British whether commercial
or not (79).
Nosrat al-Saltaneh not only did not take any step that would be considered as
opposition to the British interests, but also collaborated with the British consulate in
Shiraz against Sowlat al-Dowleh and .......on the Kashkuli agreement ,he neither
protested to the British consulate nor informed the government in Tehran. As the
information reached to the cabinet and Majles, he became furious with the informants
and he was anxious that the British think that he was the author of reports (80). On the
arrangement for Guards he told Chick that he wishes to assist the Oil Company. He
would prefer to ask Kashkuli Khans to furnish them (81). In other words he would not
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ask the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i, Sowlat al Dowleh, to arrange the guard and somehow he
ignored the sense of Central Government’s instruction.
Nosrat al-Saltaneh, even, informed Chick (the source of information to GovernorGeneral, however, has not been mentioned) that Sowlat al-Dowleh gave 10.000T to his
emissary in Tehran (Gholam Hossein Khan) for bribing members of Majlis and
Ministers. Subsequently, some days later, Haj Moin al-Tojjar, who is crony of Qavam
al-Saltaneh, was appointed by Sowlat al-Dowleh to watch and further his interests and
this was prior to agreement being made (82).
The day after Nosrat al-Saltaneh advised Chick a few cash present to the Ministers
concerned by the Company would make the Persian Government quite indifferent to
this Agreement (83). It appears that it was to a simplified solution to a complicated
question. The important factors had been ignored in this question. The whole of British
interference policy in which only a few influential families supported was under
question.
Chick in response to the question of the British Charge d’Affaires on organising
the Kashkuli guard, he confirmed that 20.000 rounds of ammunitions, 10 horses was
given over to Amr-allah Khan who was responsible for the safe custody and received
65T monthly. Chick heard from the Inspector-General of the S.P.R.a few days before
left that the A.P.O.C. were negotiating for purchasing of 300 rifles, but Kargozar did not
know about it (84).
Trevor rejected the idea of raising force at a time that the existing forces just being
disbanded. He confirmed that Sir Arnold Wilson proposed to purchase 300 rifles and
corresponding ammunition from the S.P.R. as reserve for use of guards and prospecting
parties and Trevor saw no objection As long as intention of company is not to arm a
force (85) in Persia to keep arms reserve in Basrah and eventually to utilise most if not
all of them outside Persia; the Persian Government can have no objection (86).
Chick informed the Charge d’Affaires that : this was no precedent that local
government should be informed of intention to make agreement and the A.P.O.C. had
been it done in the case of the several other agreements and Chick under instruction had
participated in several business agreement in Bushehr but neither before nor after was
local government informed. Chick understood, under concession company are entitled
to do business deals with whom they please whether a whole tribes or single person
(87).
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As Chick realised, it was not anticipated either by Bridgeman or Chick that the
opposition of Sowlat al-Dowleh would be supported by the Persian Government. Trevor
argued that the Persian Government has never attempted to protect the parties and make
their arrangements with tribes (88). As far as the British documents are concerned
neither the A.P.O.C.nor the British Legation had ever requested the assistant of the
Persian Government. This was the British Government policy as well as the A.P.O.C.
After about two decades, the Persian Government felt gradually strong to resist to
the foreign interference. This was something unusual to the British local diplomats. As
far as the reports of the British Consulate in Shiraz indicate, Qavam al-Saltaneh, the
Prime Minister, and others Ministers in the cabinet were discontent with policy of the
governor-general in Fars, Prince Nosrat al-Saltaneh, especially his tribal policy. They
tried to obtain his down fall (89) and the Persian Foreign Ministry instructed the
Kargozar of Fars, Assad -allah Mirza, to inform the British Consulate on behalf of the
Anglo Persian Oil Company that every proceeding and agreement which the Oil
Company wishes to make with them must be with the knowledge of Governor-General
of Fars and Sardar Ashayer (90).
In fact, the Persian Government acknowledged the traditional rights of a tribal
chief on the affairs of his tribe and tribal region. British authorities were acquainted
with this right. Chick instead recognising the mistake of the British policy in relation to
the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i, stating It is proof that the attitude of the Persian Government is
chiefly in the former (Sardar Ashayer) interest (91).

4.9.

The Letter of British Legation

On 17 November 1921 Bridgeman responded to the letter of 8 November 1921 of
the Persian Foreign Minister, Assad -allah Mirza Moshar al-Saltaneh who, wrote,
briefly speaking, according to the information received from Fars, the British Consul is
organising a force under the name of the protection of oil fields and a lieutenant of the
S.P.R. put in Charge of about fifty men. He received 30.000 ammunition, 30 horses and
10.000T in cash with instructions to levy 300 riflemen. Some agreements concluded
with the Kashkulis who pretend to be the owners of the land in question. If a force is
required, the matter should be referred to the governor-general of Fars. Finally he
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requested the Legation to prevent the Consul from taking such direct measures in the
Persian territory (92).
Bridgeman who was embarrassed as he received the letter (see his correspondence
with Chick in previous pages) and advised Wilson to come to understanding with the
Ilkhani of Qashqa’i (see next page) used a severe language in his response to the Persian
Foreign Minister. He wrote: the accusation that the British Consul is organising a force
is entirely unfounded.
The Angle-Persian Oil Company has engaged thirty guards for protection with
thirty horses, thirty rifles and proportionate ammunition. Amr-allah Khan Kashkuli, the
commander of the guard has been given 500 T for the expense and pay of men until
their arrival at the site of the boring operation with the instructions of raising 300
riflemen. The payment of 10.000T is entirely incorrect. He added the site of operations
of the A.P.O.C. is in the middle of Kashkuli territory.
Bridgeman pointed out that it was neglected by the Foreign Ministry to acquaint
the British Legation with the source of the reports. Then, he accused the Kargozar of
Fars as responsible for these frivolous Charges against the consul of a friendly power.
Then he requested the recall of the Kargozar of Fars for his unsatisfactory record in the
past and recent false information. He also was expected the Persian Government would
convey to him an expression of regret at the levity for utterly false accusation has been
made against British Consul in Shiraz (93).
Bridgeman sent a telegram for Wilson and informed him that he would do his best
to counter Sowlat al-Dowel’s influence with Persian Government in Tehran,
Bridgeman, however, advised him: it would be better for Wilson to meet Sowlat alDowleh immediately after Christmas at Firuzabad and to try and do business with him if
he possibly can (94).
From Chick point of view the meeting should take place, in a suitable time, in
spring. He argued: Sowlat al-Dowleh is at the moment in a strong position. He has the
support of the cabinet and regaining a part of Dareshuris, a tribe of Qashqa’i, and in the
meeting he would ask the cancellation of Kashkuli Agreement. Chick suggested the
meeting should be suspended until spring migration when Sowlat al Dowleh is in
immediate vicinity of Shiraz (and not in Firuzabad the winter quarter of Sowlat alDowleh, and distinctly risky place for Wilson).
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He would be very careful to avoid difficulty and Wilson would be in a stronger
position. If Sowlat al-Dowleh realises that the Persian Government cease to support him
in matter of the Kashkuli Agreement in the next few months, he would possibly come to
terms with Wilson and he would bargain „for what he needs in return for paying Soulet
(Sowlat) subsidy, namely document promising to keep his hands of Kashkuli and
Agreement (95). In fact, Bridgeman sent a telegram to the Foreign Office on the request
of the Oil Company to purchase three hundred rifles from the stock of South Persia
Rifles of stock book value a certain quantity of ammunition at twenty rupees per
thousand.
Oliphant wrote in a note that “Lord Curzon sees no objection to proposed,
provided that Mr. Montaqu (the secretary for the India Office) concurs and agrees to
proposed prices of sale” (96). Two weeks later Bridgeman informed the Foreign Office
that the Persian Government are considerably agitated by the report that the A.P.O.C.
has armed thirty men to guard their new operations in Kashkuli country and that
Company intend to arm three hundred more. He continued to say but must point out that
if South Persia Rifles arms used to arm Persian subjects in Persian territory, Persian
Government will object.
The Persian Government also complained of notices posted at door of Bushehr
Residency offering to recruit South Persian Rifles the men for Company. Persian
Government pointed out that until their business to maintain order (97).
As far as the British documents are concerned, during the dissolution months of
the S.P.R., the British authorities in Persia and their allies’ chieftains in Fars initiated
different means (project) to retain or to form at least a nucleus military force to protect
the British interests namely the oil fields and to strengthen their position. During the
days of the dissolution of the S.P.R., with the approval of the British Legation in Tehran
and the support of British consulates in Shiraz and Bushehr the A.P.O.C. formed two
guards. The first one was on the oil field of Bidkarz of Kashkuli tribesmen and a
Kashkuli Khan of South Persia Rifles as the head of the guards. The second guard was
under a Khan of Hayat Dawudi to protect the pipeline in their coastal area. It appears
that there were two other proposals.
Qavam al-Molk equipped the Kashkuli with 300 rifles in September 1921. He
received his arms, with the approval of British consul in Shiraz, and from the arsenal
was given by the British commanders of the S.P.R. and the British Resident in Bushehr.
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Chick informed the British Charge d’Affaires of the project accordingly.
Simultaneously Qavam al-Molk prepared to invest his tax for a force in Fars. In spite of
the approval of local British authorities (the S.P.R. Commanders and the British
consulates in the south), the opposition of public in Fars, the Persian Government, the
Parliament and the Minister of War prevent the British Legation from the sanction.
As the Government of India and the British Treasury stopped to pay the
expenditure of the S.P.R., in accordance with the desire of the War Office and the
British Navy, a new project was initiated by the British authorities in the Persian Gulf
and Mesopotamia and the authorities of the A.P.O.C., prepared to finance and the
Persian Gulf Residency to enforce the project. The British Legation asked the
permission for the purchase of 300 rifles and ammunitions. Lord Curzon approved it.
The Persian Gulf Residency in Bushehr announced the recruitment of 300 men in
Bushehr. The project, however, due to the Persian Government’s protest never
materialised (98).

4.10.

Towards a New Solution

The Persian Government ignored the protest of the British Charge d’Affaires, and
persisted on the cancellation of the Kashkuli Agreement. The Persian Prime Minster,
Qavam al-Saltaneh, informed and instructed the governor-general of Fars: according to
the article 14 of the concession of the Company, the protection of the material and
machinery in operations and exploitation of oil by the Company is in the responsibility
of the Persian Government. According to the article 3 the ownership of land use by the
company should be ascertain to whom private or Government is belong and it must be
first settled with the Governor-General and “the company is bound to act according to
clause 3 and 14 in any district wherever they wish to begin to extract oil (99).
Therefore the agreement with the Kashkulis is contrary to the concession and it
must be cancelled and annulled and the Governor-General was to inform the British
consulate according (100). British Legation requested the Persian Prime Minister to do
nothing irreversible on the matter of agreement, before discussing with the Charge d
‘Affaires for a solution (101). The Resident Director of the Company, Arnold Wilson,
wrote: the status of the Kashkuli land was similar to the Bakhtiyari oil fields. The
Persian Government did not protest to the purchase of land from the Bakhtiyari Khans.
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The land would not be purchased until oil founded. If the Persian Government decides
that the lands belong to the state, the agreement would be changed.
Wilson interpreted the article 14 as the acceptance of certain obligation of the
Persian Government, but there was nothing in D’Arcy concession to prevent the Oil
Company to conclude Agreement with defacto local authorities for protection. The
A.P.O.C. always had done so, and it saved the Persian Government from a heavy
expense (102). From Trevor point of view: while the Persian Government had declined
to recognise the Bakhtiyari Agreement, they never made slightest attempt to protect
Company’s work themselves “in Meydan-e- Naftun. When the Oil Company had to
operate in tribal areas, it is necessary to come into agreement with tribal chiefs. He
added the Kashkulis settle in Dasht-e-Qir and there was no reason to suppose that the
land belongs to the Persian Government (103).
Bridgeman informed the Foreign Office of the Kashkuli Agreement of 14
October. He stated Sowlat al-Dowleh was intriguing to bring about dissension with
view to bring into partnership himself and the presence of Consul Chick at the meeting
between the Resident Director of the Oil Company and the Kashkuli Khans caused the
attack on him in the press of Shiraz and the Persian Government „was very suspicious
of political nature of the agreement.
The Persian Government took up the line that if any force were necessary should
be referred to the Governor General of Fars and the Persian Prime Minister instructed
the governor according to articles 14 and 3 the question of guard and land must first be
settled with him and the agreement which infringe these articles, must be notified to the
consulate as being null and void. Bridgeman hoped to convince the Prime Minister that
the agreement is in no sense detrimental to Persian interests (104). The head of the
English section in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs was sent to the British Legation to
discuss on the Kashkuli Agreement with the British Charge d‘Affaires on behalf of the
Persian Prime Minister.
He raised the objections to the Agreement (a) the payment of a large sum of
money to the Kashkuli Khans would ”lead to trouble, (b) the Persian Government
wanted to provide necessary guards itself according to the article 14 of the concession.
Bridgeman wrote: we cannot object to the Persian Government furnishing Guard and he
asked Wilson if he agrees, the Charge d‘Affaires, tells the Persian Government. If the

180

Government carry’s out to provide guards and they prove be efficient, the Company
would modify the Kashkuli Agreement.
The Company had made Agreement with defacto local authorities because it had
not hither to the Persian Government provided the Protection Guard and the Company
was justified in concluding Agreement with them (105). Meanwhile the new British
Minister, Sir Percy Loraine arrived in Tehran in December 1921. Wilson pointed out the
guard of 30 tribesmen protect only the company from petty raids, in other words the
operations carry out at several points several kms distance from each other’s. The
Company relies on goodwill of tribesmen and these forces were the representative of
tribesmen and the presence of the Government force would resented the nomads.
If the Government wanted to change the policy, first should” send a representative
to Kasr-Shirin, Posht-Kuh, Bakhtiyari and Qeshm who can study the local conditions
and make recommendations “and he asked the Charge d‘Affaires to refrain the
Government from the force, he added the Kalantar of Kashkuli, Fath-allah Khan, as the
representative of government cannot be ordered by the Governor-General to provide
Guard so as to save face of government (106).
Captain E. Peel, the British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz suggested that the British ought
to discourage the Persian Government from sending representative in the oil fields to
study the conditions. It is possible that the Persian Government dispatch Cossacks to the
oil fields (107). Trevor reaffirmed the view of Peel and continued to say : it is high
undesirable to take any steps which would encourage Persian Government to send
Cossacks to fields he ,however, believed that the dispatch of Mamur (A civil official) to
Qasre-e-Shirin would not do any harm to the company (108).
The Persian government received a copy of the agreement between the Oil
Company and Heidar Khan Hayat Dawudi. The Persian Minister for Foreign Affairs
Moshar al-Saltaneh wrote to the new the British Minister in Tehran, Sir Percy Loraine.
He pointed out that the Persian Government could not consent such direct Arrangement
of the company with Hayat Dawudi. The Company recognises certain rights for Khans,
that they had never possess take ownership of water, land “which either belongs to the
Government or to the people. Moreover the Oil Company intends to organise a force
through the Khans which were supplied with arms, ammunition and funds.
This policy of the company is against the sovereign rights of Persia and beyond
the spheres of foreign institutions. The agreement was regarded by the Persian
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Government, like the Kashkuli Agreement contrary to the articles 3 and 14 of the
concession and finally the Foreign Minister pointed out the company should apply to
local governors of the provinces for land and protection (109).
In Loraine’s opinion the best of dealing with these two questions was for the
Resident Director of the Oil Company to come to Tehran and settle them direct with the
Persian Government (110). British Minister had previously made this proposed to
Wilson in 30 December 1921 and Wilson replied that the climate conditions and
pressure of work precludes me from visiting Tehran at present, but I shall be glad to do
so at a later date should Persian Government still so desire (111).
In reality Wilson left for England after sometime and he returned to Persia only in
the middle of spring 1922. It is a safe guess that he discussed the new circumstances and
the question of Sowlat al-Dowleh with the Directors of the Company in London. In the
middle of February the relation of Oil Company and Sowlat al-Dowleh on boring in
Dast-e-Qir was still unclear and undisolve. The Resident Director of the Company,
Wilson, did not travel to Fars to meet Sowlat al Dowleh as he had previously after
Christmas scheduled. Again Chick informed Wilson that the Democrats in Shiraz have
hostile attitude towards the Governor-General and Oil Company.
He recommended the Wilson-Sowlat al Dowleh negotiation should not take place
in Shiraz at this time, unless a desirable settlement had been already in Tehran decided.
He mentioned, however, that Sowlat al-Dowleh incline to deal with Wilson owing to
unsuccessful result in Tehran (112). In reply Wilson informed Chick that he would not
visit Shiraz at least for two months and if he decides to come, he would visit Sowlat alDowleh (113). During October-April 1921-1922 Sowlat al Dowleh did in practice
nothing against the Khans of Kashkuli and the Oil Company in Dasht-e-Qir.
The British Legation and the Oil Company were waiting for a better condition and
even the disposition of Sowlat al- Dowleh as defacto Ilkhani of Qashqa’i. The spring
migration passed, but the Oil Company did not come in touch with Sowlat al Dowleh.
The Ilkhani of the Qashqa’i determined to display his power to the Company and to
punish the Kashkulis and to demonstrate the uselessness of the Kashkuli Agreement on
matter of protection.
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4.11.

New round of Confrontation

The informants who watched closely the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i informed the British
Consulate in Shiraz and the British Residency in Bushehr that Sowlat al Dowleh moved
towards the winter quarter of Kashkuli on 23 April 1922. The action of Sowlat alDowleh caused anxiety among the British Official on disruption of oil boring in Dashte-Qir. The traditional opponents of Sowlat al-Dowleh gathered together (Qavam alMolk, Ali Khan, the half-brother of Sowlat al-Dowleh). It is a safe guess to suggest that
the British consulate was initiator of the gathering at this moment. Qavam al-Molk
raised 100 cavalry (Savar) in Marvdasht. They went with Ali Khan to join Kashkuli in
25 April 1922 (114).
The news of Sowlat al-Dowleh departure towards Kashkuli winter quarter and
Bidkarz oil field reached Bushehr. The British Resident was in opinion if Sowlat alDowleh appears on the oil field, some temporary arrangement will be necessary. A
definite Agreement can be arranged in the presence of a representative of the Persian
Government. But it is not advisable for company to lie itself to Soulet and he might be
told that he will be held responsible for damage to company’s property and for loss due
to stoppage of work, etc. (115).
Simultaneously Chick repeated his opinion to the British Minister that it would be
advantageous to the Oil Company if Sowlat al-Dowleh would be remove from the
Ilkhani of the Qashqa’i even for a short time at this juncture. Both Brothers of Sowlat
al-Dowleh would be anxious to secure the British support and it is easier to deal with
them. The brothers of Sowlat al-Dowleh need the aid of the Kashkuli Khans „so this
unlikely to make difficulties to agreement with Kashkuli. It would be financially
advantageous to the company.
The terms would bind future Ilkhani if and when Sowlat return to power (116).
Chick repeated his pessimistic view on impossibility of reaching to any favourable
agreement with Sowlat al-Dowleh. Juncture is most favourable if you (British MinisterLoraine) care to act on it (the remove of Sowlat al-Dowleh). British have good ground
to express the British opinion to the Persian Government. Since Sowlat al-Dowleh
failed to pay the compensation of Qashqa’i robberies of the British merchandise and
passengers in last autumn.
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In minutes of the Legation fairly stated it would be a good thing to get rid of
Sowlat and Loraine wrote: Mr. Havard will try to ascertain from Reza Khan instead
Persian Government intend to do about Soulet (117). It is significant that the British
Legation resorted to the Minister of War, Reza Khan for the removal of Sowlat alDowleh instead to do business with the Foreign Ministry. The Minister appeared
gradually as a permanent factor on political and military affairs in the capital. The army
had, however, only a small detachment in Shiraz.
Chick did not refrain from any efforts to dismiss Sowlat al-Dowleh as defacto
Ilkhani of Qashqa’i. The Qavam al-Molk’s, consideration, there was no hesitation to
collaborate with Chick on this matter. Once Qavam al-Molk suggested reported Chick
to Loraine confidentially, to go for a long trip abroad if the Qashqa’i leader (Sowlat alDowleh) was willing to act similarly. From British point of view it was „the idea of
killing two birds with one stone. That is of getting rid of Soulet-ed Dowleh and his
mischievous influence and also of enabling Sir A. Wilson to treat with a far more
tractable negotiator than this chieftain (118). This plan did not materialise.
Shortly, before the return of Wilson from England and his arrival in Fars, Chick
persuaded Loraine that the circumstances were favourable for the dismissal of Sowlat
al- Dowleh due to certain local complaints against lawlessness and brutality of the
tribesmen and his harshness. Some of them formed a committee and complained to
Tehran. Chick reported: a change of Ilkhani had been demanded by the committee and
he added: change in control of the Qashqa’i is desirable in general British commercial
interests and over Soulet’s brothers we should have more effectual influence (119).
Trevor wrote: Sowlat al-Dowleh is far from being a satisfactory Ilkhani, but the
difficulty is to find anybody better. Sardar Ehtesham proved himself utterly useless, I
understand in 1919-1920, and could not keep order in the tribe even in those days when
he had the morale support of the S.P.R. Ali Khan Salar Heshmat did not appear to much
advantage either as Ilbegi and it is more than doubtful if he be any use as Ilkhani (120).
The British Minister, however, consented to the view of Chick and simultaneously
to the complaint of committee, demanded the British consulate compensation from
Sowlat al-Dowleh and the British Legation demanded the deposition of him. Chick
argued the British merchants and subjects have suffered severely last autumn on the
hand of Qashqa’i. Chick reported to the Legation: for about five months ago a group of
land owners of Fars established a committee of suffers and a section of influential
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clergies of Shiraz, imam Jomee, Reiss al-U’lama, Zia al-odaba and Mirza Hassan-eDastgheyb as representatives of the committee complained to the cabinet and deputies
of Fars in Majles on the oppressions of certain Qashqa’i tribes on the suffers.
The telegram of committee: for the past five months a large number of landowners
and notables of the town have formed a committee in on account of the intolerable
oppressions and grievous extortion’s of Ismai’l Khan Sardar Ashayer Qashqa’i. They
first complained to Sowlat al-Dowleh through clergies, after wards through the
governor-general and then the cabinet and Majles.
On continuation of acts from the losses inflicted by Sowlat al-Dowleh the
properties of landowners of committee, also the vicinity roads were disturbed by the
constantly robberies on the roads of goods and passengers, in order he gain the
possession of the southern road like some years ago (road guard). Then they referred to
the support of the capital newspapers of Sowlat as misrepresentation without making
inquiries, they gave ultimatum to the cabinet and deputies, they would order a general
stoppage of work take bast in the telegraph office if not the government appointed a
representative hold an inquiry in 4 April 1922 (121).
The Minister of Education as the representative of the government and the
deputies of Fars responded to the committee and asked them not to take bast. It is in
their opinion undesirable particularly in Fars. They told the committee that the Prime
Minister makes telegram to Sowlat al-Dowleh and the government is in consultation
with the governor-general of Fars. In another telegram the representative of committee
asked the deputies an urgent arrangement should the Prime Minister make, because the
migration of the tribes have started and several looting of cattle and flocks around Fasa,
Sarvestan, Zarqan, Bushehr road, Jirreh, had happened and some peasants and muleteers
were murdered.
There was an exchange of telegrams between Sowlat al-Dowleh and the Prime
Minister, speaker of Majles and the Minister of War. The Prime Minister Moshir alDowleh assured Sowlat al-Dowleh in his telegram of April the first 1922 that the
government does not attention to the newspapers articles in Shiraz against him, Moshir
al Dowleh, however, reminded Sowlat al-Dowleh, in his telegram of 23 April 1922, of
the constant complains and a list of robberies and he added that Sowlat al Dowleh had
done nothing to put an end to complains during all this time. Prime Minister set up a
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committee for inquiry, a representative from government, a representative of governorgeneral and a representative of clergies to arrange for payment of compensation (122).
Though the Ministry of War had only a nucleus force in Fars and the number of
military personnel was not considerable, but Sowlat al-Dowleh did understand the
importance of Reza Khan, the Minister of War, in political affairs in Tehran. He made
correspondence with Reza Khan on defending of himself in the matter of complaints by
the committee of suffers. Reza Khan in a telegram told Sowlat al-Dowleh: in my letters
I assured you of the favours of the Ministry of War and asked him the security of the
Qashqa’i territory and rendering service to the government. Reza Khan added you
should always look for backing of the Ministry of War. Reza Khan ensured Sowlat alDowleh again in another telegram and wrote: I shall not withhold the necessary
assistance and help to you (123).
The Cabinet (Prime Minister), Majles (speaker) and the press in Tehran supported
Sowlat al Dowleh. They realised that the delicate situation of Fars. They did not want to
leave Fars to the anti-Sowlat alliance, the rivals and the opponents of him, Qavam alMolk, the brother of Sowlat al-Dowleh, some of the Kashkuli Khans, all related to the
British consulates, in Shiraz and Bushehr, as well as, the Governor-General.
They appreciated the past service of Sowlat al-Dowleh. They only ordered him to
bring the tribes in order and pay compensation to the sufferers. They did not consider
that the dismissal of Sowlat al-Dowleh would not mean necessary the security of the
Fars. On the contrary it was most likely to cause more insecurity. The whole of the
matter indicates of a far more complicated situation in Fars. As far as the available
documents are concerned, it is rather difficult to judge how far Qashqa’is and Sowlat alDowleh was responsible for robberies and how far the opponents of Sowlat al-Dowleh
caused the disturbance or exploited of the situation to demonstrate that Sowlat was
unable to administrate the confederation of Qashqa’i (124).
Robbery and looting was and is a part of nomadic way of life and none of the
chieftains were and are able to prevent of all robberies, particularly in migration time
and in drought years. In a discussion between Chick and Sowlat al-Dowleh, British
consul was of opinion that from 10 robberies 4 to 5 cases was Qashqa’is. Trevor and
Loraine wrote Kashkulis were also responsible for robberies as well as Dare Shuri.
A part of committee had close relation with Qavam al-Molk. Chick wrote:
“landowners’ resident in Shiraz ... who have carried with them practically all public
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sentiment. In the town already largely partisan of Qavam al-Molk, himself a sufferer
from Qashqa’i depredations (125). It should be here mentioned that Sowlat al-Dowleh
had only a loose influence on Kashkuli and Dare Shirr tribes at this juncture. Finally it
should be also pointed out that the solution of the Persian Government to the question
was purely political and it does not demonstrate necessarily the reality.
Chick suggested the British Minister: Sowlat al-Dowleh is in a position in which a
mere act of deposition coming from the Persian Government would be sufficient to the
downfall of Sowlat al-Dowleh and the merest handful of Government troops would be
suffice as a nucleus around which to rally the malcontents. Qavam al-Molk and his
Khamseh confederation would be ready to clinch the matter if Sowlat al-Dowleh should
resist to the Government and show fight (126).

4.12.

Reza Khan and Sowlat al-Dowleh

Loraine ascertained that a plan had been submitted to the Persian Government for
splitting up the Qashqa’i into four sections, each with one Ilbegi at its head and the
position of Ilkhani of the whole tribe being definitely abolished (127). As Loraine
received the telegram of Chick on departure of Sowlat al-Dowleh towards the Kashkuli
winter quarter, sent the Oriental Secretary, Havard, to a ascertained from Reza Khan
what the Persian Government intend to do about Sowlat. Fairly of the Legation wrote:
“it would be a good thing to get rid of Soulet” (128).
It was pretty certain, wrote Loraine, that Reza Khan would take a purely military
view. Reza Khan responded to the British Minister through that Persian Government
like nothing better than to break Soulet-ed-Dowleh, but they considered that he would
resist deposition forcibly and that they were strong enough to ensure his obedience to
their command if matters came to a tussle (129).
The British Legation left the matter to Reza Khan (at this time the Cabinet of
Moshir al- Dowleh had resigned for a while) in order to not over persuading, if the
attempt had failed, Sowlat al Dowleh would certainly have come to know of it and this
would jeopardise the negotiation with Wilson. Reza Khan sent a message to Loraine
and thanked him for his communication and he stated in his view the only safe tactics
were to temporise with Soulet-ed Dowleh, to let him continue to believe that he enjoy
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the good graces of the Persian Government and to await a more auspicious occasion for
destroying his power. Loraine wrote: I am inclined to think that Reza Khan’s view of
the case was not an unsound one (130).
Sowlat al-Dowleh took the opportunity (by the instruction of the Persian
Government to bring order in the tribes) to punish Kashkulis who had made robberies
and raids and for the unauthorised agreement with the Oil Company (131). Sowlat alDowleh encamped near Kazerun in 23 April 1922 with 250 horsemen (Savar) and it was
increased to 800 men and 400 riflemen (tofangchi). As the news of Sowlat’s intention
on driving off the Kashkulis from the oil field of Dasht-e-Qir (Bidkars) reached
Bushehr, the political Resident conveyed a message to Sowlat al-Dowleh and asked him
not to take action against the Kashkulis and jeopardise the operation of the company and
informed him that Sir Arnold Wilson would shortly arrive in Baghdad from England.
Sowlat al-Dowleh replied that he was waiting for a long time to meet Wilson, but
he could not postpone anymore the migration for summer quarter and he intends to
punish the Kashkulis for their robberies on the instruction of Government, but not to
damage the interests of the company (132). Sowlat al-Dowleh moved towards Kashkuli
winter quarter. Kashkulis who had been previously informed, mostly fled to Boir
Ahmadi (country), Sowlat al-Dowleh, however, did not go to the oil field. He stayed
only for two days nearby and suddenly turned towards summer quarters.
In Trevor’s opinion, the turn of Sowlat al-Dowleh towards north was due to
intrigues of governor-general, Qavam al-Molk and Ali Khan who desires to be made
Ilkhani and exaggerated rumours that the Kashkulis possessed machine guns (133). This
view had any basis or not, does not change the fact that Sowlat al-Dowleh achieved his
purpose to prove the uselessness of the Kashkuli agreement on protection of materials
and employees of Oil Company.
In fact ,from the beginning the Kashkuli Khan were aware very well that they
were unable to protect the employees and machinaries of the Oil Company, if Wilson
would not come into a satisfactory solution with the Ilkhani of the Qashqa’i, they
informed Wilson accordingly during the conclusion of the agreement. Wilson promised
to meet Sowlat al-Dowleh after Christmas, but he did not. Due to the suggestion of
Chick on waiting for a better circumstance and even a change of Ilkhani, Wilson
postponed his visit to Fars.
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The chiefs of the Kashkulis were afraid of Sowlat al-Dowleh and they became
very nervous if Wilson would not visit Sowlat al-Dowleh before the spring migration.
Various calming messages were sent to Sowlat al-Dowleh and Kashkulis chiefs (134).
Two of the Kashkuli Khans went to Bushehr to meet Colonel Trevor and discuss the
matter with him. He told the Khans that Wilson would arrived about the end of April, it
was postponed, however, until the middle of May.
Sir Percy Loraine on his arrival in Tehran had come into negotiation with the
Persian Government to secure the Kashkuli Agreement on a further meeting between
Wilson and Sowlat al-Dowleh. Wilson returned From England to Baghdad and arrived
at Bushehr in 9 May 1922. On consent of the Persian Government and the presence of
its representative in the first meeting took place outside Shiraz in 19 May 1922 between
the Resident Director of the Oil Company, Sir Arnold Talbot Wilson and the defacto
Ilkhani of Qashqa’i, Isma’il Khan Sowlat al- Dowleh Sardar Ashayer. On 20 May after
lengthy discussions, two Agreements were concluded.

4.13.

Ilkhani of Qashqa’i and the new Agreement

Sowlat al-Dowleh agreed to protect the employees of the Oil Company in
Qashqa’i winter quarters and not only in Kashluli lands. He receives L.1000 a year.
When the oil is founded he will get L.2000 a year and 3 percent shares of Oil Company
should the A.P.O.C. form to exploit oil in Qashqa’i territory.
The Agreement of Kashkuli was altered and they lost 3 percent share and L.2000
a year after oil is founded (135). On 24 May Chick wrote: one of the Kashkuli Khan
(Hadi Khan) was present and signed the altered agreement, but the rest of then joined
Ali Khan were demanding their emancipation from the Governor-General. He added
Sowlat al- Dowleh did not allow his brothers share or to admit the Ilbegi, if they come
to power they would rejected the terms, practically these can be no finality to the
agreements with such a tribal organisation as the Qashqa’i unless and until the
Ilkhaniship abolished.
If the brothers of Sowlat al-Dowleh have been in power, the monetary
arrangements would not have been heavy as now and the Kashkuli agreement would
have been remained unchanged. “The agreement is merely a form of blackmail” in Sir
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Wilson word. The Director Resident of the Company regarded Sowlat al-Dowleh quite
unreliable in his performance and he would like to see a change of Ilkhani an event that
in the natural course of things must occur within three years if not sooner.
After the conclusion of Agreement wrote Wilson Sardar Ashayer as a man of
considerable ability and force of character with a good head for business negotiation, he
would remain for long time in power and even Nasser Khan to be ousted from
ilkhaniship, Sowlat al-Dowleh would continue to exercise Great Power unless the
Persian Government supported a rival and it is not a matter of regret that the company
made this agreement (136).
From Trevor viewpoint Wilson can arrange the matter with Reza Khan who is all
powerful now and will continue to be so in the next Government“. He was more
inclined to agree with Wilson than Chick and wrote: Qavam al-Molk and Ali Khan and
the others who are intriguing against Sowlat al-Dowleh will find him very tough nuts to
crack. (137).
Loraine had pragmatically and favourable opinion of the agreement. He wrote the
authorised agreement put an end to antagonism (of Persian Government and the Ilkhani
of Qashqa’i) to the company and the desires of Sowlat al-Dowleh to gain a share of the
company and to tighten his authority over Kashkuli tribe was met. The company solved
an awkward situation at comparatively slight expense. Loraine added Wilson was
satisfactory with the agreement and if it be ratified, he intend to urge on his company
the advisability of remodeling other local Agreements in order to harmonise their
character with of the present agreement (138).
Loraine met Wilson, who had gone to Tehran after the Agreement and discussed
the matters with him. Loraine considered the meeting with Sowlat al-Dowleh” was both
useful and opportune he wrote: I am compelled, to my regret, to record my
disagreement with Mr. Chick‘s general conclusion. He continued to say I fear that Mr.
Chick has been somewhat led astray by his desire, however natural and justifiable on
local grounds to see the power and influence of Sowlat al-Dowleh definitely smashed
(139).
In fact, some time ago, as Chick insisted on the need for a change of Ilkhani of
Qashqa’i, Loraine appeared to think that Chick had adopted a partisan attitude in favour
of Qavam al-Molk or associated him with local political feeling on the matter (140),
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however Chick argued that the reason for his suggestion was only the British
commercial interests.
Three days after his report on Qashqa’i agreement Loraine sent a dispatch on the
question of Sowlat al-Dowel’s personality position as practical head of the tribe. He
wrote on friendly relations of Chick with Qavam al-Molk, the rival of Sowlat alDowleh: I am well aware of that chieftain’s (Qavam al-Molk) good qualities and his
uniformly friendly disposition towards our selves (British). He is, however, an intriguer,
as all Persians are practically compelled by existing circumstances to be, albeit a far
more respectable intriguer than Sowlat al-Dowleh.
My injunction was intended to warn Mr. Chick not necessarily to fall in with
Qavam al-Molk’s point of view, whatever his friendliness to us (British), and especially
to avoid being involved in the perpetual strife and intrigue between the two powerful
factions represented by Qavam al-Molk and Sowlat al Dowleh respectively which is the
course of Fars politics (141). Though it appears that the conclusion of Qashqa’i
agreement put an end to certain difficulties in Fars, but, in reality, the question of power
politic remained as ambiguous, as past years in Fars.

4.14.

A New Attempt against Sowlat

On June the first, ten days after the conclusion of Qashqa’i Agreement, Sowlat alDowleh left his camp at Qal’eh Piri, about 20 km from Shiraz, to go to the Garden of
imam Jomeh to discuss the matters with the Governor-General of Fars over telephone.
Ali Khan, the brother of Ilkhani, attacked the camp of his brother with about 200 men.
Before reaching to the garden. Sowlat al-Dowleh received this news, consequently he
returned to his camp. Fighting continued between the two sides for two days. Four men
from Sowlat were killed and two of Ali Khan’s were wounded and some horses of
Sowlat al-Dowleh carried off. Sowlat al-Dowleh left for Beyza, a small town, to join the
tribe and Ali Khan camped near the Koran Gate of Shiraz with his 180 men of the
Kashkuli, Dareshuri and Sheshbuluki.
The Governor-General of Fars brought the fighting to an end and suggested the
two sides as well as Qavam al-Molk to the negotiations (142). Again on June the 10th
Ali Khan with certain Kashkuli and Dareshuri Khans left his camp near Shiraz. Rumour
191

unconfirmed of fighting between Nasser Khan and the former near the border of Boir
Ahmadi. Sowlat al-Dowleh left Beyza to help his son (143). Trevor considered that the
attack was synchronised with the time of Sowlat al- Dowleh trip and in view of the
governor-general’s hostility to Sowlat al-Dowleh, and his recent efforts to oust him, it
almost seems as “this was a treacherous attempt to secure the downfall of Sowlat alDowleh and succession of Ali Khan to Ilkhaniship (144). However there is no proof of
this so far it will not be surprise if Sowlat al-Dowleh takes measure of reprisals against
Kashkuli and Dare Shuri” (145).
The rivalry and feud between the tribal chiefs and the participation of the
governor-general as well as British consul on these years were some of the factors of
disturbance in Fars and put Sowlat al-Dowleh in a difficult position. All the efforts of
Qavam al-Molk, the brothers of Sowlat al-Dowleh and the Kashkuli Khans as well as
Governor-General and local British authorities to change the Ilkhani from Sowlat alDowleh to someone else was without result and at the end of summer of 1922 for
several times Sowlat al-Dowleh survived from the complots of his rivals and opponents.
Though, Loraine appraised positively the Qashqa’i agreement and did not consent
the (for other reason) the collaboration of Chick with Qavam al-Molk against Sowlat alDowleh, but he was waiting to see the destruction of Sowlat al-Dowel’s power by the
army and the Minister of War (as far as his correspondences to Foreign Office indicate)
and the split of the Qashqa’i without directly involvement of British.
The Minister of War, who intended to expand his power throughout the country
and to break the other centers of power particularly the nomad tribe chieftains took the
opportunity of British communication on Qashqa’i and Sowlat al-Dowleh with him to
develop more and more his relation with the British Legation. He sent a message to the
British Minister, after discussing with the Oriental Secretary, we should await for a
more auspicious occasion to destroy the power of Sowlat al-Dowleh. With such views
and reactions of the Minister for War and the British Minister certainly the future of
Qashqa’i agreement was in doubt.
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4.15.

(1)

Summary

The South Persia Rifles was organised under the British Command in Persia in
1916-1917. The Persian Cabinets did not recognise it as a Persian force and did
not prepare to take the financial responsibility. Finally Foreign Office decided to
disband the force in three stages during the summer and autumn 1921.

(2)

The chief of Khamseh confederation requested to hold one third of the force. He
intended to retain his predominant position in Fars. This suggestion, however, was
rejected and criticised by the Persian Cabinet and Minister of War, Persian
Parliament and his rivals in Fars.

(3)

Before the dissolution of the third part of the S.P.R., the rivals of the Ilkhani of
Qashqa’i in and outside the tribe intended to kill him in a complot. With the
support of the Persian Government, Sowlat al-Dowleh succeeded to neutralise the
plan.

(4)

The Directors of A.P.O.C. expanded the activities of the Company in the other
provinces.

(5)

The Resident Director of the Company concluded an Agreement with the Khans
of Hayat Davudi near Bushehr. He also concluded an Agreement with the Khans
of Kashkuli tribe, a branch of Qashqa’i, similar to Bakhtiyari on purchasing land
and formation a Watch Guard to protect the boring of oil. This Agreement was
without the knowledge of Ilkhani of Qashqa’i.

(6)

The Ilkhani of Qashqa’i protested to the Kashkuli Agreement and Persian
Government did not recognise both of them.

(7)

It was known that the Oil Company prepare to organise another Protection Guard
of 300 men of Kashkulis and purchased 300 rifles from the S.P.R. The British
Residency in Bushehr also recruited 300 men of disbanded S.P.R.

(8)

It appears that the Oil Company and the British Residency were not sure of the
security in the south in the absence of the S.P.R. and at same time they intended to
secure the British position in Fars.

(9)

Immediately, after the dissolution of the S.P.R. an officer of the Ministry of War
took the command of 400 Persian forces in Fars. He was ordered to increase the
force to 1200 men and it was intended to station 10.000 of the Persian army in the
South and take the responsibility for the security.
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V: Khuzestan

5.1.

British in Khuzestan During the War

With the occupation of Khuzestan by the British forces in 1915, Khaz’al reestablished his position in southern Khuzestan. From British view point, during the
years 1916-1920 the state of affairs in southern Khuzestan was satisfactory. The
difficulties between Khaz’al and Bakhtiyari Khans settled and a friendly relation
maintained between the two sides.
British troops stationed in Mahammareh, Ahvaz and Shush. British consulates
were involved in local affairs. Since 1915 a Vice-Consul was conferred on the Assistant
surgeon resided in Mohammareh and vice-consul in Ahvaz his main function related to
the Bakhtiyari Khans (1).

5.1.1.

Administration of North Khuzestan

At the beginning of the war, the Bakhtiyari maintained Deputy of Governors in
Shushtar and Dezful and a force of Bakhtiyari horsemen maintained the order. The town
people and peasants were depended to the good will of the Khans. With the arrival of
British forces in 1916 the Bakhtiyari Cavalries left the two towns. When the
Mesopotamian expeditionary force landed at Basreh and British troops occupied
Mohammareh and Ahvaz, sometime later in 1916 the civil commissioner at Basreh
deputed officially a political officer to Dezful and afterward to Shushtar and a
detachment of Indian Cavalry located at Shush 32 km south of Dezful and between the
two towns (2).
The two Political Officers in Shushtar and Dezful had also a small force in the
town. British opened a Justice Department. The complaints should go first to the British
Vice-Consulate, and then he would send the pleading for justice to the department of
justice. In real terms the affairs of the province were run by the British trustees. They
appointed the personalities who supported British policy or were the adherents to
Khaz’al. Though, the Persian administration remained without change and a Governor194

General was appointed by the Central Government, he had no real power in the northern
Khuzestan (3).
The British Political Officers in Shushtar and Dezful “became De facto Governors
of the province” (4). Since April 1915 when consul Trevor gave over Charge of the
Mohammareh Consulate, British officers in Khuzestan “supervised from Mesopotamia"
and during the years 1917-1920 Wilson „while in Baghdad made a practice of dealing
with all Khuzestan affairs as well as those of Bakhtiyari, through or in consultation with
Captain Peel, British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz with the results that have been most
satisfactory” (5).
British trade increased, the refinery at Abadan doubled in size and the output
trebled. The powerful pumping stations were erected at various points along the pipeline
and were completed with comfortable quarters for the resident engineers and their staff
during and after the war British founded a number of building and institutes in Ahvaz.
In 1923-24 there were about two thousand houses and about 100 British resided in this
town. As a result of rapid development of Ahvaz, Sheikh Khaz’al spent during the years
1917-1920 „almost as much time at Ahvaz as at Mohammareh” (6).

5.1.2.

Southern Khuzestan During the War

In the years 1897-1914 when the Persian Government was in internal crisis and
weak, Sheikh Khaz’al expanded gradually his power in southern and centre of
Khuzestan. He worked loyally with the British Government and the A.P.O.C., for the
current of oil, trade and the tranquillity in Khuzestan as well as the expansion of British
influence in southern Persia. For the reasons Khaz’al received the assurance letters from
British Government.
During the Great War, Khaz’al did his best to facilitate the situation for British in
Khuzestan and Basreh Valayat in Mesopotamia where he had properties gardens and
influence (7). British were confident that in the turbulence years of Post-War, he would
participate in any British supported alliance.
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5.2.

Khuzestan After the War

After the war the British Political Residents and the other high military and
political British official in Bushehr, Baghdad and in the Persian Gulf visited Khaz’al
regularly and consulted on regional politics. The new British Minister in Tehran,
Herman Norman, was passing via the Persian Gulf, Mesopotamia and Kermanshah to
Tehran. He stayed in Basreh and visited unofficially Sheikh Khaz’al in the second half
of May 1920 (8).
His successor, Sir Percy Loraine also on his way to Basreh, Baghdad and Tehran,
met the Sheikh Khaz’al twice in Mohammareh and then in Basreh in December 1921
(9). The Persian Government was also aware of this cordial relation, but, they remained
silence on this matter, as long as the Central Government was not strong. Ahmad Shah
even bestowed him with new decoration and title on his return from Europe in May
1920 (10).
Sheikh Khaz’al expected a reward from the British Government for four years of
loyal co-operation. During the War, he accepted nothing from British, but relied on
British to do what was right when the world should again be at peace (11).

5.3.

Khaz’al Expectation

Apparently, for the first time Sheikh Khaz’al disclosed his desire in 1914 that he
would like to be recognised as the Amir of Khuzestan. Despite the fact that the British
Government expanded the assurance letter of 1914 to his heir, and in spite of British
respect and appreciation of Khaz’al cordial relation, but the efforts and desire of Sheikh
Khaz’al to become the Amir of Khuzestan did not gain the support of British
authorities.
It appears that the formation of an independent Emirate in southern Khuzestan
was not in harmony with the British regional policy against Russia and at same time this
policy did not ease the flow of oil and it was even more probable that it would cause
many unpredicted problems in the region. He desired, therefore, to be appointed as
Amir of Iraq or at least Basreh Velayat. British authorities in the Persian Gulf as well as
in Foreign Office rejected the idea and did not take it seriously.
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Sir Arnold Wilson who was in favour substantial rewards for Sheikh Khaz’al, but
at the same time was pressing for a united Iraq, he argued that Khaz’al is too old and
Shi’ah, and Foreign Office added his status “as Persian subject disqualified him for
Emirate of Iraq.” Though, Sir Arnold Wilson explained British consideration on this
matter to Khaz’al in December 1918. He added that the British Government would not
risk everything in Persia by a move to tie Khuzestan and Mesopotamia together through
Sheikh Khaz’al but he did not lose his hope. (12)

5.3.1.

Norman in the Yacht

When in 24 May 1920, Herman Norman, arrived in Basreh, an instruction from
Curzon was waiting of him which gave him permission to pay an unofficial visit to
Sheikh Khaz’al. The day after, Khaz’al came up as far as Basreh in his yacht, lately
given to him by the British authorities as the British Government present with a river
steamer for his services during the War. Herman Norman and Major Gilan, the Military
governor of Basreh was received by Khaz’al and the following persons, who were
waiting of the British Minister.
Prince A.H.Farmanfarma, Governor-General of Fars and his Deputy Ibrahim
Khan Qavam al Molk who had accompanied Ahmad Shah from Bushehr on the
occasion of his return from Europe and passage through Basreh and Mohammareh.
Farmanfarma postponed his return to Shiraz in order to make acquaintance with the new
British Minister in Tehran. Then, Norman met the governor-general of Khuzestan,
Mo’ayed al Dowleh, and the Kargozar (the representative of Foreign Ministry) of
Khuzestan.
The eldest son of Khaz’al, Jaseb and the trusted counsellor of Khaz’al, „a man of
business“, Haj Rais al-Tojjar. Addition to Farmanfarma, Khaz’al himself had a private
talk with British Minister who congratulated Khaz’al on the decoration and high title of
Sardar Aqdas conferred on him by Ahmad Shah and on the gift of yacht by the British
Government (13).
Norman added he was especially glad to him to meet Khaz’al, because his name
and his reputation for attachment to Great Britain had been known to him for many
years and he was authorised once more ”to express the satisfaction of His Majesty’s
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Government at his continued loyal co-operation“ (14). Khaz’al reminded Norman in
this occasion of the services which he had rendered to British Government during the
war.
Norman added Sheikh Khaz’al was beginning to look for his reward. Norman
replied the matter was not one which he was yet in a position to discuss, but Sir Percy
Cox would mention to him in Tehran and he would find any case the references to it in
the archives of British Legation. As Norman explained Khaz’al’s observation, Cox was
able to suggest that it might have reference to his” desire to become King of
Mesopotamia under a British mandate”.
Apparently Farmanfarma was familiar with the Khaz’al’s desire as well. At the
same time he knew that although British Government have not decided or announced
their appointee, but it did not appear that Khaz’al was their choice. In his return to Fars,
in respond to a letter from Khaz’al. He wrote: it will not harm to the British policy if
they would appoint Khaz’al, a notable and distinction person of Arab, as the Amir of
Iraq and Basreh. He added he intends to ask frankly if he meets Cox. He also would
write to his son, Firuz Mirza Nosrat al Dowleh, the Persian Foreign Minister, to talk to
Cox in this matter if he found a suitable occasion (15).
In fact at the end of the Great War and the defeat of Ottomans, a new political
condition was shaped in west Asian region, from Mediterranean to the western border of
Persia. British and French troops stationed in the former Ottoman Empire,
Mesopotamia, Palestina and Syrian, but the situation was unstable. The Entente Powers
agreements during the War on the one hand and the desire of the Arabs, Turks and
Kurds in the former Ottomans Empire on the other hand.
The difference of British authorities on the future of the regions as well as
Mesopotamia as a unified Kingdom or a divided Mesopotamia into two Arab and
Kurdish countries. The future of the Turkey and Bolshevik Russia were among the
important post-war issues. On question of the future of Mesopotamia was definitely
decided in the Cairo Conference of Colonial Office in 1921.
5.3.2.

Khaz´al and Arms Deal

Sheikh Khaz’al sent arms and ammunitions to Ibn-Sa’ud during the War at the
request of British and his subject lost many arms, he intended to strengthen his position
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against his opponents in the province and the Central Government. He requested the
British authorities for arms and ammunitions, four mountain guns and a modern river
steamer. Sir Arnold Wilson and Sir Percy Cox were of opinion that with the cheapest
price Khaz’al defends the British interests in southern Persia. British authorities in
London and India postponed the deliver of arms in one way or another as long as the
ratification of the Anglo-Persian Agreement of 1919 was hoped. Khaz’al received only
a “paddle-wheel steamer in 22 January 1920.
The question of arms responded when British troops had to withdraw from the
Persian soil (summer 1921) to get the withdrawal of Russian Bolshevik force. In the
aftermath of revolt in Iraq, to assume responsibility for defense of the oil installation,
the gift of arms to Sheikh Khaz’al assumed a new importance.
In July 1921, four artillery pieces were delivered with ammunitions, but only in
December 1921, Colonel Trevor, the Political Resident in Bushehr, tooked 5,000 rifles
and ammunitions upon himself to order their delivery to Khuzestan province (16). The
British Government’s authorities succeeded to strengthen the position of a Southern
tribe chief in his future struggle.

5.3.3.

Mediation in Khaz’al’s Taxation

British Government did not fulfil the Khaz’al’s wish of Iraq kingdom but, they
prepared to mediate between the sheikh and the Persian Government on taxation,
custom tariff and the other issues. One of the questions in which it raised by the Central
Government after the war was the question of the tribal chieftains’ taxation. This subject
related to Sheikh Khaz’al as well.
During the Great War and afterwards until 1920, Khaz’al like most tribal chiefs in
Persia paid no revenue tax to the Central Government. After the war, the foremost aim
of the cabinet of Vothuq al-Dowleh was to restore order and then to collect arrears
(revenue) taxes of tribal chiefs. The Persian Government asked Sheikh Khaz’al to pay
his arrears and annual taxes and Khaz’al” presented a claim for some 700.000T on
account of expenditure “as Sarhaddar or margrave in defending the Persian soil against
the enemies.
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Khaz’al declared that he is ready to pay his revenue whenever the Government
should arrange a satisfactory settlement of this claim. British Minister in Tehran, Sir
Percy Cox, negotiated with the Premier Vothuq al- Dowleh on behalf of Khaz’al in
1919-1920. It was eventually decided that all arrears of taxes of Khaz’al up to Nowruz,
21 March 1920” should be set against his claims and that these after for 6 years he
should pay only half his yearly revenue”.
Cox informed Khaz’al in a telegram, without waiting the ratification of the cabinet
and Vothuq al-Dowleh informed the Finance Minister in a letter dated 12 April 1920 the
purport of this decision (17). No official confirmation, however, of this arrangement
reached Khaz’al. The cabinet of Vothuq al-Dowleh did not ratify the arrangement
during his tenure of office and „was denounced by his successor, Moshir al Dowleh
(18). Vothuq al-Dowleh agreed with the Cox’s proposal to reduce the Khaz’al taxes to
such a great amount that no other Prime Ministers prepared to ratify it.
It appears two reasons caused Vothuq al-Dowleh to accept this settlement. First of
all, he came and remained in power, in spite of oppositions, only with the strong
political, military and financial support of British Government and the Legation. Vothuq
al-Dowleh, therefore, was not in a position to reject the British Minister’s demand.
Secondly, it had been foreseen that with the Anglo-Persian Agreement 1919, British
Government would lend a loan of L2.000.000 to the Persian Government.
Vothuq al- Dowleh, therefore, came to terms in such critical situation and made a
friend in this corner of the country. From British point of view, in spite of the fact that
the British Government returned to the old policy of maintaining the integrity of Persia
against Soviet Russia, this time through the protectorate style the Agreement 1919. This
policy did not mean necessarily that the British Government intended to refrain from his
relation with the southern tribal chiefs.
The mediation between the Government and the friendly tribal chiefs on tax
reduction showed the influence of British to both sides and the Persian Government had
to find another source for financial deficits. For more than a year, the question of
Khaz’al’s arrears revenue remained in abeyance. No cabinet prepared to relinquish such
a great amount of tax. In fact, the question of formation of a modern army by the
Minister of War, Reza Khan, since the coup d’état 21 February 1921, absorbed a lion
share of the Persian Government’s incomes. The cabinet of Qavam al-Saltaneh and his
successors had reliance mainly on internal revenue.
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At the beginning of July 1921, Consul Peel, who promoted from vice-consul to
consul in Ahvaz, went to Tehran with several purposes ahead. In addition to the
question of a Bakhtiyari police force in which he discussed with Norman, he also
negotiated with the Persian authorities in Tehran, with the permission of the British
Minister on financial question as well as the governor-general in the north Khuzestan.
Peel had several negotiations with the Prime Minister, Qavam al Saltaneh (3 June
1921-22 January 1922) on recognition of the arrangement made between Cox and
Vothuq al-Dowleh regarding the Khaz’al revenue. The Prime Minister pointed out that
the original arrangement had never been officially recognised by the cabinet and would
never be accepted by the Persian Parliament. He stated the new Governor-General of
Khuzestan, Zahir al-Molk, would give entire satisfaction to the Khaz’al revenue.
Qavam al-Saltaneh also stated that” he could get his cabinet to agree to an
arrangement whereby all revenue unpaid by the sheikh up to Nowruz 1920 should be
wiped off on condition that the sheikh there after paid full revenue“. Peel agreed to this
and telegraphed to Khaz’al accordingly, but Khaz’al insisted that the original agreement
should be adhered.
The revise orders were issued by Qavam al-Saltaneh, and Khaz’al was trying to
reimburse himself by obtaining sanction to a revised budget for himself which it would
make the Persian Government responsible for much of the expenditure on law and order
services in southern Khuzestan hitherto borne by Khaz’al (19). These negotiations had
impressed on Khaz’al necessity of paying half his revenue with retrospective effect
from Nowruz (21March) 1920 and the treasury of the revenue department was less
empty than it had been for many years Khaz’al did not agree with Peel-Qavam alSaltaneh mutual agreement (20).
In spite of the fact that the British Government returned to the old policy of
keeping the integrity of Persia against Russia, through the Anglo-Persian Agreement
1919 and then the military coup 1921, but it did not mean necessarily to abandon the
friendly relation with southern tribal chieftains. British Government indicated their
friendship towards the chieftains by mediating between the Central Government and the
chieftains on taxation issue or a resumption of tax payment of the chieftains.
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5.4.

Consolidation of North Khuzestan

Though, the northern Khuzestan was under the influence of several small and
great tribes of Posht-kuh and Lorestan and the north-east region and the towns of
Dezful, Shushtar and Ramhormoz were under the Bakhtiyari influence, but what
distinguished the north part from the south was the political structure of the province.
Shushtar was the capital of Khuzestan and the seat of Governor-General. Practically, the
Governor-General was able to supervise and implement his authorities on tribal areas
and to collect the annual taxations.
In the crisis years 1896-1921, and in the absence a strong military force, he was
not in a position to perform his function. Termination of the war gradually prepared a
condition that the Central Government to consolidate the governmental departments and
re-establishing the authorities in this corner of the country. For the reason and the
important role of northern Khuzestan in unification of the province in following years, a
short review of the Post-War political process is suitable.
British policy in the northern Khuzestan after the war was the continuation on the
line initiated in 1916-1918. The Governor-General and his staff, horsemen, police
received their salary from revenue department of Khuzestan in Dezful. This
arrangement was made by Sir Percy Cox with the Persian Government for a sum of
3.100 T. monthly from the Mohammareh customs. The assistant political officer at
Shushtar was withdrawn in May 1919 and his duties since then performed by the
Assistant Political Officer in Dezful. The cavalry detachment at Shush was withdrawn
in May 1920 (21). The reduction of the expense and then the question of whole
expenses of British in Khuzestan set forth by the Government of India.
The relation between British Vice-Consul and the head of the Persian
Administration was not always cordial. Some of them resisted to the British
interference, the other compromised for the time. It appears that the judgement of
British authorities, on these personalities was rather from British interest point of view.
At the beginning of the year 1920, there was the dissension between the new GovernorGeneral of Khuzestan, Mo’ayed al-Dowleh and the head of finance department, a man
who was considered by the British Assistant Political Officer in Dezful and Shushtar,
Major W. Meade as “a man of the strictest integrity and a really conscientious worker”
(22).
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The reason for this tension is not known, but it was difficult for Meade to forgive
“the Governor-General who “succeeded in jockeying the head of Revenue department a
most capable and efficient “and one whom it will be almost impossible to replace. At
the same time, Mo’ayed al Dowleh was seriously ill in Shushtar and he was attended by
civil surgeon, Khuzestan and was under his care in Ahvaz. Meade reported, however,
the illness of Governor-General’ combine with his experiences at Shushtar “induced
him to adapt an altered tone towards the British Government - at least outwardly” (23).
After the recovery, governor-general of Khuzestan went to Mohammareh to see
the Shah (24). He and the Kargozar of the province also accompanied Khaz’al who
went to Basreh by his yacht to receive the new British Minister in Tehran, Herman
Norman and attended the banquet of Khaz’al on arrival of Norman (25). The GovernorGeneral of Khuzestan, Prince Mo’ayed al-Dowleh and Kargozar of Khuzestan, both
protested their devotion to Great Britain (26). Then Mo’ayed al-Dowleh returned to
Shushtar from Ahvaz, wrote Meade, he was “in a very perturbed state of mind”.
The Governor-General “heard that the pro-British cabinet of Vothuq al Dowleh
was dissolved and an anti-British one convened in its place. He bitterly be wails the
letters he sent to Tehran”, Wrote Meade: “eulogising our (British) regime here and he
resumed his former attitude of objecting to our (British) influence in Shushtar and
Dezful” (27).
In fact, after the war, as long as Vothuq al-Dowleh was in power (August 1918June 1920), the cabinet did not raise any objection to the presence of British troops in
Persia. It was not unnatural that the Governor-General of Khuzestan and the Kargozar
of the province did not oppose to the British occupation and their interference in local
affairs. The occupation of Gilan by the Russian Bolshevik in 18 May 1920, however,
changed the situation. The Bolshevik Government did not agree to withdraw from the
Persian territory so long as British forces maintain on the Persian soil.
Vothuq al-Dowleh, who failed in his attempt to persuade the return of Bolshevik
and even a coalition Government was formed by the nationalists and leftist in Gilan, had
to resign. The fall of Vothuq al-Dowleh and formation a liberal nationalist cabinet by
Moshir al-Dowleh put the whole Anglo-Persian relation in question and the AngloPersian Agreement of 1919 remained in abeyance. The evacuation of foreign troops
from the Persian soil discussed more seriously.
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Meanwhile Prince Mo’ayed-al Dowleh, the Governor-General of Khuzestan who
was long ill, died at his post in 3 September 1920. The previous occupant of the post,
Vaqar al- Saltaneh, who was appointed in November 1917 and arrived in his post at
Shushtar at the end of January 1918 to succession to Eyn al-Molk (28), now
reappointed. Vaqar al-Saltaneh left Tehran for Shushtar via Isfahan on 21 September
1920. From British view point, he was “on the best of terms with the Legation and
with” Khaz’al (29).

5.5.

Wilson and the Future of Khuzestan

As the question of Khuzestan’s future and the position of British came into
discussion in 1920-1921. Wilson, officiate the Political Resident in the Persian Gulf,
who supervised the British officers in Khuzestan, wrote a memorandum on the political
situation of Khuzestan since July 1917. In another report he explained the necessary
forces for protection of oilfields and the defence of the A.P.O.C.’s installations.
He endeavoured to indicate that the presence of British troops and British Political
Officers were beneficial to the Persians in these years and caused the cordial relation
between the two sides. He wrote: “friendly relations with the leading landowners and
priests have been maintained and improved” and “the important section of the tribal
town and village community desire a maintenance of the present“,”where by a British
consul officer is enable to exert such influence over the local government as will force it
to maintain order and give effect to its elementary duties” (30).
Wilson continued to say in other paragraph „the progress on present lines can only
be secured by continuance of the present regime under which it is understood by the
public at large that we are determined not to allow this fertile district to lapse into the
former anarchy”. He proposed :
“(a)

Abadan would probably require a regiment, and the accommodation for the
troops to build by Anglo Persian Oil Company at suitable places in each
pumping station.

(b)

A Brigade of Infantry and Cavalry Regiment may be regarded, with a Battery
of Mountain Artillery.

(c)

A permanent garrison of one Battalion of Indian Infantry to be maintained in
the future in Ahvaz. He added, Sheikh Khaz’al would welcome the

204

maintenance of a permanent garrison at Ahvaz in order to help him. The
Persian Government did not raise objection to the presence of British troops in
Khuzestan for some years past, and he believed that they would do so in the
above connection” (31).

On political level, Wilson wrote: the gradual importance of Ahvaz as a port and its
geographical position in relation to Posht-Kuh, Lorestan and Bakhtiyari to Khuzestan
and the extension of the Oil Company activities in Posht-Kuh and the implication of
Basreh port question. In relation to Mohammareh, Wilson proposed to the Government
of India that the vice-consulate Ahvaz promotes Consulate, with a Consul and Viceconsul to deal with Sheikh Khaz’al and Bakhtiyari through Ahvaz Consul.
He added all facilities for the ship should be made in Karun river as well as
custom building and construction of a rail way terminus intentionally should be from
Ahvaz as a major port and it should be avoided the necessity of constructing a port at
Mohammareh “only 32 km away from Basreh” (32).
Only a short time later, on 27 November 1920, Norman sent a lengthy
telegram to the southern consulates through the Political Resident in Bushehr. He
instructed them that they should remain aloof from the Persian affairs in the
circumstances that the question of Anglo-Persian Agreement’s relation was ahead (33).
Even a year later Peel wrote: “Our (British) interference with the administration was the
cause of numerous complaints made to H. B’s Minister in Tehran” (34).

5.5.1.

Evacuation from Khuzestan

Colonel Trevor asked the Government of India for early decision on Wilson
proposal of protecting oilfields in Khuzestan through military and political presence.
The viceroy of India deprecated Wilson’s proposal for location of permanent garrison in
Khuzestan as unnecessary, politically unsound and contrary to His Majesty’s
Government’s policy of evacuating troops from Persia. “We (viceroy) consider that in
normal times protection of oilfields should be secured through the sheikh of
Mohammareh, whom we (British) supplied with arms and the Bakhtiyaris who seem to
be fully alive to both their responsibilities and interests in the matter”.
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Viceroy suggested that Trevor to be instructed to work out a suitable scheme
in consultation with Anglo-Persian Oil Company. Of course it was natural that “in times
of crisis, military assistance should be furnished from Mesopotamia” (35). At the same
time, credits were made by the Mesopotamian Administration for the maintenance of
law and order service, but from the beginning the financial year 1921-22 (until March
21) these credits caused entirely (36).
As the Government of India caused the payment in 1921, the chiefs of the
mentioned tribes besieged each month of the first half of the year 1921, the British viceconsulate in Dezful for their subsidies. In the years 1916-1920, the cost of Sagvand
Levy in the north Khuzestan was monthly 1000T, the subsides also paid to the chiefs of
the Sagvand, Amaleh Lor and certain Arab tribes altogether 1170T a month.
The Persian Government made formal sanction, the budget of 1000T for the
Sagvand Levy, “but the monthly Charge for the subsidies had never admitted” (37).
This was one of the topic of that consul Peel discussed negotiated in Tehran in July
1921 with Qavam al-Saltaneh, the Prime Minister, in order to persuade the cabinet to
recognise the arrangement made by British with the chiefs of the tribes in the north
Khuzestan and the appointment of a capable Governor-General.
In fact, after the Great War, the Persian Governments determined to extend the
authority of the Central Government even in remote areas. After the coup d’état this
process accelerated and the Persian Government paid more attention to the provinces in
gradual withdrawal of foreign troops and the establishment of law and order. The Prime
Minister, Qavam al-Saltaneh, appointed a “capable Governor-General, Zahir al-Molk
and a deputy governor in Dezful, Mirza Abd_allah Khan, „ a man of quite exceptional
ability and integrity” wrote Peel.
On his arrival, the Governor-General endeavoured to set the administration on
its feet. In spite of financial difficulty, the Central Government accepted in full, as well
as the budget of Khuzestan, by the efforts of the Governor-General, in order to give no
pretext to the local British authorities to interfere in the local affairs. The British Consul
in Ahvaz instructed the vice-consul in Dezful to hand over the Sagvand Levy to the new
Deputy Governor as well as the affairs of the tribal chiefs in the vicinity of Dezful as
well as monthly subsidies to the Sagvand, Lor and Arab chiefs (38).
British troops left Khuzestan in the same year, 1921 (39). In Wilson’s
proposal, this was an explanation on the process of Ahvaz development and importance
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of this city in future. This view point paid the attention of British Minister in Tehran.
Norman urged Foreign Office that the necessary facilities to be provided at Ahvaz as
early as possible so as to allow the British consular representation over the whole of
Khuzestan as well as Bakhtiyari and Lorestan being unified under the consul in Ahvaz
(40). India Office approved in principle for reorganisation and accepted Norman’s
contention that consul in Ahvaz should be for Bakhtiyari affairs, under direct of Tehran
(41). Curzon concurred with the Montagu’s proposal to approve the action (42).
The policy of unification the southern Khuzestan under Khaz’al was welcome
by the British local authorities and it was in harmony with the British interests who
wished the tranquillity of the region to secure the trade and industrial activities of
British enterprise as well as British political influence.
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5. 6.

(1)

Summary

After the occupation of Khuzestan 1915, two British Political Officers and a small
force was sent to Shushtar and Dezful. Though, the administration of Khuzestan
remained unchanged during War, but a Governor-General lost part of his power.

(2)

The city of Ahvaz developed and the size of population increased during the War.
British trade increased and the refinery at Abadan doubled in size and the output
trebled.

(3)

Sheikh Khaz’al did his best to facilitate the situation for the British in southern
Khuzestan and Basreh Valayat. Appeared that he enjoys of a very strong position,
but in real terms he was rather too venerable and was too much depended on
British support.

(4)

British policy in the northern Khuzestan after the war was the continuation on the
line initiated in 1916-1918. The British Political Officers in Shushtar and then in
Dezful and the cavalry detachment was withdrawn in 1919-1920. The relation
between the heads of Persian administration and British political officers was not
always cordial. They resisted some time or compromised to the British
interference. It was depended to the political atmosphere.

(5)

After the War, with the presence of British forces in Khuzestan and southern
Persia made Sheikh Khaz’al more comfortable in his position. It appeared that he
enjoys of a very strong position, but in real terms he was rather too venerable and
was too much depended on British support.

(6)

So long as the Persian Government was weak and the Persian troops did not return
to Khuzestan, Khaz’al did not care to pay his arrears and annual taxes.

(7)

Sheikh Khaz’al, who co-operated with the British forces in Khuzestan and Iraq
during the War 1914-1918, now expected to be appointed as Amir of Iraq. The
desire of Sheikh Khaz’al was rejected by the British Government due to his age,
his Shi’ah’ religion and his status as Persian subject.

(8)

Sheikh Khaz’al received Yacht, arms, ammunitions and artillery pieces especially
after the withdrawal of British troops and the dissolution of the S.P.R. in 1921.

(9)

India Office rejected the proposal of the Persian Gulf Officers, who were in 1921
in favour of continuation presence of British forces in Khuzestan.

(10) British troops left Khuzestan in 1921. British Vice-Consulate prompted to
consulate due to important of the city.
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(11) Persian Government appointed a capable Governor-General for Khuzestan and a
Deputy Governor for Dezful. On his arrival, the Governor-General endeavoured
to set the administration on its feet.
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VI: Bakhtiyari in 1919-1920

6.1. Sardar Zafar the Ilkhani in 1917-1919

When the Armistice announced in November 1918, Sardar Zafar was nearly one
and half year Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari. Apparently British authorities trusted him as a man,
who was able to secure tranquillity in the oil fields in such unstable international
situation after the Russian revolutions. He suppressed the political oppositions as well
as brigand groups in Bakhtiyari commercial route in that corner of Persia. British
authorities facilitated the situation for him by putting financial credit and arms at his
disposal. He was successful in his efforts and at the same times he could establish his
position by creating a private army.
In an expedition against Kohgiluye tribes by the Bakhtiyaris in summer 1918, the
Bakhtiyari force was equipped with a mountain battery under the command of a British
officer and at the disposal of Sardar Zafar and Sardar Ashja, the Ilkhani and Ilbegi. The
British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz, Captain Peel, accompanied the force to Kohgiluyeh. It
was aimed to punish the Tayyebi tribe, who plundered many caravans in Bakhtiyari
road. Their strong holds were occupied. Hostages were taken and arrears of revenue
collected. A completely successful expedition and no organised robberies by
Kohgiluyeh tribes occurred between the autumn of 1918 and the autumn 1920 (1).
During the last weeks of expedition coincided with the news of British seize of
Shiraz and Abadeh against the Qashqa’i force and the others under Sowlat al-Dowleh.
Captain Peel requested the help of Sardar Zafar to wire to Amir Mojahed to proceed at
once to Abadeh with 500 cavalry and affection it relief and he did accordingly.
Meanwhile Sardar Zafar offered to place a force of 500 cavalry at the British disposal.
A month later, in autumn 1918, British Government agreed to finance the force to
be stationed in Chahar Mahal and to suppress the activities of the brigands at Isfahan
districts and the unobedient elements in Bakhtiyari land and maintaining the authority of
the Ilkhani and Ilbegi. The subsidy was continued until March 1919, although the
brigands were destroyed finally in August 1919. Vice-Consul Peel was of opinion after
the war that Bakhtiyari cavalries proved very expensive to the British Government, but
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profitable to Sardar Zafar and Ashja. After the armistice signed he considered that
Sardar Zafar was more expensive as Ilkhani „than British Government could afford (2).
After the war the situation was not acute in Bakhtiyari land from British point of
view and the subsidies for the cavalries were cut in the first place. British considered
that Sardar Zafar is an expensive Ilkhani, but still useful. They prepare to find new
source of income for him. As the subsidies were cut, British Consul-General in Isfahan,
Colonel Haig, and British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz, Captain Peel, proceeded to Tehran to
secure the Governorship of province Isfahan for him with Vothuq al-Dowleh. Sardar
Jang, however, became the Governor-General of Isfahan and subsequently Sardar Zafar
was given Yazd province while continuing to hold the Ilkhaniship of Bakhtiyari.
British authorities asked Sardar Zafar to co-operate with Sardar Jang to suppress
the Brigands and promised a high British order if he did so. Sardar Zafar received the
governorship of Yazd and sent his son as his deputy to Yazd. His son was accompanied
by an assistant and the Bakhtiyari cavalries. The two young men and the Bakhtiyari
force caused a great discontent among the public as well as the land owners by
imposing high taxes and took bribe (3).
In spring 1919, Ja’far Qoli Sardar Ass’ad III came to assist Nasser Khan Sardar
Jang, the Governor-General of Isfahan. His aspiration was a good motive to induce the
tribesmen in resisting and defend. Sardar Zafar also co-operated and he received a
K.B.E. for his services. A mix of South Persia Rifles force under the command of
Lieutenant Colonel W. Fraser was ordered to proceeding to Isfahan to assist the
Bakhtiyari Khans in fighting against Reza Jozani and Ja’far Qoli. The expedition was a
brilliant success and the complete breaking up of gang. Both leaders of brigands were
captured and executed. The column returned to Shiraz at the end of August 1919 (4).
The campaign against Reza Jozani and Jafar Qoli was a part of Vothuq al-Dowleh
Cabinet to eradicate the brigands and bandits throughout the country.
In two years in office, Sardar Zafar organised a private army from his relatives
(Bastegan) This force strengthened his position in the Bakhtiyari. It appears that with
rely on his private force and the support of certain Bakhtiyari Khans he intended to
make his position as Ilkhani fix and permanent. The two ruling Bakhtiyari families were
discontent with the agreement 1912. They preferred to return to the agreement 1894 that
they would be in a better financial and political position in the tribe. The War was over
and British could not justify their support of a specific person any more.
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It is interesting to point out that the British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz, Captain Peel,
who was responsible for the affairs of Bakhtiyari and was the staunch supporter of
Sardar Zafar. He changed his view and opposed to the appointment of him as Ilkhani.
He argued that Sardar Zafar was an expensive Ilkhani and he was not as efficient as he
states and he is not as pro-British as he pretend. He is rather an opportunist, who uses
the circumstances for his interests.
The judgments of the other British diplomats, who were in touch with Sardar
Zafar are positive and for his co-operation he was decorated with a British medallion.
Certain British diplomats in those years were engaged too much in local affairs in which
did not related to their responsibilities. They would expect that the local friendly
personalities listen to their advice. At the same time they should causing no financial
expense for them. It appears that although Sardar Zafar was in a good relation with the
British Legation, but his interests like other Bakhtiyari khans played an important role
in his decisions.
Peel did not desire to remember that the service of Sardar Zafar, was beneficial to
the British interests. The time of rising of Qashqa’is, the other tribes as well as city
dwellers and many farmers in Fars against British troops and South Persia Rifles, Sardar
Zafar could retain the Bakhtiyaris pacify.
Sardar Zafar kept the Bakhtiyaris out of the conflict and suppressed the
Kohgiluyeh tribes accordingly at the time of rising in Fars. He did support Vothuq alDowleh Cabinet and co-operated with the Central Government and the British
authorities in Persia to destroy the Brigands around the Isfahan. He did not oppose to
the Agreement of 1919 while he was the Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari.
If he and his two predecessors were virtually dictators in Bakhtiyari, it was the
policy of British who ignored the balance of power inside the Bakhtiyari between the
two ruling families and the desire of the majority. In addition to his ability, his loyalty
to the British interests caused that the Legation considers Sardar Zafar again as a
nominee for Ilkhani in summer 1920.
British Consulates in Bushehr and Ahvaz and the representatives of the A.P.O.C.
empowered the Ilkhani and Ilbegi and ignored the interests of the other Bakhtiyari Khan
in Khans caused a deep discontent among the two ruling families who lost their share of
Bakhtiyari revenues and power. The Khans showed their opposition, but at the time
British authorities ignored this view of Khans in Ilkhaniship 1912, 1915 and 1917.
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As Sardar Zafar was appointed in 1917, British local authorities particularly the
British vice-consul in Ahvaz, Captain Eldery Peel, contributed a great share on the
legend of British deep obligation to Sardar Zafar and his powerful influence in the
Bakhtiyari tribe. The other Senior Khans, however, „not caring to strain further their
relation with British Legation“ any more this time by opposing Sardar Zafar. They did
their best secretly towards him and found a willing tool in Amir Mojahed (5).

6.1.1.

Sardar Zafar and the Ilkhaniship in 1919

The leading Bakhtiyari Khans gathered in Isfahan for a general meeting in JuneJuly 1919. The Commission Agreement restated the equal rights of the two families.
Khosrow Khan Sardar Zafar and Soltan Mohammad Khan Sardar Ashja as Ilkhani and
Ilbegi were in a minority. They consented to put their seal to the agreement. Sardar
Zafar and his Ilbegi, Sardar ‘Ashja’, were no longer able to count on British financial
support and were dissatisfied with the arrangements of summer 1919 in Isfahan,
tendered their resignations in November 1919. The Bakhtiyati tribe was virtually
without Ilkhani and Ilbegi until the summer 1920.
Due to political crisis in Tehran, the differences on Ilkhaniship remained, but no
one was appointed until the general meeting of the Bakhtiyari Khans in Isfahan in
summer 1920, when the Russian Bolshevik occupied the province of Gilan. Sardar
Zafar and Sardar Ashja, however, were ... official Ilkhani and Ilbegi (6).
As far as the correspondences between British Consul-General in Isfahan and
Sardar Ashja indicate that Sardar Ashja’ who stayed in Bakhtiyari land, to some extends
run the affairs of Bakhtiyari and due to an excellent harvest and the severe handling of
1918 the Kohgiluyeh tribes did not serious disturbance occur. Peel was of opinion that
Sardar Zafar who was very ambitious to make himself supreme in Bakhtiyari,
introduced the system of followers Bastegan which compelled the other Khans to follow
suit (7). In fact, Sardar Zafar co-operated with the Cabinet of Vothuq al-Dowleh in
1919 to suppress the brigands and extend the authority of the Central Government.
Sardar Zafar did endeavour to be retention as Ilkhani by the Vothuq al-Dowleh
and with the support of British Legation without attention to the opposition of the
majority of the other Khans. Apparently his friendship and loyalty to the British and the
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Cabinet of Vothuq al-Dowleh was so important that Sir Percy Cox, the British Minister
in Tehran 1918-1920, ignored the advice of British Consul-General in Isfahan in that
circumstance and intended to recognise Sardar Zafar as Ilkhani (8).
As the Bakhtiyari Khans were informed of the activities of Sardar Zafar in
Tehran, some of them sent telegram and openly protested to the British Legation. They
threatened if Sardar Zafar were appointed by the Persian Government and were support
by the British Legation. Among the signatories the telegram was Sardar Ashja, the
Ilbeygi, it would be lead into blood shade in Bakhtiyari. They also informed Sheikh
Khaz’al accordingly.
F. Crow, the Consul General in Isfahan, was directed by P. Cox to inform Sardar
Ashja that the British Minister was displeased at his action. Then Crow threatened,
reproached and advised him to act differently. He wrote that the British Minister
expressed surprise that Sardar Ashja joined with certain khans, some whom were openly
hostile to the British Government during the war, in sending a telegram protesting and
threatening to the retention of Ilkhani and he would know who was to blame for if a
thing occurred. British Minister pointed out to Sardar Ashja that he should work in
harmony with the Ilkhani and if he had any cause of complaint against the Ilkhani he
ought to go to Tehran and make it and not to join in an intrigue with Amir Mojahed,
Sardar Moazzam and Shahab al-Saltaneh.
“For it shows that you still maintain your hostile attitude of former days when you
were governor of Isfahan and allowed the plundering of the Imperial Bank of Persia of
Isfahan and took no steps recover the stolen money”(9).
Sardar Ashja responded to the British Consul-General in Isfahan that he cooperated for three years with Sardar Zafar and he did his best to give his service to the
Persian Government as well as to safeguard the British interests and he will do as he had
promised to the British Minister. Sardar Ashja was of opinion that Sardar Zafar had
spoiled the rights of the two ruling families and Ashja pointed out to him without any
results. Then he informed the British Legation of the matters telegraphic and in writing.
He intended to go to Tehran, but for the sake of order in Bakhtiyari his cousins and
brothers asked him not to leave the Bakhtiyari country.
In relation to his Governorship and the guard of the Imperial Bank in Isfahan in
1915, Gendarmerie was responsible to safeguard the Imperial Bank and the British
consulate. However, the suddenly rising of the Gendarmes in Isfahan and the arrival of
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Mojahedin in Isfahan a force of some thousands men with artillery, we were not in a
position to confronted with them. Additionally, he was so ill that no one hoped of his
life. In spite of this fact, he informed the Persian Government on time (10).
Sir Percy Cox, the British Minister in Tehran stated: none of the opponents of
Sardar Zafar had not so far been able to formulate any definite accusation against him
and beside that many of them were openly the enemies of Great Britain during the war
He warned Sardar Ashja of his alliance with British enemies and finally he said:
“Persian Government may not decide to return Sardar Zafar as Ilkhani. They are aware
of the existence of an extensive intrigue against him“ (11). With regard to the strong
opposition of the Bakhtiyari Khans inside the tribe of Bakhtiyari, Vothuq al-Dowleh
preferred not to retention Sardar Zafar as Ilkhani and postponed the matter until the
summer 1920, when the Bakhtiyari khans would gather for a general meeting in Isfahan.
The occupation of Gilan by the Russian Bolshevik force in May 1920 and the
surrounding of British force and the reactivates of Bolsheviks caused the anxiety of
certain khans in Bakhtiyari tribe in the absence of a real Ilkhani and Ilbegi. Ja’far Qoli
Khan Sardar Ass’ad III, the Governor-General of Kerman who enjoyed the friendly
attitude of British requested the British consul in Kerman, Major Arthur Grey to inform
Sir Percy Cox, the British Minister in Tehran of his anxious about the effect of
Bolshevistic activities which it may have on younger Khans in Bakhtiyari land. He
suggested in such circumstances the only khans who can be relied to maintain order in
the tribe ... Sardar Jang and Sardar Zafar. If Sardar Jang was being appointed Ilkhani
Amir Jang should be his Ilbegi (12).
Meanwhile Ahmad Shah returned from his European journey and the new British
Minister, Herman Norman also reached the capital at the end of June 1920. Some days
later, Vothuq al-Dowleh had to resign and the moderate Moshir al-Dowleh formed the
new Cabinet (13).

6.2.

A New Ilkhani for Bakhtiyari in 1920

At the end of summer 1920, the Bakhtiyari Khans had protracted discussions with
the new Cabinet of Moshir al-Dowleh. Sardar Jang, the Governor-General of Isfahan
also was summoned to Tehran for conference. The question of Bakhtiyari tax and the
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claims of the khans were the subjects of negotiation. They did not achieve to any
settlement on the khans’ conflicting claims.
It was decided that the Bakhtiyari Khan to assemble in Isfahan for a general
meeting of the two ruling families to settle their differences. Before the departure, the
Bakhtiyari Khans called on British Minister, Herman Norman, to say good- bye and
assure him of their desire to co-operate loyally with British Government in future
“which it is to be feared”, wrote Norman in one instance at least were “lucking in
sincerity”(14).
On his return from Tehran, Sardar Jang, the governor-general of Isfahan visited
British Consul-General in Isfahan, Francis Crow, and “expressed his very friendly
sentiments“ and “declared his intention of working in co-operations with us
(British)”.The general election of new legislative period was proceeding in Isfahan
under the direction of Sardar Jang. British Consul-General was of opinion that the
Governor-General was under priestly influence and was “promoting the election of
undesirable deputies”. British Consul-General took the opportunity and made suitable
representations to Sardar Jang (15).
At that time the Bakhtiyari road was unsafe and Behbahan was in a state of
anarchy. Sardar Ashja, acting Ilkhani, and Morteza Qoli Khan, acting Ilbegi, were in a
difficult situation to restrain some minor Bakhtiyari Khans who were quite out of hand
and the Kohgiluyeh tribes, “who descend frequently on to the Lynch road”. Norman
was of opinion that the restoration of order depends largely on a general settlement of
the Bakhtiyari Khan’s disputes (16).
British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz, E. Peel accused Sardar Zafar that he has done his
best during the last three months to discredit Gholam Hossein Khan Sardar Mohtasham,
the Governor-General of Isfahan, inciting his own bastagan to rob and pillage in Isfahan
districts. The condition of Bakhtiyari road, however, improved (17) and throughout the
autumn 1920- summer 1921 remained completely safe (18).
Again in summer of the year 1921, a negotiation was taking place between the
cabinet of Qavam al-Saltaneh and the representative of the Bakhtiyari Khans on three
subjects: 1. “the remission of revenues unpaid during the last 15 years. 2. The payment
of personal pensions and 3. The maintenance of 50 cavalry at Shushtar”(19).
The Bakhtiyari Khans gathered in Isfahan in September and at the beginning of
autumn 1920. Regarding to “the Commission Agreement” of 1919 with two cardinal
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points: equality of the two families and the regeneration of the tribe. The Bakhtiyari
Khans returned somehow to the old agreement. The elderly Samsam al-Saltaneh was the
Ilkhani of the Bakhtiyari. While he resided in Tehran, Lotf Ali Khan Amir Mofakham
of Haji Ilkhani was acted as Ilkhani and Morteza Qoli Khan the son of Samsam alSaltaneh as the representative of his father as Ilbegi.
If Amir Mofakham was absent, Sardar Ashja was his deputy. If Samsam alSaltaneh compelled to leave the capital, “he should return at once to Bakhtiyari and
would naturally resume the office of Ilbegi”(20). They chose Amir Mofakham and
Morteza Qoli Khan as Ilkhani and Ilbegi for the year 1920-1921 by the old arrangement
of 1894 still stood and submitted for the approval of the Persian Government (21).
Captain Peel wrote: Amir Mofakham and his assistant, Morteza Qoli Khan, “are
an excellent combination. During their tenure the situation in Kohgiluyeh and on the
Lynch road has been better than I have ever known it”. Peel realised that they had the
most cordial reception and “responsible spirit animating every discussion” and they
were prepared to accept and carry out the plans of British Minister may concern with
Samsam al Saltaneh and Sardar Ashja.
They were ready to co-operate with any plan which the Legation desire and
Samsam al-Saltaneh and Sardar Ashja operate. Dr.Young the representative of the
A.P.O.C. in the oilfields in relation to local and Bakhtiyari affairs found them most
satisfactory to deal with in regard to all matters affecting the Oil Company (22).

6.2.1.

The Choice of Ilkhani

It was customarily that a competent for favourite and not necessarily eldest Khan
of the ruling family was designated as the Ilkhani by the Shah. The Agreement of 1894
reflected none of these viewpoints, but rather the internal structure of the two factions.
There was a considerable number of Khans eligible for the Ilkhaniship, due to polygamy
system or the costume of having more than one wife among the ruling families (23).
The Bakhtiyari Khans married mainly the daughters or sisters of influential
personalities in that tribe to consolidate their position by obtaining new relatives with
their supporter Bastegan. Hossein Qoli Khan and his two brothers had twenty-nine sons
(24). The sons of Ilkhani and Haji Ilkhani were altogether fifteen and the third
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generation males of the two ruling factions were eighty. It reached to about two
hundreds in 20s (25).
The Agreement of 1894 reduced only the tension between the Senior Khans of the
both factions who received their equal share of the incomes, but the claimant Khans to
the Governorship of Bakhtiyari still endeavoured to destabilise the situation and to win
the Central Government and then British support to gain a post of Governorship of that
... this brought a considerable political power and financial revenues. The sources of
these years have mentioned about the frequent quarrel between the two factions or
between the families inside a faction on Governorship and financial question (26).
As a result of so many tribal and non-tribal revenue income, (road tolls, oil guard,
land sale, 3% the profit of the 3% shares in two subsidiary companies and the
government’s post and Governorship of the Bakhtiyari), the Senior Khans became
among the richest Persians chieftains and aristocrats. They gained many new estates in
Bakhtiyari and adjacent provinces and built palaces and castles, in the mountainous
Bakhtiyari and in their villages as well as villas in Tehran, Isfahan and so on.
Their residences were furnished and decorated with the expensive facilities and
furniture’s. Since the constitutional revolution, the Khans governed in the most southern
and central provinces and cities. They were appointed as Minister and Prime Minister
where the other southern chieftains limited to their tribal territory and certain districts or
at best a part of a their province (27).

6.3.

Bakhtiyari Khans and Bolsheviks

After the Bolshevik revolution, especially after the occupation of Gilan 1920 by
the Russian and Persian Bolsheviks, the British local officials intended to prevent of
possible Bolshevik propaganda by improving the situation. British tribal policy in
Bakhtiyari during the war caused friction and dissatisfaction between the ruling families
and British, between senior khans and younger Khans and caused frustration of
tribesmen and the peasants in adjacent provinces where the Bakhtiyari Khans had
estates.
First of all, since 1912, under British pressure the Ilkhani and Ilbegi were not
designated according to the Agreement 1894. The majority of the Bakhtiyari Khans
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were against the policy of British who only supported her designate Ilkhani against the
other. British Consul-General in Isfahan, Crow, had a journey through the Bakhtiyari
country and had many conversations with the Bakhtiyari Khans at the end of the year
1919. He wrote a letter to the British Minister in Tehran, Sir Percy Cox, and informed
him of his conclusion: As a fair distribution among the khans of revenue received from
the tribesmen. It is the principle on which the khans split. “A revival of the former
advisory consul of four, elected by common consent, to assist the Ilkhani and Ilbegi in
administration matters” (28).
All the tribal taxes and non-tribal must be paid into a common chest under the
supervision of the council to defray the expenses of the Bakhtiyari Government
according to tribal custom and the repairs of the road. The financial matters should be
arranged by the council after consultation with the khans in conjunction with the Ilkhani
and Ilbegi on a fix and equitable basis agreeable to the parties, interest (29). Second
obstacle to the progress of the il (tribe) was the continued absence of leading Bakhtiyari
Khans, who raised their money in Bakhtiyari and for the most part spent it outside the
country (30).
Their alienation to the nomadic way of life, staying in palace and cities and their
women using veil like other city dwellers, but at the same time keeping retainers system
of Bastegan. Each khan uses to take care of their maternal uncles and cousins, they were
usually headman of the sub-tribes and each one had a number of horsemen. A part of
them was the retainers of the Khan and these horsemen were the force of the Khan when
he called them (31). In fact, the Bastegan system “battened on the khans themselves and
on the wretch peasantry”, who had to pay their salary.
The peasants of the Bakhtiyari khans and the Bakhtiyari tribesmen, who were
reduced to poverty by the policy of the Khans, were discontent of the situation. In the
middle of the year 1921, Samsam al-Saltaneh and Sardar Ashja were instructed by the
Ilkhani and Ilbegi to negotiate with the Persian Government with a view to the
resignation of all outside governorship. It was expected as the leading Khans return to
their homes in Bakhtiyari the reduction of the „Bastegan “would be facilitated (32).
As a result of polygamy system among the ruling families of Bakhtiyari, the
number of Khans of Ilkhani and Haji Ilkhani faction increased in three generation to two
hundred. It was a question for senior Khans how they could respond to the wishes
younger khans. Francis Crow, the British Consul-General in Isfahan, in his journey to
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Bakhtiyari in 1919 realised that these was a rising generation of uneducated and semieducated young Khans who were kept in force unemployment and were prone to
mischief. Then he suggested to British Minister: “might be usefully employed in various
Persian state office or in Gendarmerie“(33).
Some of the Senior Khans sent their sons on their behalf as governor. Sardar Zafar
sent his son Amir Hossein Khan to Yazd (Na’in and Ardakan) as the Governor the
province 1919 (34). Arak was given to Sardar Mohtasham Bakhtiyari. He sent his son to
Soltanabad on September to govern the province on his behalf (35). The Governorship
of Bakhtiyari as whole and younger Khans particularly in any measure was not
satisfactory.
There was a certain talk in Bakhtiyari about revolution and coup d’état against the
Central Government. The Khans hinted to the consul that such action would leave
British influence dominant in Persia. „Under Bakhtiyari administration at cheap price
rifles with ammunitions and few guns and machine guns“. British Consul wrote that he
did not take this talk seriously (36).
With regard to the suggestions for the improvement of the situation in Bakhtiyari,
the Khans returned to the agreement in 1920-1922. The quarrel between the Khans,
however, did not come to an end. The appearance of a new powerful Central
Government with an army on which stationed not far from the Bakhtiyari land.
As Fitzpatrick was in Dehkord in summer 1922 the Commission of the Bakhtiyari
Khans appointed provisionally the following members of the two families for the
administration of the tribes and recovery of the revenue (37).

From Haji Ilkhani family

From Ilkhani family

Amir Mofakham Ilkhani

Sardar Zafar Ilbegi

Shahab al Saltaneh Nayeb (assistant)

Amir Mojahed

Financial responsible

Sardar Mohtasham

Amir Jang

Member

Sardar Eqbal

Member

Financial responsible

Sardar Fateh

Member

Sardar Ashraf

Member

At this juncture the Bakhtiyari Khans who resided in Bakhtiyari land did not
know of the Central Government intention on the vacant of Kohgiluyeh Governorship
as if a Bakhtiyari Khan or a non-Bakhtiyari Governor from Tehran would be appointed.
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The Bakhtiyari road was gradually insecure and thefts were on the increase. Despite of
the fact that the number of guard and riflemen being increased.
On autumn 1922, the Bakhtiyari Khans deprived from the Governorship of the
provinces with the exception of Isfahan and Behbahan. Most of the Khan stayed in
Bakhtiyari, but the question of the Bastegan was still alive and undisolved. The external
revenues of the Khans not only did not help to the improvement of the tribesmen and
peasants, but also due to the formation of ”Bastegan“ force and the building of palaces,
they had to pay more taxes and as forced labour had to serve the Khans (38).

6.3.1.

Younger Khans and Social Reforms

The Social Democrats and Bolshevik propaganda reached in the Bakhtiyari land
and the younger Khans formed a party “Setareh-e-Bakhtiyari“ the star of Bakhtiyari, the
pamphlet of the organisation reached to the British Legation, when new British Charge
d’Affaires Reginal Bridgeman succeeded to the British Minister, Herman Norman who
left the Legation for England at the end of the September 1921. The view point of the
pamphlet was radical Socialist and the articles were more suitable to an industrialagricultural society than a nomadic community (39). As far as British documents are
concerned, there is a reference to the younger khans by the senior Khans.
At the end of the March 1921, the senior Khans who were present in the
Bakhtiyari winter quarters told the political advisor of the A.P.O.C. Dr. Young, that
they intend to withdraw protection and labour from the oilfields for the reason that the
benefit derived inadequate as compared with the responsibility entailed and they it
better „to sever their connection with the company rather than continue to incur the
odium of the Persian Government and of the Junior Khans, it will know, are constantly
pressing them for more money” (40).
During the Bakhtiyari tour in summer 1922, British consul in Ahvaz, Fitzpatrick,
in his visit of Dehkord and participation in annual cession of the Bakhtiyari Khans, he
reported: the society of Junior Khans or Setareh-e-Bakhtiyari still exist. They held a
secret cession. They stress still on social reforms and encouraged the Senior Khans to
undertake the improvement of communications and road and even to establish an
electric scheme and a telephone service between Isfahan and Chahar Mahal.
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The Junior Khans of Setareh-e-Bakhtiyari realised that without the co-operation of
Senior Khans nothing can be done and Senior Khans remarked to the British Consul
that the Setareh is dead. Fitzpatrick was of opinion that some of the younger Khans,
notably Habib-allah Khan and Amir Mansur Khan worked hard, but the other Junior
Khans had dangerous view. The son of Amir Mojahed, Rahim Khan spoke of civil war
„as the only road to the regeneration of Persian” (41).
A year later, the British Minister, Sir Percy Loraine, expressed his view on the
new generation of Khans and Bakhtiyari.
”The younger Bakhtiyari Khans grown up in 20s, showed a keen desire to take
their share in the affairs of the tribe, a desire by no means welcomed by their elders, had
formed an association amongst themselves, called the Setareh Bakhtiyari, and through it
were bringing pressure on the elder Khans which the latter did their best to parry.
The desire of the part of younger Khans to share in the profitable administration of
the country was keenly resented, and they were characterised as Bolshevik, and the report
was sedulously spread that the Setareh Bakhtiyari was a Bolshevik institution. The
program of the institution was social reforms improved road, communications and a
telephone system from Isfahan to Dehkord. The elder khans had to give way in part, and
the telephone system was laid, as also a motor road from Isfahan to Dehkord and later an
agreement was come to where by the elder and younger Khans of both the Ilkhani and
Haji Ilkhani branches should participate in the general administration of Bakhtiyaristan.
This Arrangement, however, has so far only existed on paper, with the consequent result
that the family quarrels still continue”(42).

6.4.

British and New Circumstances in Persia

In spring 1920, the Bolshevik force first recaptured the Caucasus region and the
Baku oil. Then at the second half of May of 1920, the Bolshevik occupied the coastal
province of Gilan and the ships of white Russians. The British forces in Anzali port
surrendered to the Bolshevik who let them leave Gilan province for the Iranian plateau.
As a result a Moderate Cabinet came to power in Tehran. They reached to an
Agreement with the Bolshevik who agreed to evacuate from the Persian territory.
Bolsheviks, however, proclaimed the presence of British troops in Persia could
jeopardise the Russian territory. The Anglo-Persian Agreement 1919 the presence of
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British troops and South Persia Rifles in Persia also caused British unpopularity. The
surrendering of British force to the Bolshevik was a lost of prestige. The War Office
prepared to evacuate from Persian territory. The protection of British interests in Persia
in new circumstances and fighting against the Bolsheviks came into consideration.
Various plans were suggested. One of them (a) was engineering a coup d’état which it
took place in 21 February 1921 before the evacuation of British troops. (b) Formation a
Bakhtiyari Police Force under British command and the formation a union of southern
and central tribes of Persia. Major Noel, the Political Officer of Indian Government was
sent to Persia to study the second plan.
On 20 December 1920 George Percy Churchill, one of the expert on Persian
affairs in Eastern Department of Foreign Office, wrote a memorandum. He had served
in British Legation in Tehran several years’ 1903-1919. Due to his Persian knowledge
and as Oriental Secretary he had a close relation with many of Persians, wrote a
memorandum. He endeavoured to examine the positions of British forces in north-west,
from are to be withdrawn in spring 1921.
He pointed out that a Persian envoy in Moscow is negotiating a treaty with Soviet
Russia and the Persians endeavour “to make terms with the Bolsheviks“, but Bolsheviks
may on evacuation of British force from Qazvin, with the aid of their Persian allies in
Gilan make British position and that of the Shah and Persian Government untenable at
Tehran by means of propaganda, agents and sympathisers in Tehran.
“The Government is likely to collapse and the Shah to flee to Europe “and a
species of Soviet will be formed under Persian democratic leaders who eventually
absorb the Bolshevik elements in northern Persia. The Gendarmerie, Central Brigade,
Tehran police and the other forces are not to be counted and the Persian military forces
in the north are unreliable.
George Churchill considered in addition to the pre dominant position of British in
Persia, the political interests are defence of Indian and the protection of Mesopotamia
and the hostile propaganda by the Shi’ah co-religionists”, who will have been poisoned
by Bolshevik doctrines disrupted India and Mesopotamia especially the combine with
Kemalist forces and Kurdish tribes of western Persia make the British position in
Mesopotamia insecure.
The A.P.O.C. and the Imperial Bank of Persia and a number of minor trading
institutions “would be seriously threatened“. In addition to the Persian debt to the
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British Government, “all the expenditure incurred in Persia, such as the cost of our
(British) establishments, Secret Service, and the other expenditure will have been
wasted“. He suggested to the British Government to instruct British Minister in Tehran
to withdraw the Legation to Isfahan, where” he should endeavour to induce the Shah
and the Persian Government to set up the capital” (43).
“British Minister might be instructed to get into touch at once with the leading
friendly chiefs of the Bakhtiyari tribe with the object of finding out what financial
assistance and what military equipment and officers would be required by him to ensure
that the Bakhtiyari could be counted on to support the Shah and his government in
central and southern Persia“. British Government might arrive at some understanding a
selected British officer at once to the Bakhtiyari country to take Charge of this part of
the work.
A considerable number of The S.P.R. should be sent to Isfahan. This plan would
protect the Oil Company’s wells at Shushtar, but the Hamadan road open and it might
„to send a Bakhtiyari force to the west to deal with any hostile movement these in
conjunction with the Shahsavands operating from north”. He suggested all idea of
governing Persia with and through Majles and Democrats should be at this stage
entirely abandoned a Government of strong men whose name are known and heard
among the great tribes. These men (like Ain-ed-Dowleh) usually corrupt and rapacious,
but they are the only people who can deal with the tribal chiefs (44).
Lancelot Oliphant, the head of the department commented: “Mr. Churchill memo
is written with great local experience. Until recently the Bakhtiyari were certainly a
force when reckoned with, but it is not easy to say whether have in any way been
tempered with of late, if not, it ought to be possible to use them with skilful handling.
Colonel Haig was for some times general consul at Isfahan, and Major Noel has also
had experience among them. It would I think be well to address Mr. Norman on the
subject of the constructive part of this memo, while emphasising the fact that nothing
has as yet been definitely decided and also consult India Office and War Office“ (45).
Lord Curzon commented “Mr. Churchill memo raises large issues on which I
hesitate to express a hasty opinion. It will require careful consideration from many
points of view. I see no objection to awaiting the observation of the Norman, the War
Office and the India Office in the first instance” (46).
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Though an urgent telegram to Norman, Foreign Office asked his opinion on
withdrawal to Isfahan, “a possible agreement with Bakhtiyari chieftains the”utilisation
of the South Persia Rifle in southern part „and to character and compositions of Persian
Government strong to carry out such a policy” (47).
Meanwhile Curzon received the draft of Perso-Soviet agreement in which it
abrogated all treaties between Russia and Persia and between Russia and the other
powers concerning Persia and Soviet Russia cancellation all Russian concessions.
Though the negotiation in Moscow between Persia and the Soviet Government created
some doubt on Curzon “as to whether British retreat would be followed by immediate
Bolshevik advance upon Tehran”, “but prospects of this must be so attractive to Russian
that they could hardly be expected to for go the occasion“ and these will be no military
forces to resist to the Bolshevik advance and finally asked again the view of Norman on
”entering into agreement with Bakhtiyari chieftains and utilising South Persia Rifles to
protect approaches to oilfields and hold southern parts of the country” (48).

6.5.

Ahmad Shah remained in Tehran

On 6 January 1921 British Foreign Office and British Cabinet received a
memorandum from Admiralty dated 24 December 1920 on British policy in
Mesopotamia and “the extreme importance of safeguarding the South Persia oilfields“.
At same time Norman reported that Ahmad “Shah alarmed by reports of intended
evacuation of European women”. The Shah was of the opinion that as soon as British
troops leave, the Bolshevik would certainly come here and he was caught by
Bolsheviks. Shah considered that “he would fare no better if he fell into power of
Bakhtiyari, he therefore refused categorically in any circumstances to go to Isfahan with
Persian Government if they moved there” (49).
In respond to the Curzon’s question, Norman stated: “I am strongly of opinion
that all European and American women and children here and all men whose presence
is not essential should be evacuated”. However, the Persian Prime Minister thought that
Isfahan is a suitable seat to form Government and with the help of Gendarmerie and
police repel and invader. Norman believed this plan to be impracticable.
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They are not be trusted and “Bakhtiyari would be constant source of danger for
they are essentially unfriendly and, even if subsidised could not be relied on, except
perhaps to protect oilfields, in which they have an interest. Norman suggested after the
departure of British troops, Shiraz would appear to be the most suitable seat for a nonBolshevik Government. The distance offers some guarantee against invasion especially
that The S.P.R. is there. These would be a better chance of enlisting services of
surrounding tribes through Qavam al Molk than of ensuring fidelity of Bakhtiyari
further north” (50).
In fact, the same day, 8 January 1921, the Persian Prime Minister had conveyed a
message from the Shah that he had decided to move the Government to Shiraz, by way
of Isfahan and if British would not consent, he would flee to Mesopotamia. Three days
later, Ahmad Shah informed Norman that “he found most people whom he had
consulted opposed to plan of transferring Government immediately to Shiraz, he had
given up the idea” (51).
Curzon instructed Norman If and when the Persian Government decides to leave
Tehran “you should urge them to establish themselves at Isfahan”, Bakhtiyari road
furnishes additional means of communication and „in view of present unsatisfactory
attitude of Bakhtiyaris. The presence of Major Noel in that part of country may have
steadying effect. I am asking India Office to instruct him to start without delay and
place himself under your orders”. “Should Persian Government proceed to Isfahan,
presence there of portion of South Persia Rifles would presumably be desirable” (52).
Norman reported: recently the khans of Bakhtiyari have made overtures, and
induce course to British Consul-General, Isfahan, so it may be possible to reach a
satisfactory agreement with them if British Government are prepare to find the money.
It may be possible to allay apprehensions of Ahmad Shah sufficiently induce him to
withdraw his objection of possible transfer of Government to Isfahan. In addition to
Curzon’s adoption of Norman suggestion on dispatching some of The S.P.R. to Isfahan
that “more than anything else reconciles the Shah to go to Isfahan (53).
The Foreign and political department of India, however, suggested the Persian
Government “should be induced to stand fast in Tehran to the last possible moment”. In
fact, neither Persian (Government, Shah and people) intended to leave the capital, nor
European Legation in Tehran, nor British authorities related to the Persian officers in
London, Delhi and Baghdad agree to the evacuation of British Legation and the Persian
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Government. It was only Norman, British Minister, who endeavoured to justify his plan
on evacuation of the Legation and British citizen (54).
He also, endeavoured to get the consent of European colleagues or counterpart to
his plan and he persuaded the Persian Government to transferring the Government to
Isfahan or Shiraz. And General Commanding Nurper Force (General Ironside), who
shares this view and already was making necessary arrangement, otherwise. Some of
European colleagues did not share this opinion. Norman wrote: “two or three Europeans
whose opinion I value do not believe arrival of Bolsheviks would necessarily be
attended with danger to foreign lives or property”. Norman also realised that the
evacuation “will doubtless increase panic here” (55).
Curzon telegrammed to Norman: “We cannot understand here why there should
be a general sauve qui peut at Tehran. Shah, who is the most timid man in Persia, has
decided to stay. A Persian Government is about to be formed. It has concluded, or is on
the verge of concluding, a treaty with the Bolsheviks, why then should the latter invade
there be general scuttle from Tehran? It may be that our interests would be better served
by Persian Government acting under our influence at Isfahan or elsewhere. But you do
not appear to regard this solution as likely, will not damage to our prestige, of which
you complain, only be enhanced by participate retreat and abandonment of whole of
northern Persia to an enemy, whose advance is by no means certain, and a revolution
which can possibly still be avoided?” (56).
It is rather difficult to find out the reason of Norman-Ironside of creating panic in
Tehran in that juncture. It is certain that the supreme assembly of Persia responded
positively in a cession to the Perso-Soviet treaty and postponed and somehow rejected
the Anglo-Persian agreement 1919. The closure of British financial Institute like
Imperial Bank of Persia caused a great chaos and anxiety in Tehran. Was it a pressure
move to gain the approval of Anglo-Persian Agreement or was it an episode of a plan of
the coup d’état in 21 February 1921?
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6.6.

Norman’s View on Bakhtiyari Khans

Norman modified his view on the khans of Bakhtiyari. He pointed out that he was
chiefly thinking of the attitude of the Khans during the War, when nearly all sided with
the central powers and only two remained faithful to British. Bakhtiyari Khans made
tentative proposal to the British consul-general in Isfahan and to Norman to co-operate
with British in the collapse of Persian Government with Bolsheviks. These suggestions
involve handing over to Bakhtiyaris as much as Persia can be saved from Bolsheviks
with a Qajar Prince as a puppet Shah.
The Khans of Bakhtiyari did not know whether they are able to accept the
responsibility for the capital, but they intended to come to an agreement with Qashqa’i
through Qavam al Molk. They can with British financial supports hold Isfahan and the
south. Norman suggested in case of the collapse the Government in Tehran “we could
perhaps satisfy Bakhtiyaris financially by transferring to them oil royalties at present
paid to Persian Government. It would, however, also be necessary to subsidise Kawam
al Mulk in order to keep Fars in the scheme”.
Norman pointed out to Foreign Office Bakhtiyari Governors, where ever exist, are
hated for their oppression. It is to be feared their rule everywhere incline the people to
welcome Bolsheviks. The Bakhtiyari Government also means the end of the attempt to
reform the administration. Finally he concluded that the Bakhtiyari Khans are
essentially untrust worthy, self-interested and so disunited that it is uncertain how long
the Senior Khans are able to maintain the authority over younger ones. He suggested
Major Noel first come to Tehran to see him as well as most of the more important
Khans would be in Tehran by the time (57).
The High Commissioner in Mesopotamia, Sir Percy Cox expressed his view in a
rather lengthy telegram. Cox believed that the British should abandon the evacuation of
women and ... until the early summer and British should rally their adherents in Tehran
among moderate Nationalists and non-Bolshevik elements. British should devise
another agreement which no Majles will accept and it is possible that such agreement
may involve a change of Shah or dynasty and Cox added: “and I do not think that we
should hesitate in giving it. In any case, attitude of Bakhtiyaris will be an important
factor.
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Cox was absolutely disagreeing with the Norman’s attitude of Bakhtiyaris that
they are essentially unfriendly. He said: “I believe they are fully alive to advantages of
friendly relations with us, provided their interests are safeguarded and promoted, the
majority of them could be got to participate with us in any scheme.
Cox suggested if the above policy fails British should let northern Persia go
Bolshevik and to maintain British interest and effective influence in the sphere in which
they mainly exist from frontier near Khanikin through Kermanshah, Khuramabad,
Isfahan, Yazd, Kerman and soon and to stabilise situation in that area. British can
endeavour to ensure safety of their numerous and vital oil interests near Qasr-e-Shirin,
in Posht-kuh, in Arabestan and in Bakhtiyari country. In another word, Cox speaks of
secret agreement of 1915 on partition of Persia between Russia and Britain.
Cox pointed out: Maintenance of close relations with Bakhtiyaris is essential to
both parties and it should not be forget that Isfahan, Yazd and Kerman are now in the
hands of Bakhtiyari governors. In the event of a collapse of Central Government in
Tehran and the flight of the Shah, “we should allow the Vali of Pusht-kuh, the Sheikh of
Mohammareh and the Bakhtiyaris to declare their independence or their separation from
Government of Tehran, and should encourage them to make a three cornered pact
among themselves to stand together to maintain their own interests and resist Bolshevik
aggression.
We should probably do well to have Kashgais. All four elements are mainly tribal
and already practically independents. They would only need a hint to induce turbulent
tribes to take action, but for us it would be important that they should act together. Such
a confederation would offer a very formidable bulkward to Bolshevik aggression as well
as protection of our own material and legitimate interests in Persia. All the chief British
companies with commercial activities in Persia should be called together for discussion
of the subject and the amount of co-operation may be expected from them” (58).
George Churchill commented: “in no circumstances can we hope for the
maintenance of the S.P.R. out of British funds after March 31 nor is it all likely that we
shall obtain No subsidies for the Bakhtiyaris“. “If H.M. Minister is forced to withdraw
from Tehran and is not strengthened by the S.P.R. the Bakhtiyaris will not be amenable
to his influence and any developments that occur will necessarily take place to a large
extent independently of us“. He wrote in a minute that Sir Percy Cox came to much the
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same conclusion as Foreign Office did early this year for the future of Persia, but in
elaborating:
(a)

Cabinet expenditure to save remnants of situation, connivance of the South
Persia Rifles subsidies to Bakhtiyaris and others.

(b) A possible change of dynasty.
(c) The independence of the Bakhtiyaris.
(d) The necessary of a new Agreement with Persia.

George Churchill referred to the activities of group (Oil Company) represented by
Admiral Slade and wrote in a Minute Admiral Slade and Sir C. Green way are coming
to see me tomorrow rather expected. They are going to talk about what the Oil
Company could do (59).
On 8 February 1921, Curzon informed Norman that he was endeavouring to
hasten Major Noel’s departure for Tehran, but in the meanwhile I can give no
undertaking on the question of subsidies or royalties to which you refer (60). Some
months later, after the Cairo conference Noel arrived in Khuzestan.
It is interesting to mention that George Churchill in his memorandum of 20
December 1920 considered Sheikh Khaz’al as a part of his plan. Sir Percy Cox also
reached to almost the same conclusion in his memorandum in January 1921 without the
knowledge of Churchill’s memorandum. Some months later, in April 1921 Walter
Smart, the deputy of Oriental Secretary in Tehran regarded Sheikh Khaz’al as an
important column in his plan for the southern part of Persia (61).
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6. 7.

(1)

Summary

The Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari, Sardar Zafar, in 1917-1918, created a private army of
his relatives. Some other Senior Khans followed the same policy.

(2)

In co-operation with the British political and military authorities, in a successful
expedition against Kohgiluye tribes, the Bakhtiyari forces occupied the strong
holds of Tayebi tribe, took hostages and collected arrears of revenue and annual
taxes in summer 1918.

(3)

Sardar Zafar secured tranquillity in Bakhtiyari land, commercial route and oilfield.

(4)

After the War, Sardar Zafar remained in his position to the summer 1920

(5)

In spring 1919, the Bakhtiyari Governor-General of Isfahan, with the assistant of
Sardar Zafar and Sardar Ass’ad and S.P.R. succeeded to breaking up of gang. The
leader of the brigands was capture and executed.

(6)

The leading Bakhtiyari Khans of ruling families were discontent with the
agreement of 1912. In a general meeting in summer 1919 the majority agreed to
return to the agreement of 1894. This decision postponed to summer 1920 due to
the opposition of Sardar Zafar and the British Minister, Sir Percy Cox.

(7)

In summer 1920 the political atmosphere changed and Cox went to Baghdad as
High Commissioner. In a gathering in Isfahan the new Ilkhani and Ilbegi were
chosen. The agreement of 1894 reduced the tension between the Senior Khans of
the both factions, who received their equal share of the incomes.

(8)

Polygamy system and new sources of incomes complicated the political and social
relations in Bakhtiyari tribes and caused more tension and quarrel between the
two ruling families and between senior and younger Khans.

(9)

The younger Khans formed a political association and requested some social
reforms in the tribe to improve the situation. Only a few of their suggestions were
implemented.

(10) It has been prepared by the British to form a southern tribal confederation and to
organise a Bakhtiyari Police Force to secure the central and southern Persia
against any attack by the Bolsheviks.
(11) The Bakhtiyari Khans intended to come to an arrangement with the chief of
Qashqa’i through Qavam al-Molk. With British financial supports, they can hold
Isfahan and the south.
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(12) The chiefs of the five great tribes in the south-west Persia were the partners in the
southern confederation proposal.
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VII: Bakhtiyaris and Southern Confederation

7.1.

The Southern Consulates and Bolsheviks

Captain Peel, the British Vice-Consul, in Ahvaz, informed Norman that he has not
seen the Bakhtiyari Khan for some time. Dr. Young (a physician and Political Agent of
the A.P.O.C., who lived in Khuzestan since 1905), however, has recently visited the
Khans of Bakhtiyari. He was of opinion that the possibility of Bakhtiyari tribes being
infected with Bolshevism is dreaded by the Khans. They would make an effort to seize
and hold Isfahan. Khans do not want money from British, they are using Ramhormoz
revenues for the expenses of the Kohgiluyeh expedition, but they asked for Lirawi
revenue about 4.200 T this year (1920) only.
Dr. Young suggested their request for guns from British authority or Sheikh of
Mohammareh may be ignored. The Khans asked for arms and ammunition given to
Sardar Zafar and Sardar Ashja in 1919 for suppression of brigands. They desired Sardar
Zafar to hand over machine gun as did Sardar Ashja. All Bakhtiyari Khans favoured the
present arrangement with the Central Government which works well except Sardar
Zafar who considered a new arrangement is necessary. Dr Young added: “We should
not on no account pay any heed to Zafar who endeavouring to renew family feud”. “A
united Bakhtiyari, friendly to us, will be an invaluable asset if trouble increases in the
north” (1).
In their opinion, Captain Eardley Peel, British vice-consul in Ahvaz, and Dr.
Young, the Political Advisor of the Oil Company, both, the Bakhtiyari Khans would be
forced their own interests to keep on British side as they fear of the spread of Bolshevik
ideas in their tribes. They considered that it is not advisable for British to subsidise or
encourage the Khans to make any alliance and under the circumstances can be the
Bakhtiyaris controlled from Ahvaz and utilised as a buffer across south-west Persia. If
they are controlled from Tehran, British policy must be influenced by the events in the
capital.
In view of Lieutenant-Colonel Arthur Trevor, the British political Resident in the
Persian Gulf Bushehr, if the Persian Government collapsed before the Bolsheviks then
the evacuation of Tehran become necessary and British policy with the Bakhtiyaris will
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have to be controlled from the south. Trevor came into conclusion that it would be
better to control British Bakhtiyari policy from the beginning from the south. In other
words, it means control by the Political Resident in Bushehr near the oilfields (2).
In another telegram to the British Minister, Peel, repeated and expanded his view.
He wrote: The suggestion that the British should bribe Bakhtiyaris to hold south with
assistance of Qavam al-Molk is somewhat alarming. In any case, Bakhtiyari will form
such alliances as they find it necessary to consolidate their position whether with
Qashqa’i, Sheikh of Mohammareh and others. Without British intervention and
responsibility, British influence can be employed in a friendly way rather them in
stimulating greed and ambitions of Bakhtiyari Khans. Their own interests without any
bribes from British will sufficient inducement to them to form barrow across south west.
He pointed out: by negotiating with khans in their own country certainly can be
better results obtain rather than in Tehran. Then he reaffirmed and British Bakhtiyari
policy in last two years (1919-1920) of refusing to sacrifice Bakhtiyari as a whole to
personal interests of one or more khans. He added any proposal from Sardar Zafar may
be to upset present agreement in Bakhtiyari. Peel went on to say: As long as Morteza
Qoli Khan represented the Ilkhani, British have the strongest possible hold over his
father Samsam whose words and actions adopt themselves to fluctuating conditions in
Tehran and nothing to do with the khans in Bakhtiyari. Peel stated: “the surest was of
disunity khans and enabling each faction to fleece us without any material benefit is to
let them think we have something valuable of offer” (3).
Peel proceeding to Behbahan and met the Khans of Bakhtiyari and fully discussed
the situation of Persia with them. Then he sent a “very secret” telegram to Norman and
informed him of the Khans’ view. He realised that the dominant anxiety is to prevent
the spread of Bolshevism in Persia. They would like to see something to be done in
Tehran in order to prevent of the spread of Bolshevism. Though, they were themselves
reluctant to march on Tehran, as this would open to the suspicion of aiming at
sovereignty with the help of the British. If Ahmad Shah leaves the capital, the
Bakhtiyari Khans would concentrate at Isfahan. “They wish to act throughout as the
trustees of the Persian constitution”; the Khans support a policy which cut the ground
from under the feet of Bolsheviks and rehabilitate British prestige in Persia.
The Khans were of opinion “that the only solution which will save Persia is"
“Morgan Shuster’s regime backed by an American loan and abandonment of the Persian
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agreement". It is a counter blast to the Russo-Persian Agreement, can the Persian
administration reform still be carried out. The Bakhtiyaris enable to take a strong lose in
support of the constitution through Samsam al-Saltaneh. The Shah will remain in
Tehran the Persian administrative reform can still carry out British altruism will be
vinchcated. Finally Peel mentioned: “The Khans will any circumstances their utmost to
protect British interests and they will not move without fullest consultation with us” (4).
Though Norman was satisfy on the attitude of Bakhtiyari as a whole, but he
considered, their views on American Loan and on the Anglo-Persian Agreement
crudeness. He added the new Prime Minister, Seyyed Zia al-Din is unlikely to agree
with the khans on the subject of an American Loan (5).
Meanwhile an anti-Bolshevik coup was engineered and the Cossack Force under
the command of Reza Khan captured the capital in 21 February 1921 without almost
any resistance from Gendarmerie and Police Force. The Bakhtiyari Khans, who had
several governorship in the central and southern Persia, none of them raised against the
coup regime in Tehran. The tribe, the Ilkhani, the Ilbegi and some of the Khans resided
in Bakhtiyari winter quarter when the Military Coup took place in Tehran.

7.2.

The Changes in Bakhtiyari

In spite of the fact that the coup it was engineer by the British officers and
officials in Qazvin and Tehran, Major Noel, the political officer of Indian Government
arrival in Persia at the beginning of spring 1921. He met the Khans and passed through
Bakhtiyari and went to Isfahan and then Tehran to see the British Minister. While Major
Noel reached to the oilfields, the representative of the A.P.O.C., Dr. Young, was
negotiating in with the Bakhtiyari governors, the Ilkhani and Ilbegi, on purchasing of
land for Company.
On 18 April 1921, when the Political Resident in the Persian Gulf, Colonel Arthur
Trevor also reached Meydan-e-Naftun, the Ilkhani and Ilbegi were still negotiating with
Dr. Young. The agreement was signed by the representative of the A.P.O.C., Dr. Young
and Amir Mofakham and Shahab al-Saltaneh in the presence of the Trevor, Peel and
Noel. The Political Resident considered the agreement “eminently satisfactory” (6) and
Peel regarded the agreement as “a most satisfactory” (7).
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The Bakhtiyari Khans asked the Oil Company to reduce in future the further
business done with the Khans in Isfahan and the payments would be made through the
Ahvaz branch of “the Imperial Bank of Persia“, and the Oil Company agreed to do so.
Trevor reported: nearly all business with the A.P.O.C. refers to the oilfields area has
always been dealt by Ahvaz Consulate and very few matters will be dealt with at
Isfahan. The Khans very much preferred to deal with Peel, the Vice-Consul, Ahvaz,
than any other officer. The representatives of the Anglo-Persian Company were of the
same opinion.
Trevor continued to say: “I am convinced “that Vice-Consul Peel is the proper
person to deal with the cases, being on the spot and if he deals with Anglo-Persian Oil
Company-Bakhtiyari question. He suggested: “he may as well”, “deal with all
Bakhtiyari matters which cannot be disposed of at capital. He also suggested the change
of the Ahvaz Vice-Consulate into Consulate. A Vice-Consul can do all routine Ahvaz
matters and the consul should continue to deal with Bakhtiyari matters, to meet the
Khans at fields or Ramuz (Ram-Hormoz) in the cold weather and make short tours in
Bakhtiyari.
Trevor was of opinion that it is easier to deal with nomad tribes from their
“Garmsir” “winter quarters” and Peel is the man to do principle part of the Bakhtiyari
work. He knows the principal official of the A.P.O.C. Sheikh Khaz’al would be also in a
better position to deal with the A.P.O.C. and Bakhtiyari. He added a special Bakhtiyari
Vice-Consul in Isfahan should visit the Bakhtiyari winter quarter which would involve
extra expense. In other words he suggested the appointment of Captain Peel as Consul
and the change of Ahvaz Vice-Consulate into Consulate. As he previously had
suggested dealing with the Bakhtiyari affairs from the south. In fact, he suggested an
Ahvaz consulate, and Peel as consul under the Persian Gulf Resident in which it deal
directly with the oil affairs (from oilfields to the pipeline).
It appears that he disagreed to the mission of Noel. He wrote: “an officer specially
told off to the Bakhtiyaris and travelling about with them might easily take the
Bakhtiyari point of view too much” (8). Trevor confirmed the view of Peel on
Bakhtiyari affairs. It should be, however, here mentioned that Colonel Arnold Wilson
had previously in October 1920 pointed out the importance of Ahvaz. He wrote the
British consul in Khuzestan should reside in future in Ahvaz instead Khorramshahr
(Mohammareh) with a Vice-Consul who would be responsible for local affairs. He
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continued to say: “whereas Mohammareh has shown no tendency to grow” and consular
and political work has shown a tendency to decrease, “Ahvaz has quadrupled in size
during the past six years and there is every indication that this rate of progress will be
remained” (9).
Meanwhile the suggestion of Trevor was accepted and in July the first 1921 the
vice-consulate changed into consulate and Captain Peel was appointed as the new
consul (10). Norman, however, after hearing the views of Major Noel and Captain Peel
in Tehran, emphasised the close inter-connection between Bakhtiyari and the Persian
question. He therefore, suggested the British relations with the Bakhtiyari being
controlled from Tehran and the British Consul in Ahvaz should be directly under the
Legation in Tehran for Bakhtiyari affairs and he should be provided with staff and
facilities to enable him to leave consulate “in charge of Vice-Consul “to visit Bakhtiyari
during the summer and pay a yearly visit to Tehran.
Norman disagreed to the Trevor recommends the exclusion of south Arabistan
from Jurisdiction of the conclusion in Ahvaz. He urged that the facilities be provided so
as the whole of Arabistan, Bakhtiyari and Lorestan “being unified under the consul at
Ahvaz” (11). Meanwhile in Tehran, Sardar Zafar, who realised that the cabinet of
Seyyed Zia al-Din was supported by the British Legation, endeavoured to secure the
governor-general of Isfahan for himself. The cabinet of Seyyed Zia al-Din received only
by a few influential personalities. Norman supported Sardar Zafar with regard to the
recent disquiets in the province of Isfahan. Before the appointments take place, Norman
wanted to know the view of Vice-Consul in Ahvaz.
He questioned Peel in his telegram: what effect do you think the appointment of
Sardar Zafar will have among Bakhtiyaris and who are the most suitable candidates for
Ilkhani and Ilbegi in view to the new situation? It appears that Sardar Zafar was so
confident of his appointment that he asked the British Minister the opinion of Captain
Peel about an Acting Governor pending his arrival to Isfahan. He even suggested the
financial agent and the Commander of Gendarmerie to be considered (12). As far as
British documents are concerned both parties (Political Resident and Vice-ConsulAhvaz, as well as Bakhtiyari Khans; acting Ilkhani and Ilbegi and so on...) were for
different reasons oppose to the appointment.
Trevor wrote: the Khans were very much perturbed at the possibility of Sardar
Zafar being provided with arms and funds by the Persian Government to pacify
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Bakhtiyari land and crush the Bakhtiyari Khans by playing off one against the other and
exploiting the old family feuds. The Khans added they were ready to carry out the
legitimate demands of the Persian Government and they would like to co-operate with
the Central Government in introducing reforms in Bakhtiyari before any coerce steps
were taken place. Trevor told the khans that he had no news of any such intentions of
the Persian Government, but he asked the Vice-Consul to bring the wishes of the Khans
to the notice of British Minister. Simultaneously he added: “obviously the very best way
to counter it or any other attack on Bakhtiyari liberties was to compose their differences
and present on united front” (13).
Peel responded his views a week later. Possibly on live to his absence from
Ahvaz. In fact, three days after the telegram of 20 April 21, the time which Trevor and
Peel had left the oilfields, Norman sent another telegram stating that Sardar Zafar had
practically been appointed the Governor of Isfahan. Peel stated: If Zafar must have a
Governorship, could it not be Kerman? The Khans would welcome this provided the
Governorships held by Bakhtiyari Khans were divided equally the two ruling families.
Peel added: Isfahan “would be too close to Bakhtiyari” and Sardar Zafar “manipulate
Bakhtiyari politics to his own personal advantage with disastrous result to all
concerned” (14).
Trevor went on to say that Sardar Zafar to be given a Governorship at all. He
pointed out: “I know that Sardar Zafar is not wanted at Kerman”, his previous tenure
having been disastrous (15). Peel informed the British Minister that the silence of
Persian Government towards Bakhtiyari and the cryptic telegrams from Sardar Zafar
have led the Bakhtiyari Khans here to suspect that the Persian Government
“contemplates using Zafar as an instrument for imposing its will on Bakhtiyari”.
The Khans wished that the demands of Persian Government “may be
communicated to them through Samsam, the head of their tribe. The Khans hoped that
British Minister dissuade the Persian Government from giving Sardar Zafar a mandate
supported by troops to make Bakhtiyari to the line”. Peel, as previously mentioned,
informed the Legation of a most satisfactory agreement between Oil Company (Dr.
Young) and khans (Ilkhani Amir Mofakham and Ilbegi Shahab al-Saltaneh) and he
added British relations with the tribe generally are most satisfactory. He requested: “In
the circumstances I beg that no steps to disturb the status que in Bakhtiyari may be
lightly undertaken” (16).
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As far as the telegram of British Consul-General in Isfahan, Francis Crow, is
concerned neither the Persian Government nor Sardar Zafar intended to crush the
Bakhtiyari at least in the circumstances. It appears, Norman was persuaded by the
complain of Crow of the Bakhtiyari governor’s weakness in Isfahan to ask the proBritish Prime Minister, Seyyed Zia al-Din, to appoint a new governor to Isfahan (had
this action related to the complaint of Crow and the reaction of Norman and Seyyed Zia
against Sardar Mohtasham and his invitation of Mossadeq to go to Bakhtiyari?). Sardar
Zafar was one of the most powerful Khans among the two Bakhtiyari ruling families
and friendly to the British Legation.
Crow informed Peel that “I am in the dark as the ultimate intentions of Persian
Government” towards Bakhtiyaris. They propose to leave things in status que for the
present and the Prime Minister is undoubtedly busy. In other words Norman dissuaded
the decision of Seyyed Zia al-Din. Crow pointed out: we had serious cause for
complaint against the Bakhtiyari Government in Isfahan “for not keeping better order”.
The khans could have restrained those who took part in holding up of Colonel Fraser
and in attack of financial advisors Caravan and in carrying off member of governorgeneral of Fars suite.
Crow said: “I consider that some drastic action is imperative here”, “If it is
inconvenient to replace Muhtashim by Zafar perhaps Persian Government will make
other arrangements”. He continued to say: “I do not feel inclined to overlook what has
occurred so close to town and whole business appears to me very discreditable to
Bakhtiyari regime” (17). Crow telegramed to Norman and supported the request of Peel
as to maintaining the status que in Bakhtiyari for the present until Peel goes to Tehran
and discusses the matter with him. He wrote: “I think that khans should be made to
understand that reason for change of Governors is ...” (18).
A few days after the conclusion of the Agreement on land purchasing between the
Oil Company and Ilkhani-Ilbegi, the question of appointing a new Ilkhani and a
governor for Isfahan was propounded by the Persian Government and British Legation.
The opposition of Captain Peel to any change in the position of the two ruling
families and also his opposition to the Major Noel’s plan on formation a Bakhtiyari
force, persuaded him, with the permission of British Resident in Bushehr to proceed to
Tehran before the end of June 1921 in order to discuss the British “future policy in
Bakhtiyari and Arabistan” (19).
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The Bakhtiyari tribe with the Ilkhani and Ilbegi as well as some of the Khans
started annual migration to summer quarter, where they received Mossadeq the former
governor-general of Fars. Though at this juncture the question of Governorship of
Bakhtiyari remained in abeyance, Sardar Zafar did continue to gain the Governorship of
Isfahan. The Bakhtiyari Khans were of opinion that one of the chief causes of
dissension amongst themselves was the competition for outsides Governorships and
they expected the Persian Government to dividing Governorships equally between the
two ruling families otherwise “they would infinitely prefer to fore goal Governorships”
(20).
From Vice-Consul in Ahvaz point of view Sardar Zafar was a “disruptive force in
Bakhtiyari politics and an ambitious man who “make himself supreme in Bakhtiyari at
the expense of his brothers and cousins“. The effort of Sardar Zafar in his recent attempt
to seize the Governorship of Bakhtiyari for himself with the support of Seyyed Zia alDin a plan justifiable from Persian Government’s view point, and the height of
treachery in Bakhtiyari eyes. During the spring’s months Sardar Zafar did his best to
discredit Sardar Mohtahsam by inciting his own “Bastegan” to rob and pillage in the
Isfahan district to make a way for obtaining the Governorship of Isfahan where he set
for the moment his heart (21).
The Bakhtiyari Khans who governed on several provinces in central and southern
Persia, they recognised the coup cabinet under Prime Minister, Seyyed Zia al-Din. The
khans, however, received in Bakhtiyari land the former Governor-General of Fars,
Mohammad Mossadeq who did not recognise the cabinet of Seyyed Zia al-Din. Amir
Mofakham, the acting Ilkhani, received Mossadeq warmly and he was the guest of
Bakhtiyari Khans until the fall of Seyyed Zia al Din which it happened very soon at the
beginning of June 1921.
Mossadeq proceeded to Isfahan with Sardar Ashja. Mossadeg visited Sardar
Mohtasham to thank him for the trouble, then he and Sardar Ashja left the city for
Tehran. He was invited to participate in the new cabinet as finance Minister (22). The
action of the khans against the coup regime limited to tribal hospitality. They neither
arrange a movement nor a complot against the Coup Cabinet.
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7.3.

The Past Activities

Neither the suggestion of George Churchill on 20 November 1920 on formation a
Bakhtiyari force under a British officer nor then the suggestion of Lancelot Oliphant on
sending Major Noel or Haig to the Bakhtiyari territory was new or expected idea
formation a Bakhtiyari force returned to the Great War and Major Noel was for more
than a decade dealt with the Persian affairs. Lieutenant-Colonel Edward William
Charles Noel (born 14 April 1886) was one of the most active British officers of
political department of the Government of India, who acquainted with the Persian
language and dialects. He was second assistants to the political Resident-Bushehr 19111912 and 1915. Once by the order of the Government of India he took a detachment of
22 men increase to the number of consulate Guard Shiraz (23).
Then, it was heard from him during the Great War as a German mission entered to
Lorestan and then Khuzestan, among them former German consul in Bushehr, W.
Wassmuss and now in Shiraz. The German mission aimed to encourage the Persian
against British colonial activities in Persia. In Dezful, the capital and the old city of
Khuzestan at that time, and the residency of the Governor of the province, the Germans
met a number of Bakhtiyari Khans and they reached to certain mutual understanding.
The German mission moved to Shushtar, another town in northern Khuzestan and one
of the residential as winter quarter of the Bakhtiyaris.
British authorities, however, were informed of the German mission and Wassmuss
presence in Shushtar. Cox knew Wassmuss as he was in Bushehr. Cox sent a
detachment to arrest the Germans, but the German mission had left the town for
Behbahan to the border south east of Khuzestan and British arrived in empty house. A
pro-British chief invited the Germans to his residency. He ordered to arrest the mission
and then informed British Political Residency in the Persian Gulf-Bushehr. British
cavaliers left the port for Behbahan. Wassmuss succeeded to escape and then went to
Borazjan. Captain Noel, who had spent a lot of time among the tribes in Persia, and was
known as a fearless and brave officer, was sent voluntarily to capture Wassmuss.
Immediately he and his cavalry left Bushehr for Borazjan. The British cavalry arrested
Wassmuss in a village near the town and informed Noel.
He ordered to take Wassmuss to Bushehr without delay. During the journey, in a
dawn, Wassmuss suddenly jumped on his horse and disappeared. Noel did not succeed
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to find him. British Resident, Cox, recalled Noel to Bushehr. Then he was appointed as
acting consul in Ahvaz 1n 1915 (24). A number of Bakhtiyari joined the anti-AngloRussian force of Persian and supporter of Turko-German. On 2 September 1915 the
force was defeated to the west of Isfahan by the Russian garrison of the place.
On the other hand British considered that it was possible that the Turkish
Government might send the regular troops “to assist the revolutionary movement“.
Captain Noel of the Indian Political Department under the order of Sir Charles Marling,
British Minister in Tehran, had been sent to Bakhtiyari. He succeeded to raise several
hundred Bakhtiyari tribesmen. They persuaded the defeated revolutionaries “with a
success that promised to upset the German plans“(25). Simultaneously, on September
1916, Sir Percy Sykes accelerate his march and reached Isfahan at the request of British
consul in this city. In spite of the operation, British authorities considered that in the
Bakhtiyari territory the situation was not all together satisfactory. The security of
oilfields in Bakhtiyari land had the first priority in British policy. Marling decided the
financial support of the Bakhtiyari Khans.
In December 1916, Captain Noel suggested raising a force of Bakhtiyari levies
under British officers whose primary duty to maintain order along the Lynch road. This
project met with the approval of British authorities in Persia and then at the end of
January 1917 the British Government approved it. However, the scheme never
materialised and was abandoned in May 1917 (26). At the same month, on May 1917,
Percy Sykes-Horton suggested to Marling the expansion of South Persia Rifles by
absorbing the unregular troops from Bakhtiyaris and Sistanis. This project did not
shape at its juncture.
After the Bolshevik revolution, Captain Noel was sent by the order of Marling to
Gilan and Caucasus to gather the necessary information’s and to arrange certain duties
before the campaign of Donester Force. In his return from Baku, Noel stayed in Anzali,
but in civil cloth. The Jangalis received information’s that Captain Noel prepares to
organise the assassination of Mirza Kuchek Khan, the leader of Jangal’s movement. On
18 March the Jangalis arrested him. Captain Noel escaped twice from his prison, but he
was captured (27). Captain Noel was freed only after the cease fire between Jangalis
and Donester Force.
Incidentally, the day of Noel’s arrest, the Persian Government, the Cabinet of
Mostowfi asked the evacuation of British forces from the Persian territory. The Persian
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Government informed the British of his intention on formation a national army in
Persia. Four days later, the Persia Committee decided to consult Marling on raising a
Bakhtiyari levy corps and the Foreign Office informed the commanding officer of force
that the British Government had decided to raise a Bakhtiyari force to protect the
position of Great Britain in Persia (28). Curzon, the Chairman of Eastern Committee
objected strongly to such policy and did not authorise such a telegram.
At the beginning of 1921, Foreign Office requested India Office to lend Major
Noel to organise a Bakhtiyari force and create a southern federation of the tribes. India
Office agreed but, pointed out Noel will be wanted eventually for the Kurdish
Commission in Cairo (29). Major Noel was in England at the time. He, therefore, did
not return to India, but reached into Persia in April 1921. First he participated in Cairo
Conference in March 1921. Winston Churchill, the new Colonial Secretary, chaired the
Conference. Noel was consulted on Kurdestan issue. He favoured the formation a
Kurdestan as a buffer state, but Cox and Bell wanted Kurdestan to form a part of Iraq
(30).
He left Cairo for Persia and after his mission in Persia Noel went to Iraq. He was
accused of involving in Lorestan insurgence in 1922 and Bakhtiyari 1931. He was
Consul in Kerman 1929-1931. The Persian Government was not happy with the
Residence of Noel in Persia. After the occupation of Persia by the Allies, he was the
chief of British farms in Khuzestan in 1941.
Before arriving in Persia in spring 1921, Major Noel wrote a letter to Arnold
Wilson, the Resident Director of the A.P.O.C., on the subject of Bakhtiyari Khans’
discontentment of the A.P.O.C. Then as he stayed in Bakhtiyari country, he wrote two
memoranda on the subject and of the Bakhtiyari Khans shares in the Bakhtiyari Oil
Company and first Exploitation Company. He had also some correspondence with the
Directors of the A.P.O.C. in London this subject. Some telegraphic correspondence took
place between Major Noel and the Political Advisor of Oil Company Dr. Young and
between him and the British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz, Captain Peel on the subject of an
advance to the Khans, the question of the retention of their scrip (31).
Major Noel arrived in Persia in April 1921. He went to winter quarter of
Bakhtiyari in the north east Khuzestan and the foot hill of Zagros. In his report, Noel
has mentioned that he met in low land the khans as well as Lieutenant Colonel Trevor,
British Political Resident in Bushehr and Captain Peel Vice-Consul in Ahvaz. They all
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three were the eye-witness of an agreement on purchasing land between the Ilkhani and
Ilbegi Amir Mofakham and Morteza Qoli Khan, and the political advisor and the
representative of the A.P.O.C. Dr. Young in the second half of April 1921. Major Noel
joined the Bakhtiyaris on annual migration to highland or summer quarter (32). In fact,
Major Noel came at first to the Bakhtiyari to study the situation before shaping his
proposals to the British Minister in Tehran.
He met the majority of Khans and a „passage through Bakhtiyari“. He met the
Ilkhani Amir Mofakham and Ilbegi Morteza Qoli Khan as well as Amir Mojahed and
“the minor khans who accompanied these Senior Khans in the lowland. He discussed
the situation with the British resident in the Persian Gulf, Lieutenant Colonel Trevor and
British Vice-Consul-Ahvaz, Captain Peel and the political advisor of the A.P.O.C., Dr.
Young.
Then, he travelled through Bakhtiyari country during the annual migration. He
had the opportunity to watch carefully „the internal relation and the relations between
the tribesmen and the chiefs. On his arrival in Bakhtiyari highland he saw Sardar Ashja,
Sardar Jang and Shahab al-Saltaneh. Finally he met Sardar Mohtasham, the Governor of
Isfahan. Noel discussed with the Khans the recent political developments and the
question of Bolshevism in Persia. Then he prepared a memorandum in Isfahan in 12
May 1921 on the situation in Bakhtiyari before living for Tehran (33). The proposal of
Noel was based on his previous analysis and memorandum.

7. 3.1.

Noel’s view on Bakhtiyari Tribe

Noel stated: It is four years since he was in Bakhtiyari and the most striking
feature was the increase in ill feeling among the tribesmen toward the Khans. He added:
“True, the ill feeling to the chiefs is of such long standing as to be characterised as
symptomatic”, however, as recorded by Vice-Consul-Ahvaz 1911 “while the proposal
loyalty of the tribesmen to their chiefs is despicable, it is still not for a moment that they
would in consequence acquiesce with any outside power.
Noel agreed that the khans might be able to rally the tribesmen in the face of an
outside danger, but at the same time added the feeling of disloyalty and dissatisfaction
had been increasing “so steadily as to make the present situation unstable “and it
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renders” to break up from within if not from without“, so they fear of Bolshevism and
ready to work with British to protect them against it (34). He argues, in spite of the
feudal and autocratic character of the tribe it is at the same time strongly patriarchal
which it implies a very “strong undercurrent of democracy”. A tribe is nothing more
than a large family. The younger members must pay respect to the elders.
They feel the elders bound to then “by the ties of a common life and common
interests“. The present breach was precisely due to the disappearance of these ties. The
fathers of the present Khans lived with the wives and children in black goat hair tent and
migrated annually twice with the tribesmen. They knew their tribesmen intimately and
settled the disputes in virtue of their knowledge. No the Khans settled down in palaces
in Chahar Mahal quite distinct from Bakhtiyari and many of Khans resided more or less
permanent in Tehran and they visit Bakhtiyari intervals. Their wives veiled like Persians
and send their children to Europe (35).
The Khans no longer accompany the tribesmen in annual migration. The position
of Khans “as leaders, arbitrators and rulers “no longer depend on their natural abilities
and qualifications for a task, but upon a family arrangement designed. The Bakhtiyari
tribesmen argued that the present political position of the Khans is due to their
participation and support of the khans since the Constitutional Revolution, but they did
not “share with the Khans in the same way as they shared things in Bakhtiyari itself“.
This question first arose in 1908 and Khans who conscious of maintaining their
power, did attempt “to do so by intermarriage and by money. Hence arose the system of
“Bastakani” (Bastegan), “the building up of a body of retainers by a system of doles and
intermarriage. Noel believed by certain personal experience like discussion with the
brother in law of Samsam al Saltaneh “to live in a palace and send his children to
Europe and take a hand at governing the provinces”. “The tribesman feels that the
democratic basis of tribal life has been violated, he realises that the khans while ready to
appeal to his feelings of clansmanship, are not ready to allow the principle of
clanmanship full play when it comes to dividing the booty“, that the tribesmen “will
never be content with cash” (36).
In recent years the Bakhtiyari “revenues as well as the tolls on the Lynch road
chiefly expended on keeping the “Bastegan “quite”. The tribesmen received large
salaries and yet dissatisfied and at the same time the Khans would be pleased to free
themselves of Bastegan system and yearly dole. Also the Khans, had no interest to
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spend Penny money on the most elemental needs of the tribe such as Il route, where it
was kept in good repair during the rule of the father of the khans. “Now it is left to look
after itself. “The real interest of the Khans” “lies in their lucrative private properties
which situated outside Bakhtiyari”. “As long as he sees his chief, who is often his
connection by marriage, elevated to a position which he cannot share”.
Finally he reached into conclusion and suggested: It will be necessary for British
to interfere into the breach between Khans and tribesmen and to alter radically the
present system of tribal government. He believed that the tribesmen would welcome it
and the khans due to their fear of Bolshevism would not oppose to such step. He added
“the first and most important step would be the raising of a Bakhtiyari police force
under British Officers and the exercise of a general control over the revenues of the
country” (37).
Noel was of opinion that the “British prestige stand high among Bakhtiyaris”. It
would lose ground if it were identified with nothing more than a policy of preserving
the khans in their evil ways“. He believed: “the most striking feature in Bakhtiyari was
the increase in good feeling to the Oil Company and ...“since he was in Bakhtiyari for
four years ago. With such view Noel went to see Norman, the British Minister, and
explain his proposals and receive his instructions.
Noel arrived in Tehran after the fall of Seyyed Zia al-Din and his escape to
Europe. He founded the British Minister “very pessimistic as regard the future and the
prospects of preventing the north Bolsheviks”. It appears that the Persian Cossack and
its command had not stabilised themselves when the coup cabinet fell. Norman told
Noel to go ahead with his plan on Bakhtiyari force by laying “the foundation of a
Bakhtiyari dam to stem the incoming Bolshevik tide” (38).
From Norman point of view the Russian Soviet Government was developing with
alarming and unexpected speed in the northern provinces of Persia, “unless timely
measures are taken to check by the maintenance of the S.P.R. “and “by adaptation of
measures for more costly and for more open to objection from a political view “in order
that the British interests commercial and political “especially the oilfields can be saved
from destruction” (39).
Not only British interests in Persia were at attack, but British position in India
should be affected “by disappearance of the force, because it offers the only secure
foundation for the local arrangement which are necessary to prevent the penetration of
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Bolshevism”. The chief aim of the Russian Soviet Government is to be the destruction
of the British Empire by expelling the British from India (40).

7.3.2.

Proposals of Noel and Smart

Major Noel discussed informally with the Bakhtiyari Khans in Tehran. He
reached into conclusion that the relations between khans and tribesmen were bad.
Without British mediation, the tribesmen easily amenable to Bolshevik propaganda. The
old divisions between the khans make them ready to Bolshevik agents. Bakhtiyari
police force, about 500 strong, as the khans tentatively told Noel, should be under
British Officers to secure the internal order of Bakhtiyari tribes. Noel told smart that:
this force would be under supervising of British Consul in Bakhtiyari “to improve the
lot of tribesmen „and “maintain the authority and unity of the ruling families“. Noel
stated: the Khans “haunted by the specter of Bolshevism „and “would welcome British
interventions on these lines” (41).
The properties of the Khans were most by outside the Bakhtiyari country, and
khans, Noel thought, would “not object to being relieved of the internal responsibility“
of the Bakhtiari tribe “provided they could count on its support when needed”. The
costs of the police force as Major Noel estimated, was about 25.000T annually or about
L 50.000. The Khan told Noel and the Legation that they are willing “to contribute
substantially to the maintenance of the force provided Bakhtiyari tax and the tax of
certain districts outside the Bakhtiyari under their jurisdiction are entirely assigned to
that object“(42). In his return to Bakhtiyari high land Noel wrote a demi-official letter to
Peel, Vice-Consul-Ahvaz, and explained his proposals on organise the Bakhtiyari
against Bolshevism in order Peel can “as non-committal with the khans as possible“. As
far as the proposals of Noel indicate, he modified his view in regard to the khans and the
A.P.O.C.:

(a)

Noel proposed the formation Bakhtiyari police force strength of 700
under British Officers.

(b)

The control of Bakhtiyari revenue by British political Officer.

(c)

Setting up a commission as Peel had put forward in 1919.
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(d)

To include the areas of Kohgiluyeh, Chahar Mahal and Burburud to
Bakhtiyari.

(e)

The Bakhtiyari Khans would receive the financial assistance for two
years to enable them to raise the Bakhtiyari force, then the salaries
(Mawajeb) of the Bastegan in one year “can be very greatly reduced”
The Bakhtiyari will be financially a self-supporting unit. In other words
with the help of the khans, British would create a police force under the
British command and the force would

be paid salaries from the

Bakhtiyari revenue and toll which at the present distributed to the
Bastegan and it will be controlled by British political Officers and the
Khans who assist to the British. In other words, British would rule over
an expanded Bakhtiyari territory by a force under British command, a
force which it would be paid from the tax and yield of Bakhtiyaris
revenue which it would be controlled by a British Officer and it is paid at
the present to the Bastegan. Briefly speaking, British would rule the
Bakhtiyaris and the others through the Persian pocket.
(f)

Finally he wrote the „Oil Company to offer the khans a 5% royalty
instead of the 3% percent shareholding, if the police force has come into
being after two years. He added: the unity among the Khans is necessary
if the scheme gets going. Noel discussed on first five points with Khans
and they agreed on principal.

(g)

Noel and the Khans were convinced that the proposition could not put
into practice if Sardar Zafar was not placated.

Khans suggested: giving him the governorship or appointing him as Ilkhani with
Sardar Mohtasham as Ilbegi. Mohtasham agreed to the second proposal. Noel was in
favour of number one and gets Samsam al-Saltaneh back to Bakhtiyari land as Ilkhani,
the other day he discussed the matter with Samsam al-Saltaneh and he agreed to reside
in Bakhtiyari (43).
Despite his previous statements on high prestige of British and good feeling on
Anglo-Persian Oil Company in Bakhtiyari and the disloyalty of tribesmen towards the
khans, Noel realised that he is enable to form Bakhtiyari police form only if the Khans
assist him. The Noel suggestion to Anglo-Persian Oil Company on change of 3%
shareholding of Bakhtiyari Khan to 5% loyalty had not any ground or relations to his
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other proposals and Noel did not explain the reasons for his proposition. However, the
other correspondences indicate the discontent of the khans of the agreement of 1905 and
1909.

7.4.

A Defence Plan of the South

Meanwhile Oriental Secretary of British Legation, Walter Smart prepared a
memorandum on the situation in Persia. He reached almost to the same conclusion as
Norman. He wrote: the withdrawals of Russian missions, now in Tehran and the
Northern provinces are expose to the activities of Russian agents. These also the menace
of ever-present military intervention of Russian to the capital and British “are
practically unarmed” in the north. Then he suggested the consolidation of British
position in the south.
Smart stated: the consolidation of British situation in the south depends
principally on the S.P.R. and the Bakhtiyaris. The city of Isfahan is the centre of
Bakhtiyari politics and the meeting place of southern highways. Fortunately, the
Cabinet of Seyyed Zia al-Din, the late cabinet, transferred some detachments of the
S.P.R. to Isfahan and they still remain there. With the dissolution of the S.P.R., the
Russian agents in Isfahan will undermine, the insecure Bakhtiyari tribal system, with the
result that the safety of the oilfields will be compromised and a British force will
probably be required to protect these vital interests.
The expense of such force “will be far in excess of modest sums required by the
S.P.R” The dissolution of the S.P.R. will throw Fars into anarchy, weaken British
influence, injure the British trade and “reduce the customs revenues which form the
security for British loans and expose the province to Russian penetration”. With the
maintenance of South Persia Rifles, this is a fair prospect of a consolidated south favour
to the British interests. An arrangement with the Bakhtiyari Khans is necessary to
stabilise the internal situation of the Bakhtiyari country and for their co-operation in the
Governorship at the present held by the Khans in Arak, Isfahan, Yazd and Kerman.
It would be necessary, wrote Smart, a similar arrangement with the semiindependent and hereditary ruler of Quanta and Seistan, Showkat al Molk, who is
entirely in British camp, to preserve the south east ward against the Russian Bolshevik
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penetration. In fact, the question of a raising police force largely from British disbanded
levies had already been discussed by the British Legation, Showkat al-Molk and Seyyed
Zia Government. Seyyed Zia “approved the scheme, proved the cost of the force was
defrayed from local tax” (44).
The isolated and independent Posht-Kuh and the anarchy Lorestan provide
effective barriers in the west and north of this area in Kermanshah and Kurdestan can
Mesopotamia exercise a steadily influence. It was essential for Smart that throughout
the southern “British influence should be exercised”. It appears for a consolidated south;
Smart would like to promote Sarem al-Dowleh, the son of Zel al-Soltan and the present
head of the family, if it would be necessary as the chief of sovereign of the southern
confederation.
Although Sarem al-Dowleh has no military force at his disposal and the prestige
of Prince was now of little weight, wrote Smart, but “he was not without utility”. He has
held ministerial posts and “he has an English education and his horizon is wider than of
local chieftain”. Major Noel suggested that he might be sent to Fars. Both, Sarem alDowleh and the Khans of Bakhtiyari had “expressed willingness to abandon their long
feud in view of the Bolshevik peril”. The bulk of Sarem’s property near Isfahan would
ensure his co-operation with us (British).
It might be possible for British to give Qavam al-Molk such guarantees as would
induce him to accept Sarem al-Dowleh as Governor-General and forget his hostility.
However, it appears neither Bakhtiyari nor Qavam al-Molk are likely to acquaint in his
domination. Smart was in view that the keeping Sarem within British southern system is
advisable and the disposal of Sarem can be considered at the proper moment in detail. In
regard to Qavam al-Molk, Smart stated: he must be the pivot of British policy in Fars.
He alone has the stability, the material force and the local interest required to hold the
province in co-operation with British.
The Persian Gulf ports were dominated by the British and Arabestan (Khuzestan)
under the eyes of the Sheikh Khaz’al is equally secure. The Russians and the Persian
nationalist in the north fight against a southern consolidation. British should endeavour
to force the Persian Government to finance South Persia Rifles and to assign the
Bakhtiyari revenue to the Bakhtiyari police force and the Seistan customs to Showkat
al-Molk’s local levies and finally the expenditure of all southern revenues on the south.
British should endeavour to give effect to this policy by diplomatic methods, but in vital
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issues we must prepare to disregard the Tehran Government if it proves unnameable
(45).
The southern consolidation need not necessarily be effected by a dramatic break
with the north, unless the Bolsheviks play their cards and provoke such secession.
British should, as in Pre-War days, fight for the south in Tehran. It is possible that the
Russian influences may so predominant in Tehran that the British and south would be
compelled to break with the Central Government. A loosely-connected confederation
would then administer the south in alliance with British and independently of the
Tehran Government.
It appears, as a result of the strong position of Bolsheviks in the northern
provinces, in that time the fall of Seyyed Zia al-Din, the uncertain position of Reza
Khan and the Persian Cossacks who were still unable to break up the Bolshevik forces,
Norman and Smart widen and completed the policy of strengthening the southern
chieftains. Therefore they suggested to Foreign Office to bring the chiefs under an
umbrella and a Prince as the head of southern confederation and under British guidance
and influence.
British Legation’s proposals resulting partition of Persia similar the Conventions
of 1907 and 1915. From this view point Norman let Noel to discuss the Bakhtiyari
khans in Tehran and then to go to Bakhtiyari land to form the Bakhtiyari police force.
On 27 June 1921, British Minister, Herman Norman, sent a dispatch to Foreign Office,
enclosing a report prepared by Major Noel on his recent journey through the Bakhtiyari
country and his impressions on Bakhtiyari tribal affairs as well as the formation of 700
Bakhtiyari police force (46).

7.5.

Opposition from Ahvaz

Meanwhile Noel had to postpone his plan due to Armitage-Smith request. Noel
informed Peel that:" I have not been able to get on with my scheme owing to pleadings
of Armitage-Smith who wanted a little more grace to work for united Persia" (47). Peel,
as Vice-Consul-Ahvaz, who was engaged in Bakhtiyari affairs since 1917 reacted to the
Noel’s proposal negatively. In a telegram to Norman he wrote: Noel’s proposal in
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connection with Bakhtiyari against Bolshevism is dangerous to the British interests in
Bakhtiyari.
He requested Norman “no definite decision be taken and nothing done to arouse
the cupidity of the Khans“ and informed the Minister that he had prepare a memo on
this subject in which he would hand him on his arrival in Tehran in less than three
weeks in 15 July (48). Peel stated: as regard to the question of royalty, it is almost
certain that the director of the Company will not agree and share remaining in the
Company’s hand.
Meanwhile Peel drafted a scrupulously fair agreement by the request of managing
agents. This was approved by Ilkhani, Ilbegi and Sardar Jang. They begged the Khans
resided in Tehran to accept in letters which he was carrying to Tehran. Peel added that
his agreements did not raise question of royalty (49). Captain Peel who was
requisitioned by Major Noel in 1917 from the Indian Government to assist him in
raising police forces, then was appointed as the Vice-Consul-Ahvaz and was responsible
for Bakhtiyari affairs. He opposed strongly to Noel’s proposals and put forward an eight
point’s proposal to form a Bakhtiyari politic to enable the Khans to defend of Bakhtiyari
land.
The following criticism was to offer on the Noel’s proposals. Neither the
appointment of Sardar Zafar as Ilkhani, nor governor of Isfahan was advocated by Peel.
He regarded Sardar Zafar as disruptive force in Bakhtiyari politics for three decades and
he made himself supreme in Bakhtiyari “at the expense of his brothers and cousins“.
Amir Mofakham and Morteza Qoli Khan were an excellent combination. The situation
in Lynch road and Kohgiluyeh were very satisfactory. Dr. Young founded “then the
most satisfactory to deal with in all matters affecting the Oil Company“.
Peel also had more cardinal reception than before. He added: they prepare to
accept to carry out British plans may concert with Samsam al-Saltaneh and Sardar
Ashja. Peel pointed out that Isfahan is too close to Bakhtiyari “for a disintegration
influence of Sardar Zafar”. The only suitable Governorship is Kerman “which is
sufficiently far from Bakhtiyari”. If Sardar Zafar was appointed to Kerman, Yazd
should be given to Amir Mojahed. It should be here mentioned that if an Ilkhani was
satisfactory to the British local authorities, he was not necessarily beneficial to the
Bakhtiyari Khans and the tribes as whole.
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For example it has written that the above Ilkhani and Ilbegi did not share the
income of Anglo-Persian Oil Company’s land purchasing 1920 with the other Khans
(50). Peel was of opinion that the invasion of Persia by Bolshevik forces would be
necessary more comprehensive measures. Peel believed that the experience of the Great
War showed that the tribesmen of Persia fight best under their chiefs. “It is extremely
difficult to instil into them the discipline which British officers would compel to try and
enforce“. “The police would almost inevitably be recruited from the ranks of the
Bastegan. An individual marked out for punishment would at once seek redress from his
patron, and if a British officer invoked the authority of Ilkhani and Ilbegi and obtained
their support the latter would at once be involved with the patron in question”.
Another difficult question was that of plunder, which all tribesmen looked upon as
their legitimate reward for risking life and property in battle. The Bakhtiyari revenue
system, said Peel, was devised by Hossein Qoli Khan and admirably suited and worked
to the nomad tribe of Bakhtiyari. It should only revise to allow for subsequent
redistribution of wealth with the result of overtaxed and under taxed tribes. The share of
all profits and losses of administration among the two ruling family members as well as
pay and allowances to Bastegan does not provide a surplus for public works, but the
dissolution of Bastegan in these days of Bolshevik propaganda cause for discontent.
Besides that the formation of a Bakhtiyari police force under British Officers and
the control of Bakhtiyari revenue by political officer would cut the right of Ilkhani and
Ilbegi and “amount practically to a mild form of mandate” (51) and the Khans would
swiftly repudiate as they realised. If a financial advisor appointed to form the
Bakhtiyari, incomes, he should not be a British civil servant, but an outsider who would
be paid by the Khans. It is necessary to make control of revenue and other reforms to
finance a Bakhtiyari police force for two years mean taking money from British pocket
and „putting it into the pockets of the Khans „for the reason that the Bastegan of the
Bakhtiyari Khans were enlisted first and the khans would stop to pay allowances to
them from the time of enlistment.
He continued to say, the khan defending of their home, why British should pay for
it. “After all, why should we in these days of retrenchment pay the Khans to defend
their hearths and homes”? The previsions of “Commission Agreement” was entirely the
work of the Khans themselves “except for a few alterations” it can be useful after
abolition of the “Bastegan and the resignation of all outside Governorship” (52).
253

The integration certain are as to the Bakhtiyari shall be recognising the status quo
and the Kohgiluyeh required one more expedition and etc. The exception is Burbound in
which the Bakhtiyari Khans pay revenue to the Persian Government. Finally Peel
pointed out that the Oil Company’s concession and the Bakhtiyari Agreement of 1905
are two different propositions. The Khan holding 3 per cent share and not royalty.
In the world value of oil increase and if the companies make greater profits, their
dividends subsequently will increase. The Khans could claim that the Bakhtiyari Oil
Company and First Exploitation Company are not paid by Anglo-Persian Oil Company
“a price which approximates to the world price” “This remains to be proved”. The 3 per
cent shareholding by Bakhtiyari Khans was well known to the Vali of Posht-Kuh on the
time of agreement and it was used a model. The company would be faced with a
demand for a 5 per cent royalty, where they wish to work in Persia (53). Peel proposed
the following points:

(a)

The immediate resignation of all outside governorships of the Khans to
effect a concentration instead of defussion of strength and to remove the
cause of dissension between the two rival families.

(b)

If it is decided for other reasons Isfahan and Irak should remain in Haji
Ilkhani family, and Kerman and Yazd being given to Sardar Zafar and
Yazd to Amir Mojahed. Sardar Ass´ad, “the leading personality amongst
the Bakhtiyari Khans after“ Samsam al-Saltaneh and his presence will be
required nearer the centre of Bakhtiyari land “possess enough public
spirit to give up Kerman“ if it is pointed out to him that the situation
demand.

(c)

The Ilkhani and Ilbegi should remain as at present and Samsam alSaltaneh should remain in Tehran unless he compelled to leave the
capital then he resumes automatically office of Ilkhani with Amir
Mofakham as Ilbegi.

(d)

The British Government assistance should be “in the shape of rifles,
ammunition, and if necessary two mountain guns, but not money, except
the offer of compensation to relatives of Bakhtiyari killed in action”. The
present Ilkhani and Ilbegi would certainly not demand money for the
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services of their soars“. The proposals are not intended to constitute a
modified mandate over Bakhtiyari for term of years.
(e)

In serious fighting, British must be prepared to place a mountain battery
at the disposal of the Khans and one or two British officers to advise the
khans on points of strategy and “to co-ordinate the operations of the
Bakhtiyari force with those of other friendly force which may be
operating in the neighbourhood”.

(f)

To encourage the Khan to set up the commission in which it will follow a
financial reform and a gradual reduction of Bastegan and to replace by a
homogeneous force under the order of Ilkhani and Ilbegi.

(g)

The dissolution of the Bastegan must take place by the Khan on their
return to Bakhtiyari and the renunciation of outside Governorships,
provided no one receives Persian or British Government’s support at the
expense of the others.

In Peel’s opinion “the Khans will not brook control“, but they listen to the true
advise. He added if a financial adviser is ever appointed to assist the Bakhtiyaris, he
should “on outsider engaged under contract and paid by themselves „and not a paid staff
of British Government.
The last article of Major Noel proposal on formation a Bakhtiyari force was: „The
Oil Company to offer the Khans a 5% royalty instead of the present 3% shareholding“.
Apparently there was no connection between this article and the rest of Noel’s proposal.
Noel did not explain the reasons for the proposition to the A.P.O.C. Peel also responded
to Noel on this matter, but he was not surprised of the question at all.

7.6.

The Old Differences

In fact, as Noel received the instruction to go to Bakhtiyari land and form a
Bakhtiyari police force, he who well aware of the Khans dissatisfaction with the
agreements of 1905 and 1909. He knew also that the Khans had still so much influence
on Bakhtiyari tribesmen, but the formation of Bakhtiyari force without their consent,
could not be performed, but also the co-operation of Bakhtiyari khans in such
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circumstance was unavoidable. To draw the attention of the Khans to a mutual cooperation against the Bolsheviks, he found it was necessary to find a solution to the
Bakhtiyari question in relation to the Oil Company. Before his arrival to Persia, on 31
March 1921, he sent a letter to Sir Arnold Wilson, the Manager Director of the company
in Persia. In this letter he pointed out that the Khans “had been very unfairly treated by
the company“(54).
As he stayed in Bakhtiyari land and then proceeded to Tehran, he wrote a
memorandum on the subject of the agreement between the Bakhtiyari Khans and the
British consul-general in Isfahan. He wrote again another memorandum on relation to
three day after the fall of Seyyed Zia al-Din. It is probable that he wrote this memo on
his arrival in Tehran. He had certain telegraphic correspondence with political advisor
of the company, Dr. Young who wrote a memorandum as well in respond to Noel. With
British vice-consul in Ahvaz, Captain Peel and finally Major Noel had some
correspondence with the director of the A.P.O.C. in London (55).
After the drilling stopped near Kermanshah in 1904, in spite of two producing
well, due to the question of shipment, the D‘Arcy Oil Syndicate shifted the drilling to
Bakhtiyari winter quarter where the Morgan and D‘Arcy geologists had recommended.
The drilling began in 1905 and reached to oil in 1908 (56). Instead asking the Persian
Government for protection guard and land purchasing, the British Consul-General in
Isfahan Preach and the representative of the concessionaire (D‘Arcy) Oil Syndicate
engineer G.B. Reynolds came into direct negotiation with the Bakhtiyari Khans without
the knowledge of Central Government (57).
On 15 November 1905 an agreement signed by the Khans and Preece. The
Bakhtiyari Khans obtained 3 per cent the shares of the First Exploitation Company. The
object of Noel was to consider the question of the Khans interests in the A.P.O.C. from
the viewpoint of Bolshevik propaganda campaign, whose first object will be AngloPersian Oil Company the only real industry in Persia. The Company might argued that
question of revising the terms of the agreement “which were only extracted by the
Khans by blackmail “and the Persian Government has not recognised the agreement and
“khans have no valid right to royalty or payment of any sort” (58).
The southern oilfields is isolated, but contact with the Khans will be at first in
Tehran and then in Isfahan and Chahar Mahal by promoting ill-feeling between the
Bakhtiyari khans and the Oil Company through suggestions that they were “robbed and
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exploited“ therefore the cognition present psychology of the Khans towards the Oil
Company and the agreement are important. The Khans have always been convinced,
wrote Noel, that the 1905 agreement was unfair to their legitimate interests and that
“Mr. Preece duped them or to use their own expression “rubbed syrup into their hands.
Sardar Ass’ad told Grand Duff:
“At the time of the signature of the Agreement, Mr. Preece was their guest and out
of regard for him they had given way in certain important matters to excite the avarice
and cupidity of the khans without realising what they were undertaking” British ConsulGeneral Isfahan wrote in his dispatch of 20 November 1905 to the Legation “I was
never more pleased in my life, as I did not think I was ever going to bring it off and on
such advantageous terms. I am much be held to the chiefs for their consideration of me,
they knew that I was ill and suffering, and so gave in to me on my many points” (59).
The second point of the Khans against the agreement 1905 was that” a 5 per cent
helding of the shares had been practically agreed between themselves and Mr. Preece,
when the latter, taking advantage of a pause in the negotiations, succeeded in fomenting
their family jealousies and then, by cleverly playing off one faction against the other, he
managed to get them to agree to a reduced figure of 3 percent instead of 5 percent”.
The general tenor of Mr. Preece report, wrote Noel, confirm of the Khans that he
“took advantage of their family quarrels to manoeuvre then into signing a document
they would not have agreed to ordinary circumstances”. He added the British consulgeneral was embarrassed at an severing the Khan’s very legitimate questions the
meaning of fully paid-shares and his frankly expressed „surprised beyond measures at
getting such good terms all go to support the khans complaint to Mr. Grant Duff“.
Finally he wrote: “I trust that the above will not appear as an ex-parte statement or
that I should give the impression that I am supporting the khan ... I am only trying to
indicate a very real source of possible danger ... and Bolsheviks will not be slow to
make use of. I have been aware of the Khan’s feeling on this subject as far back as
1916, but I did not raise the question until now on the principle of “let sleeping dogs lie
“especially when we were their only people who could rouse them, but now that a third
party in the shape of ... Bolshevik agitator ... if the Bolshevik rouses them in his own
way, we are the first people whom they will want to bitten” (60).
In the second memorandum, Noel wrote: The Khans hold 3 per cent of the shares
in Bakhtiyari Oil Company (capital £ 700.000) and the First Exploitation Company
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(capital 44.000 T) the total holding amounts to £ 37.520 which stands in the name of
four khans. These four original shares had “been divided into ten by a family
agreement“. The Oil Company, however take no cognisance and these are financial
groups who would offer from £25 to £ 30 for a £ 1 share. Therefore the Khans holdings
might to worth up to a million sterlings. The Khan’s dividends was about £ 10.000 in
1920 in compare to 16 percent royalty of Persian Government amount to £ 400.000 and
“it is not subject to income tax, excess profit duty and depreciation Charges“. Recently
the Khans heard that the Persian Government obtained a refund of £ 1.000.000 from the
company. The Khans began to argue that they should be entitled to a proportional wind
fall (the Khans were firmly convinced that the agreement was unfair and according to
world standards they were entitled to 5 instead of 3 per cent) (61).
Only with an inspection of the books of the two subsidiary companies by a
qualified accountant and expert was possible to express as if the Bakhtiyari Khans had
any valid claims, but from Noel viewpoint politically it was important a clear statement
given to the khans question. The real cause of the Bakhtiyari Khans anxiety is in the
reluctance of the company to part with the share. Their efforts to obtain of it became
obstinate. They suspected the company of unfavourable motive to Bakhtiyari interests.
“The scrip once in the hands of the Khans would tend to lose its even distribution
between the leading members of the two ruling families”.
Then Noel suggested the solution to the present difficulty would be for the Oil
Company to change the Khans, holdings “from the basis of a share interest to a royalty
interest”. The advantage of the agreement would not be alienable in the way that shares
are. “It would be very desirable, indeed if the oil company could be induced to offer the
khans a 5 per cent royalty on the profits of the FEC and B.O.C. instead of their 3 per
cent" (62). At the end of two of three years an efficient police force was in existence
and the revenue system of Bakhtiyari was put in on “a sound footing” and the increased
royalty dependent to internal reforms.

7.7.

The New Solution?

In respond to the memo of Noel and Stuart Morgan, wrote Dr. Young, the
Political Advisor of the Oil Company: strictly speaking, Samsam al-Saltaneh is the only
Bakhtiyari khans in Tehran who signed the agreement 1905. Sardar Zafar, Sardar Eqbal,
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Amir Jang and the younger generation have no authority to raise the subject and have
not any share been issued in their names. The younger generation, Sardar Iqbal and
Amir Jang had no right of interference in this matter.
Sardar Mohtasham, Sardar Ashja, Amir Mofakham, Sardar Jang, Amir Mojahed
and Sardar Ass´ad, most of whom have a voice in the matter didn’t reside in that time in
Tehran. Dr. Young argued that he made no practical suggestions especially in the
uncertainly of the situation in Persia, as these khans never made „such a strong point of
it as to impress me that action should be taken” (63). However, some action need be
taken. The khans’ demand was from Dr. Young of point of view: (a) Possession of the
share certificates. (b) An assurance that the Khans get full return for the oil produced.
(c) Receipts to be accepted from each. (d) An arrangement that each Bakhtiyari Khan
can will his shares to his heirs.
Dr.Young argued that the Khans were granted these shares collectively and not
individually, and the intention was to enlist the combined efforts of the Khans by
affording the A.P.O.C. the necessary protection for the conduct of the work. The
distribution of the shares amongst irresponsible members of the two families will
destroy the collective responsibility of the Khans who are in frequent quarrels. If the
A.P.O.C. „split up the shares amongst a score or more of young khans, the dividends in
which represent a substantial figure received by each Khan, very much lessened, a
couple of hundred pounds, say, for each Khan and it will not satisfy him” (64).
The actual scrip issued in the names of the khans of the Bakhtiyari must be lodged
either with Anglo Persian Oil Company or with the British Legation, or with
authoritative body by mutual consent, as a guarantee that the khans would be fulfilled
their obligations and khans can regarded as shareholders with obligations. The A.P.O.C.
would be prepared to carry out the following:

(a)

“Retain any documents drawn up by them as to sub-division of the
shares in the names of members of their families, handing the annual
dividends to the individual Khans named.

(b)

Retain any wills, registering the names of the heirs to whom the shares
will belong, and continuing to pay the dividends to such heirs.

(c)

Advance any loan, at a reasonable rate of interest, to any member of their
family to whom shares have been allotted by the senior Khans such
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loans, would, no doubt, is based on the market value of the shares, as
assessed by our
(d)

auditors, and the accrued dividends on such shares.

We shall give the representative Khans a letter that they were the holders
of 37.320 shares in the Bakhtiyari Oil Company and First Exploitation
Company. The Companies, the scrip of which has been deposited for
safe custody and as a guarantee against the Khans obligations with His
Majesty’s Legation or any bank by mutual consent.

(e)

Copy of the annual balance-sheet would be forwarded to the Khans
regularly when issued as an assurance of the return of their holding" (65).

Noel believed that the A.P.O.C. should take the first step on finding a solution to
the Bakhtiyari Khan’s discontent before the Bolshevik uses it. The authorities of the Oil
Company in Persia as well as the British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz deny somehow the
existence of any crucial problem. The critical view of Noel on certain policies such as
scrip for the shares was reported to the board of the company in London as a sign of
Khan’s provocation by Noel against the Oil Company. Noel was obliged to write to the
Director of the company and explain or rather defend of himself.
In his letter, Noel stated, he believe that reports reached to Sir Charles Greenway
that Noel had been encouraging the Bakhtiyari Khans to hope: “A revision of dividends
paid to them in the past“ a royalty instead of a shareholding in the future. “Let me tell
you what I have and what I haven’t done”. Noel wrote: when he arrived in Persia in
April 1921, he realises the possibility of trouble with the Bakhtiyari khans over their
share holdings. He communicated his view and anxiety to the Resident Director of the
Company, Sir Arnold Wilson by a letter and orally to the political advisor of the
Company, Dr. Young at the oilfields.
Then he travelled through the Bakhtiyari land neither he discussed oil affairs nor
the khans raised the question. The news of one million Pound for the Persian
Government did not jet filtered in Bakhtiyari, but as Noel arrived in Tehran, realised
that the Khans were in view that their past dividends should be revised and they should
come in for a windfall like the Persian Government. He continued to say: “I know that
in the past it has been the policy to treat the khans like the children (they are) and that
this policy had enjoyed a certain measure of success. In the past, however, British have
monopolised the Bakhtiyari ear. Imperial Russia whatever her other faults, in the case of
the Bakhtiyaris at least, played the game by not interfering. It seems to me that those
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days have now gone. British must certainly expect, that the Bolsheviks will intrigue
actively in Bakhtiyari in the near future” (66).
Recently the Bolshevik Russian Legation supported Samsam al-Saltaneh’s
candidate for Premiership. It’s much better to let the Bakhtiyari hear the truth from
British instead “twisted and coloured version of it from Bolsheviks" “the policy keeping
things from them must be modified". “For example the Khans did attempt to get hold
the scrip for their share holdings. They were put off by a number of childish excuse
such as the insecurity of the post owing to submarines etc. “It could be exploited by
British enemy”.
Though Noel dissuaded the Bakhtiyari Khans from many actions against the Oil
Company and did attempt to persuade that the British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz protect the
legitimate interests of the khans, but it appears his criticism of Anglo-Persian Oil
Company policy did not forgive him. Noel did explain the difference between royalty
and share to the Khans. That, they paid 6% in the L.1 income tax, but no E.P.P., that
they had no claim to mineral rights. That, the 3% of the share was given to them for
guarding the property of the Company and facilitating its work. “The principles
governing the Persian Government a million had no application whatever to their case“.
Noel discussed the Khans of engaging legal counsel in England and assured them
that the British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz and the British Legation in Tehran could always
protect the legitimate interests of the Khans. Noel stated: he recommended a change of a
royalty instead of the shareholding on the ground to provide “a solution to the difficulty
of the custody of the scrip”. Noel did not even discuss the matter with the Khans.
He added: “in regard to the future of southern Persia, should a Soviet form of
Government to be set up at Tehran, the khans might be able to negotiate for an increase
royalty instead 3% shareholding, but they would have to offer the Oil Company very
solid “proguid quo“ to induce them to effect such a change”. In conclusion he referred
indirectly to the suggestion of Peel that “it is best to leave the Bakhtiyaris alone to work
out their own salvation”. This policy would hold as long as nobody else interferes and
excites the cupidity of the Khans.
With exception of the first half of the Great War (1914-1918) British had always a
clear field in Bakhtiyari up to 1920 and the only outsiders were Dr. Young and the viceconsul Ahvaz, who visited the Khans in Bakhtiyari land. Those days have passed, “in
the near future must expect to see a strong Bolshevik propagandist agency at Isfahan in
the guise of a Russian Consulate”. “Hysterical temperament" of the Bakhtiyari
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tribesmen and tendency “to a high pitch of excitement and their avarice and cupidity"
are the soil to the seeds of Bolshevism. “With the approach of Bolshevik menace, we
will eventually be forced to take active and constructive steps to supply the cement
recession to hold together a Bakhtiyari barrier against Bolshevism, or else watch the
barrier collapse as others have done”. (67)

7.7.1.

Director Respond

With regard to all correspondences of Noel to the representatives of Anglo-Persian
Oil Company in Persia and England (letters, telegrams and memorandums) almost two
months later, Sir Charles Greenery responded to Major Noel. As far as the letter of
Greenway indicates neither the information’s which Noel gave Dr. Young who cabled
to Greenway urging the suppression of the MacLintock report nor his efforts to dissuade
the khans from appointing a legal counsel in London nor his efforts to prevent of
Bolshevik access to Bakhtiyari and nor his efforts of making no reference to the matter
of the Maclintock report and even its existence to the khans, did not worth to mention
by Greenway to appreciate the efforts of Noel.
On contrary, Greenway’s statements were rather quarrelsome. He spoke from the
position of strength to a British officer, who was so courage as to criticise the policy of
the A.P.O.C. in relation to the Bakhtiyari Khans as a minor shareholder in two
subsidiaries companies. Noel had suggested the change of policy to save the British
interests in a long term. Greenway stated; the efforts to satisfy the cupidity of the Khans
were well intended, but the Board of Anglo-Persian Oil Company was very much
concern to know “what has been said and done during the past few months“ that the
Bakhtiyari Khans believed that they have been treated unfairly and swindled by a
company in which British Government hold two thirds of the ordinary shares and the
representative of the Government on the Board of the Company “have a legitimate
claim for a revision of terms” (68).
These wrong impressions of the Bakhtiyari Khans „would have been immediately
checked if the demands and complaints of the Khans would have been replied by Dr.
Young and the personalities who were acquainted with the question and on previous
occasions always repeated that:
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(a)

“as ordinary shareholders in the producing companies they have no right
whatever to question the correctness of the company’s accounts other
than the right possessed by ordinary shareholders in any public company
as laid down by the companies Act of this country“.

(b)

“That the Persian Government and not they are the owners of the mineral
rights, and since we have to pay royalty to the former we cannot also pay
it to the latter-i-e their recourse- if they have grounds for dissatisfaction is against the Persian Government and not against the Anglo-Persian
Company" (69).

Greenway continued to say: “How far you personally may have been responsible
for encouraging the wrong impressions of the Khans. It was of course difficult to judge
from London. Then Greenway pointed out that from the letter of 31 March 1921 of Noel
to Wilson on returning to Persia he believed strongly that the khans had been very
unfairly treated the company and then he repeated this view again in his memorandum.
Greenway concluded it is difficult to imagine that Noel could avoid conveying some
indication of these views to the Khans”.
Greenway discussed and plied to five of the Noel questions to Wilson:
(a)

“Now here in the world had the owner of oil bearing been bought out at
so low a figure as 3%“. Greenway said: the owners of the surface rights
“only as are the Bakhtiyari khans, you are entirely wrong because the
almost universal rule is“, only the value of the land for agricultural or
building purposes, plus compensation for any interference with ways,
etc. On which basis the Khans would have been far less amount payable
than they receive through 3% holding of shares in the producing
companies. “If you mean the owners of the Mineral rights, the A.P.O.C.
16% royalty plus 3% in the producing companies. In which we (AngloPersian Oil Company) were forced vi-et-armis to concede to the Khans
congenitally, for the purpose of protection before they would allow as to
work in their country" (70).

(b)

The second question: E.P.D. & Income tax. “If allowable in the case of
the Persian Government are equally so in the case of the Khans“.
Greenway replied: it was open to question whether one state had their
right to levy taxes to another state you saying „the khans possess
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sovereign rights“. “They may at some future time achieve that position“.
“Then they are entitled to claim the privilege of exemption from British
taxation and be entitled to the 16% royalty and we (Anglo-Persian Oil
Company) should be quite ready to pay it to them since to us it is all the
same who gets the royalty”.
As a matter of fact, the producing companies never paid E.F.D., but as a
whole the companies bound to pay income tax, like any individual shares
holders, the khans are in precisely the same position as thousands of
other foreigners and “since it was a condition of our agreement with
them that they should receive such “shares”- and not a “share of the
profits“ as in the case of the Persian Government, they have no ground
whatever for claiming a refund from us” (71).
(c)

“The producing companies do not seem to be receiving a fair price from
the Anglo-Persian Oil Company. As an example might be cited the oil
sold by the First Exploitation company to the Bakhtiyari company at 1, 8
and 2 a ton and resold to the A.P.O.C. at 8 to 12 per ton. The khans
might raise the question whether the A.P.O.C. as majority shareholders
have the right to the dispose of the production without regard to the
interests of the minority shareholders. If they went to law might it not be
possible that the court would decide that the sale at 1, 8 to 2 - a ton was
not a bona fida one...?
Greenway stated: “Sir Arnold Wilson had already explained the error in
to which Noel had fallen in making the above statement, and that the
Khans were getting their 3% upon the full price”. Greenway angrily
wrote: “When you (Noel) wrote the above words did you understand that
you were accusing the Anglo-Persian Company of a deliberate fraud and
did you really believe that a company of the standing of the AngloPersian Company and administered by board composed of a number of
men of the highest reputation in England would be guilty of such fraud?
If so, I can only regret that British interests in Persia should in any way
be represented by a British officer who for a moment as capable - even in
his own mind - of forming such a low opinion of his fellow
countrymen”.
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Greenway added: “you were aware that the whole of the accounts had
been gone into very exhaustively and critically by Mr. Armitage-Smith
and M. Maclintock some months previously and that all inaccuracies had
then been adjusted“ and „you really did believe that the A.P.O.C. had
been guilty and the fraud”.
(d)

“The real cause of the Khans anxiety is the reluctance of the company to
part with the scrip”.
Greenway said: This statement is absolutely untrue. The first lot of
shares delivered to the Imperial Bank of Persia as security for a loan and
the khans signed transfers in favour of the Bank’s nominees, but the scrip
still stands registered in the name of the khans.

(e)

“These are financial groups would be prepared to offer as £ 25-30 for a
one pound share“. Greenway stated: The outside intrinsic value of these
shares is £ 3-4 for them, the financial who attempting to gain improper
political influence over the Khans may prepare to offer such amount for a
share.
Finally the Director of the Company added “you have fallen were quite
unwitting and were due to your inexperience of business questions, but
the harm that has been done to the A.P.O.C. And to the British prestige
is incalculably great. For a moment that the Khans had grounds for a
revision of their terms and of their account the time when so many antiBritish influences are at work in Persia. Now your wrong impression
have been corrected you will endeavour as far as possible to overcome
the harm it will be many years - if ever - their effect upon the minds of
the Khans can be entirely eradicated” (72).

In fact, Greenway received a letter from Armitage-Smith dated 25 July 1921
stating only British Minister in Tehran, Norman, Stuart Morgan, Armitage-Smith and
Greenway have seen the Noel’s memorandum and he has since explained the actual
facts to Major Noel “who is doing his best to keep the Khan quiet” and also is
Armitage-Smith (73).
The explanation of Armitage-Smith did not satisfy him. For this reason he replied
so hard to Noel. It is probable that the change of political atmosphere in August 1921
affected on such expression of view. Foreign Office also in respond to the dispatch of
27 June 1921 on formation a Bakhtiyari police force, sent a telegram almost two months
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later to Norman that the Foreign Secretary desire no encouragement should be given to
Major Noel’s proposal “regarding the raising of a Bakhtiyari police under British
officers and the exercise of control over Bakhtiyari finances” (74).
The same day Foreign Office sent a letter written by George Churchill to
Greenway enclosing a dispatch from British Minister in Tehran, an appeal from four
senior khans and a memorandum prepared by Noel. In respond, Greenway stated since
the date of Norman’s dispatch, it has been arranged that the question raised by the
Bakhtiyari khans should be left to Dr. Young to deal with “in view of the fact that he
has full knowledge on the whole of the matters connected with the khans interests in
producing companies “of Anglo-Persian Oil Company.
As regard Major Noel’s memorandum and his letter to him, said Greenway that
Noel was in complete ignorance of the actual facts and circumstances the time he wrote
this memorandum. With regard to the letter of Armitage-Smith, however, Greenway
concluded he trusts “that the wrong impressions formed by Major Noel and harmful
effects that may have been created by them, will now go no further, but it is much to be
regretted that they should ever have been convinced” (75).
Two weeks after the communication of the Director of Anglo-Persian Oil
Company with Foreign Office, the following telegram was ciphered to Norman by Lord
Curzon: “Major Noel was originally sent to Tehran when the situation appeared
imminent and closer relations with Bakhtiyaris were most desirable. If, as appears, there
is no further immediate need of his services for this purpose, I think it would be well
that he should be placed again at disposal of Government of India, who were so good as
to lend him. Unless, you see grave objections, I propose to inform India Office
accordingly”(76).
It appears that the gradual British and Soviet Russian understanding on Asian
policy and the gradual success of Reza Khan on stabilisation of the army and
suppression nomads and insurgence, made it necessary for British to abandon formation
of local forces such as Bakhtiyari Police Force. The negative view of the Director of the
Oil Company on Major Noel’s view accelerated the Foreign Office decision on
instructing the British Minister in Tehran to ask the return of Major Noel from
Bakhtiyari land.
In his letters, Major Noel complained that due to the wishes of the Board of
Anglo-Persian Oil Company he should leave the Bakhtiyari territory. This was denied
by Foreign Office. At the end of the October 1921, 45 days after Foreign Office
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telegram and the return of Noel from Bakhtiyari land, Trevor stating: A good deal of
water has passed under bridge since Noel wrote and started his proposals. Trevor was of
opinion that the idea for Bakhtiyari police force under British Officers was not any more
within the range of practical possibilities unless Persia breaks up. There appears,
however, to be no immediate probability (77).
Further, Bolshevik power appears to be at last on the wane. The Persian
Government put out of the question any chance of the introduction of Bakhtiyari
military force under British Officers on the near future (78) and the scheme fertilising
the Bakhtiyaris against Bolsheviks is not likely pursued further. With regard to the
Major Noel reports on discontent of Bakhtiyari tribesmen and Khans, Trevor suggested
(this confirmed that these were differences between the Oil Company and Bakhtiyaris)
anything can be done to increase the popularity of the A.P.O.C., “ they could ingratiate
themselves both with the khans and the tribesmen by assisting both in irrigation
schemes boring artesian wells etc.” (79).
Meanwhile Sardar Zafar who had returned to Bakhtiyari land in his arrival he
began to interfere with tribal administration and refused to entertain the Bakhtiyari
settlement which did not recognise him as Ilkhani, but he failed to impose his will on
the khans. He received an ultimatum from tribal governors to leave the Bakhtiyari land
within 48 hours or fight. He agreed to go to Isfahan and accept the settlement to which
the majority of “Hans had agreed (80). He retreated to Isfahan at the beginning of
October 1921 (81).
Peel considered it is essential that the khans should be left to arrange permanent
settlement without British interference and the result will be approximation to
commission scheme (82). It appears that the Ilkhani and Ilbegi as well as the other
Bakhtiyari Khans realised that the local British authorities did not support Sardar Zafar
anymore; therefore they stood against him and threatened him if he stays in Bakhtiyari.
Some months later Viceroy of India stating: Armitag-Smith wrote privately to Trevor
that though he had the highest opinion of Noel’s courage and ability, he did not think he
ought to go back to Bakhtiyari (83).
As Trevor was emphatically of the same opinion, Government of India decided, in
view of Anglo Persian Oil Company’s attitude to post Major Noel him elsewhere.
Loraine, as the new British Minister in Tehran, wrote he is pleased with Noel and his
advice in assistance for Bakhtiyari affairs. He added as Noel left London on 3 March
1921 for Persia, while it was possible the evacuation of the Legation from Tehran to
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Isfahan, it was the suggestion of Noel who asked that the reports of Mclintock not to
publish and then it proved to be useful. The other question was the possible Bolshevik
propaganda among the Bakhtiyaris and now the opening of the Soviet Russian
Consulate in Isfahan proved his view in this respect.
The A.P.O.C.’s Directors were discontent of Noel’s view on relation between the
Oil Company and Khans and accused him that his actions in Bakhtiyari caused those the
problems for the Company (84). Oliphant wrote in his minute to the letter of India
Office that Loraine asked the extension of Noel’s assignment in Persia and no one had
affection on our decision to post him elsewhere. He added Sir Charles Greenway,
however, asked through the board of the A.P.O.C. the replacement of Noel at the end of
summer and the beginning of autumn.

7.8.

Senior Khans in Correspondence

Major Noel left Bakhtiyari land, but the question of Bakhtiyari khans with the Oil
Company remained unsolved. In fact, before the arrival of Noel to Tehran at the end of
the May 1921, the Senior Khans had written to the Oil Company and raised certain
questions and contrary to Dr. Young’s statement, the Senior Khans of Bakhtiyari were
discontent with the treatment of A.P.O.C. And contrary to the Greenway’s view (85),
Noel did not encourage the Khans, against the Company. He rather endeavoured to
pacify them.
The action of Peel on obtaining the rest of share scripts at the request of the
managing agents of the Oil Company, and keeping in deposit with the Company for the
duration of concession and with the view to make the Khans “believe that there is
something more coming to them” (86). The retention of the Khan’s Scripps, however,
caused a new and addition question between the Bakhtiyari Khans and the Oil
Company.
It is almost certain that the Khans heard in Tehran of the Persian Government
having got one million pound of Anglo-Persian Oil Company after the accountants who
were reliable to the Oil Company had been gone to the accounts of the Oil Company
(87). This act encouraged the Bakhtiyari Khans to raising various question to the
Company and then appointing a representative in London, Sydney Armitage-Smith a
man who was previously appointed by the Persian Government.
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Four Bakhtiyari Khans, Samsam al-Saltaneh, Sardar Zafar, Sardar Fateh and Amir
Jang sent a letter on 8 May 1921 to the A.P.O.C. and raised for question (88). In spite of
demands made various accusations, the oil shares, capital and interests have not been
paid. This has caused some difficulties. Then the Khans asked the share and ... should
be paid to shareholders “so that they may be dividend according to the family rules”
(89).

(a)

The Bakhtiyari Khans were prepared to undertake through the Persian
Government that there would be transaction only with the members of
the family who were partners of the shares. The priority right of the sale
to the Oil Company would be considered if the Khans enter into
transaction with any stranger.

(b)

So far the company have not rendered a complete account to the
shareholder Khans so that they may know their “rights and the amount of
the shares“. They have received some times certain amounts as dividends
through the I.B.P.

(c)

Formerly, the dividends use to be paid by the Bank to the shareholders
and the receipts signed by four persons. This caused in convenience. It
should be arranged in future that “each Khan give a separate receipt to
the Bank and get his dividends“(90).

Finally they requested the company if any shareholders Khan die, his shares and
dividends should be under supervision of the other Khans given to his heirs. In fact
there was a great difference between the given figure of the Khans in the two subsidiary
companies by the authority of the A.P.O.C. and the stating figure by the khans
themselves. It is an indication that the Khans, in reality, did not know exactly of their
shares in the Oil Company.
On 21 September 1920, the Foreign Office asked some information’s on the shares
of the Bakhtiyari Khans in the two subsidiary companies. In respond the A.P.O.C. sent
the following information’s to the under Secretary on the shares of the four senior
Bakhtiyari Khans in Bakhtiyari Oil Co Ltd and the First Exploitation Co Ltd. The
numbers of shares held by four senior Khans in Bakhtiyari Oil Co Ltd was 21.000 in
September 1920. 4665 shares were registered in the names of Sardar Mohtasham and
Sardar Jang (Nasser Khan), of Haji Ilkhani family. 4665 shares were registered in the
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name of Najaf Qoli Khan Samsam al-Saltaneh and Ali Qoli Khan Sardar Ass’ad of
Ilkhani family. Altogether 9330 shares in possess of the Khans.
As far as the information’s of the A.P.O.C.’s letter is concerned the rest, 11670
shares were registered in the name of Sydney Rogers and G.W. Kelbe. They were
officials of the Imperial Bank of Persia (London Office) and „lodged with and pledged
to the Imperial Bank of Persia as security for a loan to the Khans“(91). The number of
shared of the four senior khans in the first Exploitation Co Ltd was 16.320 in September
1920. From mentioned shares, 390 shares were registered in the name of Sardar
Mohtasham and Sardar Jang and 390 shares were registered in the name of Samsam al
Saltaneh and Sardar Ass´ad, altogether they possess 780 shares. The rest, 15.540 shares
were registered in the name of Sydney Rogers and G.W. Kelbe and were held by the
Imperial Bank of Persia as security for a loan to the Khans.
The dividends due to the four senior khans for each of the four years were as
follows:

Year to March 31

Amount

First E.Co. Ltd

1916

1.875.00

1.632.00

1917

2.250.00

2.040.00

1918

2.700.00

2.448.00

1919

3.150.00

2.856.00 (92)

One year later, in September 1921 five Bakhtiyari khans stated, however, different
figures on their shares to Armitage Smith as the representative of the Khans in London.
Samsam al-Saltaneh, Sardar Mohtasham, Sardar Jang, Sardar Ashja and Amir Jang (for
Sardar Ashja) wrote: “our holdings amounting to 16,400 L shares in the First
Exploitation Company the scrip for this holding is deposited with the Imperial Bank of
Persia in London” (93).
With regard to the relative achievement of Armitage Smith on negotiation with the
A.P.O.C., the Senior Khans wrote a letter to Sidney Armitage Smith as their Attorney in
London. They wrote: “We, the four signatories or heirs and descendants there of the
agreement of 15 November 1905 between the chiefs of the Bakhtiyari tribes and the
present representatives of the Bakhtiyari Khans, here by invite you to act on our behalf
as our London representative” or to appoint a suitable individuals “to act as agent of the
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Bakhtiyari Khans in London”. For this purpose the Khans “enclose a power of attorney
granting you or your selected agents full powers to act in our name”:

(a)

The appointment of the attorney was for a period of two years from 1
January 1922 to 1 January 1924.

(b)

The Khans agreed to pay L500 a year and exclusive of the expense he
may necessarily incur on their behalf.

The duties of the attorney were advice and assistance in regard to: “The Khans’
rights privileges and obligations as shareholders in the First Exploitation and the
attending of the attorney in shareholders meetings and Bakhtiyari Oil Companies“. The
Khans interests in the A.P.O.C. and in the concession they hold from the Persian
Government for the Ahvaz-Isfahan road. Projects and concessions for the exploitation
of mineral and other natural resources of Bakhtiyari country as well as agriculture
development and so on by the khans or foreign capital.
Samsam al-Saltaneh
Sardar Mohtasham
Sardar Jang
Amir Jang (on behalf of Sardar Ass’ad) (94)

The scrip for this holding amounting to 16.400 shares in the Bakhtiyari Oil
Company and 13,056 shares in the First Exploitation Company, is deposited with the
Imperial Bank of Persia in London, should at any time within two years period of the
contract it be withdrawn from present place of custody. The Bakhtiyari Khans
especially drew Armitage Smith attention to the great importance of Khans’ claim “for
exemption from income-tax paid in the past” (95).
Armitage Smith received the letter of the Khans and three enclosures a power of
attorney and two letters addressed to the Imperial Bank of Persia in London and Tehran.
He responded in two days to the Khans. Armitage Smith wrote, as soon as he return to
London, his intention is to revert to the service of British Government and he would
“probably not retain liberty of action for more than a few months”. He suggested that he
do his best “to obtain the services of a suitable agent “to protect and to promote the
interests of the Khans” (96).
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Trevor wrote: it is to be hoped that when the khans have an attorney appointed by
Armitage Smith, they will not be so suspicious of the Company. Trevor added the khans
know Armitage Smith as the man, who was mainly instrumental in obtaining recent
some of money for the Persian Government from the A.P.O.C (97).
Almost seventy days later at the end of November 1921 still the differences
between Anglo-Persian Oil Company and the Bakhtiyari Khans remained unsolved and
undecided. The Bakhtiyari Khans, Amir Mofakham, Sardar Zafar, Sardar Mohtasham,
Sardar Iqbal, and Amir Jang sent a telegram to Arnold Wilson through British consul in
Ahvaz on 28 November 1921. They stated: previous conversation with Mr. Armitage
Smith and Captain Peel it was arranged that on our arrival at Isfahan, the Oil
Company’s representative should visit Isfahan in connection with the handing over of
the oil share scrip and the arranging of a loan.
They asked about the arrival of the A.P.O.C.’s representative or in the event of
delay, inform them so that the Khans send a representative to discuss with Wilson or his
representative (98). The Bakhtiyari Khans arrived in Isfahan to discuss the family
differences and to meet the representative of the A.P.O.C. Instead the representative of
the Oil Company in Khuzestan, the British Consul in Ahvaz, Captain Peel, responded to
the khans’ telegram. He stated: the telegram of the khans regarding shares and
combined loan received (99).
Peel added: three weeks ago Dr. Young wrote a letter in detail on the subject to the
khans. He asked the Khans: after they receive the letter of Dr. Young and finished the
family discussions in Isfahan, while the representative of the Company in Tehran does
not possess full power to settle the questions, they should send a representative to him
in Khuzestan. A week later Arnold Wilson sent a telegram to Isfahan. He explained to
the khans that he was ill and in bed as he received the telegram of the Khans, so that he
asked “Captain Peel to answer it after discussion with Dr. Young“. Wilson added: The
Board of the A.P.O.C. in London are in every way ready, active to assist your
Excellencies in this and other matters“ and Dr. Young and Captain Peel ready to assist
the representative of the Khans on his arrival here (Khuzestan) (100).
As regard to the Bakhtiyari Khans, family discussion, British Charge d’ Affaires
instructed the British Consul to exercise his influence to bring about a satisfactory
settlement on family differences. Charge d’ Affaires asked him without a partisan
attitude he should suggest to Sardar Zafar through the khans, to accept Governorship of
Kerman in his own interests and the interests of Bakhtiyari unity (101). The Consul272

General, Isfahan telegrammed to Charge d’ Affaires and informed him. Though it seems
that Sardar Zafar unwilling to take office under Persian Government at the present, but
at British instance and of all other Khans when their family arrangement, have been
discussed, he promised to reconsider matter.
Crew was of opinion that “the discontinuation of allowance for guards” in Isfahan
and Arak rather put the Bakhtiyari Khans from accepting Governorships. He pointed out
to the khans that there was no question of reducing allowance in Kerman (102). Crew
also telegramed to Peel and informed him, Sardar Zafar agreed to go to Kerman if Peel
can arrange following. Amir Mojahed appointed the Governor-General Yazd, Sardar
Ass’ad to be Ilkhani or Ilbegi, as a guarantee for the protection of Zafar interests during
his absence. He remains in Kerman for eighteenth month without the reduction of
province Budget. He asked his shares of proceeds of land sold in 1920 to Oil Company.
Zafar said that Morteza Qoli Khan received half as Ilbegi, but he did not distribute
it, Facilities for loan from Imperial Bank of Persia or elsewhere up to 5000 T for his
travelling expense. Finally British (Peel) protection of his interests in future sale of land
to the A.P.O.C. or big contract made while he is away (103). British Charge d’ Affairs
instructed the Consul in Ahvaz to explain to Sardar Zafar that his appointment to
Kerman “is not to be treated as bargain “and “he is at liberty to accept or decline
appointment “and British suggestion was solely dictated by „a friendly settlement of
internal differences (104).
Crow suggested in these circumstances a little from British will “greatly facilitate
adjustment of family differences which have ranked for some years. The Khans attach
great importance to Peel’s suggestions and assistance”. Crow considered it of great
importance in Oil Company’s interest as well as in interest of tribal unity. Sardar Zafar
and Amir Mojahed „should be removed from Bakhtiyari for a time“. He believed the
remaining of these two Khans in Bakhtiyari country would be increasing British
difficulties and may lead to tribal disturbances.
So, it worthwhile for British Government “to interest themselves to a great extend
in Bakhtiyari affairs” (105). Peel suggested, however, British “should refrain from any
interference” at this stage. If the Khans left to themselves, they would “be forced to
arrive at a workable compromise“. Sardar Zafar „should be instructed to discuss his
proposals with the other Khans”. When, final proposals are put forward by the Khans as
a whole, British Government “will do their best to get them put into effect” (106).
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Trevor commented after the Sardar Zafar conduct in 1915, cannot be said that he is an
ideal candidate for the post of Governor-General.
British consul in Kerman has several occasions protested “when it has previously
mooted“. “On the other hand, Sardar Zafar is not to be likely worse than the present
governor Sardar Ass´ad“. As it is necessary to get Sardar Zafar out of the Bakhtiyari
country for a time, this is the easiest way of doing it (107). The new British Minister,
Sir Percy Loraine arrived in Tehran. He kept in contact with Samsam al-Saltaneh and
Sardar Jang, the two senior Khans, resident in Tehran since 10 January 1922 and he
established good relation with them.
In spite of this fact, the question of the Bakhtiyari Khans resolved neither by the
Board of the A.P.O.C. in London nor by the political advisor and managing director in
the field in Persia. The differences between the Bakhtiyari Khans and the Oil Company
did not reach to any solutions. Towards the end of the March 1922 the Bakhtiyari Khans
and Dr. Young had a meeting in Malamir. The Khans pointed out that they intend to
withdraw protection and labour from oilfields and to cut their connection with the
A.P.O.C., because the “benefits derived inadequate as compared with the responsibility
entailed , and that is a “violation of their right to full 3 per cent” (108).
In accordance with 1905 agreement, failed to obtain delivery of their scrip. They
demanded: “Relief from income tax in future a grant of £ 40.000 to include the income
tax deduced in previous years, a loan of £ 2 per share at 4 per cent the company to retain
custody of all their scrip”. Otherwise it is better to cut their connection with the
company in order to prevent the suspicious of the Persian Government and the junior
Khans, who were pressing for more money.
Some weeks later, on 13 April 1922, Fitzpatrick of British Consul in Ahvaz
telegraphic informed the Legation the purport of the meeting. Loraine, who had kept in
contact, immediately arranged a meeting with the Bakhtiyari Khans. Though, Loraine
was informed that the attitude of the Khans in Malamir was not hostile, but he wanted to
prevent the pursuit of the Khan’s intention.
He spoke from the position of strength and said that he had no fear of such threats
and they would not influence his conduct to the slightest degree, then he reminded the
two Khans of a previous discussion in which the affairs of Bakhtiyaris “were safe in the
hands of a specially competent representative who had been selected by Mr. Armitage
Smith” and the khans “must await patiently the result of the deliberations in question”
(109).
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Loraine continued to say that they were aware that he “had a personal interest in
the matter. Therefore the Khans should listen to his advice and remain patient until
“their claims could be thoroughly examined”. In fact, Loraine wanted to be sure that the
work would not be interrupted in the oilfields and asked them to repudiate the threat.
Samsam al-Saltaneh and Sardar Jang were loud that no threat was implied in the Khans
statements in Malamir. Both, Loraine and Samsam al-Saltaneh sent two separate
telegrams to Ilkhani and Ilbegi to withdraw the threat and at the same time Loraine
expressed his views that the (Bakhtiyari) matter was receiving proper consideration.
Loraine succeeded to postpone the Bakhtiyari demands for the time being, but it
was clear to the both, Anglo-Persian Oil Company and Foreign Office authorities and
their representatives in Persia, and with regard to the opposition of the A.P.O.C., they
should find a solution to the matter. The Company therefore instructed Dr. Young to
negotiate with the Khans. As a result the negotiations the formal agreements completed
between the local Khans (Ilkhani and Ilbegi) and the company (Dr. Young):

(a)

“A loan of £ 84.000 on security of all shares, present and future, which
shares will remain in deposit with the Company”.

(b)

“The Khans will be relieved in future”.

(c)

“The grant of £ 30.000 by the company to the Khans to include past
income tax and to meet their present needs”.

The local Khans sent a message through British Consul to Loraine. They assured
him of “their loyalty towards their connection with Great Britain” And their attitude
“towards the Persian Government will be regulated to suit the policy and views of this
Legation”. In spite of such statement, British Minister and British Consul Ahvaz were
of opinion that “although talk of their withdrawal from the oilfields had been dropped it
was evident that the imaginary grievances of these chieftains against the company
would have remained and would have reacted detrimentally on its work, that the chief
purpose of company in the present state of Persian politics clearly was to keep the
Khans satisfied and loyal, and this object had been attained” (110).
As the matters with Oil Company settled, Samsam al-Saltaneh and Sardar Jang
sent a warm message (on advice of Loraine) to Armitage Smith and Sir George Barnes
for the care in the defence of their interests. To avoid the unnecessary expense, the
Khans did not sign the power of attorney for Sir George Barnes.
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7. 9.

(1)

Summary

In 1921, the Bakhtiyari Khans were still active in state politics. The Coup Cabinet
was recognised by the Bakhtiyari Khans, who governed on several provinces.

(2)

The Bakhtiyari Khans informed and assured British authorities that they are ready
to take responsibility in campaign against the possible Bolshevik aggression.

(3)

At this juncture, various proposals in defence of British interests and against
Bolshevik came into discussions including the proposal of British High
Commissioner in Baghdad, Sir Percy Cox.

(4)

In spring 1921, based on a memo of George Churchill, Foreign Office sent a
political officer to Persia to organise a Bakhtiyari Police Force.

(5)

Major Noel, the British political officer, had served for several years in British
consulates and was familiar with the political situation in southern Persia and
Bakhtiyari affairs. He came to Bakhtiyari during the war to form a Police Force.

(6)

The southern Consulates in Bushehr and Ahvaz were against formation a
Bakhtiyari police force they suggested a southern confederation under their
supervision.

(7)

British Oriental Secretary, Smart, also had another proposal in defence of the
south against Bolsheviks attack.

(8)

Manor Noel was of opinion that the financial and political conditions in last
decade brought a gap between the Bakhtiyari Khans and tribesmen. The khans,
however, still had a considerable influence in the tribe. The Khans had also
differences with the Oil Company and the political officer realised it.

(9)

As a result of opposition of southern consulates as well as dissatisfaction of the
Oil Company, the Foreign Office instructed the British Minister in Tehran no
encouragement should be given to the proposal of Bakhtiyari police force at the
end of summer 1921.

(10) The success of the Persian Army in the northern provinces was also one of the
strong grounds that no other proposal was followed.
(11) The Bakhtiyari Khans appointed an attorney in London to take care of their
interests.
(12) Finally, the political agent of the Company in Persia negotiated with the Khans to
settle the questions in 1922.
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Part III.

Towards the Centralisation
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VIII: Central Government and the south
8.1. Provincial Administration in Persia

Traditionally, the Persian Sovereign enjoyed of almost unlimited power. The
administration of provinces run by the rulers, who were appointed or sent by the Shah
with a considerable power or they were hereditary ruler, who had to be confirmed by
the Shah. The latter were the chiefs of the great tribes or belonged to the old provincial
aristocrat families. The provincial rulers, also, due to the long distances between the
capital and the provinces enjoyed of a high degree of power. The degree of their
„obedience to the Government varied according to the distance of their provinces from
capital and personalities” (1). This process continued with fluctuation throughout the
history.

8.1.1.

Provincial Administration in 1800-1920

In the 19th century in addition to the hereditary rulers, mainly the Qajar Princes
and the members of the Royal family were appointed as the ruler of the provinces and
cities. The sons of the Fath Ali Shah 1797-1834, Mohammmad Shah, 1834-1848, and
Nasser al-Din Shah, 1848-1896, ruled on the important provinces. In the first quarter of
the 20th century in addition to the Qajar Princes increased the number of aristocrats,
who were sent or appointed as the ruler of the provinces and the cities.
On contrary to the previous decades, at the beginning of the 20th century, in the
absence of a strong Central Government, the Princes and the aristocrat rulers were
unable to perform their duties. The position of the Central Government weakened in the
provinces due to the Constitutional Revolution 1905-1909.
Confrontation between the Constitutional Government and the despotic forces
backing by the Russia, occupation of certain regions by the British and Russian forces
and their interference in the Persian affairs 1909-1914, Then, the station of belligerent
troops in neutral Persia as battlefield during the Great War accelerated the weakness of
the Persian Government and Participation of Persians in the war in supporting one of the
belligerents, accelerated the weakness of the Persian Government.
By the Anglo-Russian treaty 1907, and secret treaty 1915, the two old colonial
powers reached into understanding with each other to divide Persia in two spheres of
278

influence. They, both, agreed to oppose the arrival of other powers in this region. With
Moratorium of 1916 British and Russian intended to legalise their presence and
interference on the Persian affairs, without waiting the ratification of Persian
Parliament.
During these years, the Persian Government was unable to exercise his authority
over many districts and collect the annual taxes especially during the war 1914-1918.
Since the Constitutional Revolution many reform plans postponed for the reasons of
empty treasury, foreign interference and internal chaos. While the Central Government
was unable almost to recruit the army and pay the salaries, the tribal chieftains gained
more modern arms and ammunition through foreign Legation (2). In the absence of a
strong government, the chiefs of the tribes took opportunity and refused to pay their
taxes.
In these upheaval years, the Persian statesmen realised that in addition to the
evacuation of foreign forces, only with the formation a uniform and modern army, the
Central Government would be able to re-establish gradually his authority throughout the
country, then, collecting arrears and annual taxation, suppressing tribal and the other
local insurgents.
The nomad tribes could jeopardise the safety of the road, the vicinity villages and
the towns particularly during the annual migration. Some of the chiefs of the great tribes
were ready to guarantee the safety of the roads, only if the Government would agree
with them to form road-guards of their tribesmen and collect road-toll. These chiefs of
the tribes, even, ignored the representatives of the Central Government in their regions.
They were also in touch directly with the foreign powers. Some of them even came into
Secret Agreements with them.

8.2. A modern Army and Provincial Administration

While the Great War still continued, with regard to the rise of Bolsheviks in
Russia, Hassan Khan Vothuq al-Dowleh came to power with the support of the British
Legation in Tehran in summer 1918. He was the chief of the cabinet for almost two
years 1918-1920. The aim of the cabinet was to bring tranquillity by suppressing bandits
and strengthening the position of the Persian Government in the country. After some
month’s negotiations, he signed the Anglo-Persian Agreement 1919. Consequently, a
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joint Anglo-Persian Military Commission was set forth. This commission reached into
conclusion that the nomad tribes and their fighting forces are as the most dangerous
internal factor to the safety of the country.
It was aimed to equip the Persian Government with a uniform army with modern
arsenal under British advisors and as soon as a uniform army was organised, the
military units would pacify the tribes. At the same time, the cabinet negotiated with the
tribal chiefs on payment of taxes. British Government did not intend to cut her relation
with the tribal chieftains. This was, to some extend, different from the view of the
Persian officers whose commanders intended to dispossess the tribal chiefs from power
and to crush the nomads in 1921 (3).
After the coup d’état of February 1921 by the Persian Cossack, the question of
tribal taxation rose again. The Coup Cabinet chaired by Seyyed Zia al-Din was only
about hundred days in power, but Reza Khan, the Commander of Cossacks, then Persian
Army and the Minister of War, remained as a permanent and important factor in
following cabinets until he captured the throne in 1925.
It was the desire of the majority of Persians, modern or traditional, democrat or
non-democrat, in this juncture to have a strong Government without the presence of
foreign forces in the country. Reza Khan, the Minister of War, and the other army
commanders did not prepare to divide the power of the Central Government with any
other groups in Tehran and the provinces.

8.3. Begin of Consolidation in the South

In the year 1921, while the question of rebellion in Khorassan, Gilan and the tribal
insurgence in the north-western provinces occupied the Central Government’s mind,
certain incidents in the south from the first week of the coup d’état drew the attention of
the army and the cabinets to the southern tribal chiefs and some of these events
discussed in previous chapters. The southern question, however, remained in abeyance
until the middle of 1922.
In the middle of 1921, the Cabinet of Qavam al-Saltaneh, appointed Zahir al-Molk
as the Governor-General in Khuzestan. As soon as he arrived in Shushtar, he agreed
with the British official to ask the Central Government to undertake the British financial
payments in relation to the nomad chiefs. He was praised by the British in Khuzestan,
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but as they realised that he intends to strength the position of Central Government in
northern Khuzestan, changed their view about him. Zahir al-Molk requested the Central
Government to send a small force to this region and this caused the opposition of British
and Khaz’al to him (4).
The arrival of Sir Percy Loraine, the new British Minister in Tehran at the end of
the year 1921, was coincident with the beginning of serious political and military
activities of Central Government in the south. Loraine informed his superior in London
that two friends of the Persian Prime Minister have been replaced to the Bakhtiyari
governors of Arak (Soltan Abad) and Yazd (5). The Persian Government intend to
dispatch 12.000 Cossacks to Isfahan and fifty already arrived , two remunerative
districts Barberud and Chaplak were controlled by the Bakhtiyari Khans for some time
past, it is proposed restoration to the Government of Lorestan (6).
Loraine concluded: these facts indicate that the Central Government’s attack
systematically on Bakhtiyari influence and the ulterior objection of Persian Government
is to send the Cossacks to oilfields. It is interesting to attention to the Loraine
suggestion as a new comer with new instruction. He was certain that the Bakhtiyari
Khans would seek the advice of the British Legation. He suggested to the authorities of
Foreign Office in London to say that British “will not take sides and counted
moderation“. Curzon approved the proposed attitude of Loraine and instructed him to
consolidate his influence over the khans and “to check southward thrust of Cossacks
whose presence in oilfields should at all costs be avoided” (7).
In the same telegraph, Foreign Office informed Loraine that Armitage Smith
derived the impression while in Bakhtiyari country that the Bakhtiyari Khans would
resist to the force of Central Government in their territories. The Khans expected the
moral support and arms from British Government. Curzon, however, was not prepared
to sanction the question of arms for Bakhtiyaris in that juncture, but he instructed the
British Minister to remind the Bakhtiyari Khans of existing the Anglo-Bakhtiyari close
relation in order to strengthen his position with them (8). British Minister discussed
with the Bakhtiyari Khans in Tehran on this matter.
They were favourably impressed with cordial friendliness of Loraine’s attitude.
The Bakhtiyari Khans said that British Government should not provide funds to the
Persian Government which will use them to destroy the Bakhtiyari influence. Loraine
responded that Persia is one family and although British had a particular affection for its
Bakhtiyari members. It was „every body’s interest to be on good terms with family as a
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whole“. British Minister hoped “for was one where friends of England would also be
friends of Persian Government” and then much trouble would be saved.
Pending Curzon’s instructions, Loraine did not want to go any further in order not
the Bakhtiyari Khans “interpret a declaration of neutrality on our (British) part as an
invitation to attack Cossacks in Ispahan and if there is to be aggression it had better
come from the other sides”(9). Trevor informed British Minister that he agrees with
British consul in Ahvaz, Peel that it is highly undesirable to take any steps which would
encourage the Persian Government to send Cossacks to the oilfields and everything
should be done to discourage this (10).
Meanwhile Loraine received the respond of Foreign Office to his interview with
the Bakhtiyari Khans. Curzon approved the language of British Minister (11). In
January 1922 the Minister of War sent a body of troops (not 12.000 Cossacks as Loraine
had wired) to Isfahan to create a southern division. Reza Khan had already the eastern
and western divisions. The Bakhtiyari Khans regarded, wrote Loraine, the extension of
Central Government’s authority in Isfahan with much suspicious. They believed that: “it
was part of a plan to diminish their authority”. Since the Constitution in 1909, usually
the Bakhtiyari Khans were appointed the Governor-General in Isfahan.
They were also accustomed to fill the Governorships in Behbahan, Yazd and Arak
(Soltanabad). They had only short while ago lost the Governorships of Yazd and Arak,
however, „they still retained the Governorships of Isfahan, the outpost to the Bakhtiyari
country and Behbahan“. “Both places were regarded as nature of doorways into “the
home of Bakhtiyaris (12). It is a safe guess of Bakhtiyari Khans in March 1922 that the
Central Government determined to deminish their power by the annexation of Behbahan
and Kohgiluyeh to Fars was propounded by the Cabinet of Moshir al-Dowleh.

8.4.

Bakhtiyari Khans and Kohgiluye

The Persian Government was always suspicious of the direct relation of the tribal
chiefs with the Great Powers. In the south, the Persian Government almost confronted
with the British local authorities from time to time when the question of southern tribe’s
taxation came into consideration. This time the Cabinet decided to bring to an end the
Governorship of Kohgiluyeh and Behbahan by annexation to Fars to cut off the
Bakhtiyaris hand from Governorship of this region.
282

The Bakhtiyari Khans under the pretext of difficulty of tax collection in restrained
themselves of paying the provincial tax to the Persian Government. Even British
Legation realised that the Bakhtiyari Khans became “exceedingly wealthy by reason of
the various government posts which they held“ and the Bakhtiyari Khans profited
considerably by their Governorship of Behbahan and Kohgiluyeh, wrote British
Minister Loraine “but their greed overcame their wisdom, and when the Central
Government requested then to pay the Kohgiluyeh taxes into the Central Treasury, they
pretended that their expenses exceeded their income and resigned the Governorship“
(13).
The Bakhtiyari Khans who defended the constitutionalists against despotic forces,
then, they governed with their Bakhtiyari force oppressive-ill-treatment. Some of them
somehow plundered the public and bribery was very common in their administration.
Additionally they sent from time to time their young inexperience sons on their behalf.
The complaints to the Central Government through the influential personality were the
last hope of the public. The Central Government could not take a serious measure
against them and the Bakhtiyari Khans ignored the Central Government’s warning. The
Persian and British sources frequently referred to the mischief of the Bakhtiyari Khans.
Since 1920, Moshir al-Dowleh was familiar with the public discontent and their
complaints the Bakhtiyaris, but he could not dismiss them in that time. As Moshir alDowleh formed again the cabinet at the beginning of 1922, he dismissed the Bakhtiyari
Governors of Yazd and Isfahan. The effort of Central Government to dismiss the
Bakhtiyari Khans from governorship was partly due to their ill-treatment on which
caused public’s malcontent. On the other hand they did not prepare to pay their taxes
either.
Chick, the British consul in Shiraz, heard from Nosrat al-Saltaneh, the GovernorGeneral in Fars that the Persian Government, the Cabinet of Moshir al-Dowleh,
suggested him the reincorporating of Kohgiluyeh province in Fars. The GovernorGeneral also heard from the agent of Mo’in al-Islam that he was pushing in Tehran
scheme the appointment of Sowlat al-Dowleh as the governor of Behbahan to improve
his hold over his Mammasani properties.
Nosrat al-Saltaneh “talked of agreeing if he could have 200 soldiers sent to
Behbahan”. Chick endeavoured to dissuade him of the idea by telling that the GovernorGeneral was less able to deal with the Kohgiluyeh tribes than Bakhtiyari Khans and the
administration of Fars is weak enough without Kohgiluyeh tribes and he could not
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collect revenue in difficult times and “he would made himself responsible for Boir
Ahmadi raiders in Fars „and jealousies between Bakhtiyari Khans, Qavam al-Molk and
Sowlat al-Dowleh as result" (14).
Trevor agreed with Chick’s statesmen. He added formerly when Behbahan was
under Fars administration, the Governor-Generals was not able to strain Boir Ahmadi
and at the “present conditions matters would be even worse“. Trevor stated may be this
proposal is a part of Persian Government’s anti-Bakhtiyari policy” (15). Loraine
instructed consul Chick to point out the governor-general that even the Bakhtiyari
Khans found Kohgiluyeh and Boir Ahmadi most difficult to control and could not
collect no revenue out of them (16).
Meanwhile the Bakhtiyari Khans asked the Governor-General in Isfahan, Sardar
Ashja, to inform the British Minister through consul Crow, in Isfahan that the Persian
Government demanded the taxes from Kohgiluyeh tribes for the past ten years. The
Bakhtiyari Khans said that they could never collect any revenue from Kohgiluyeh
except a small sum of their representative in Behbahan. On contrary, they spent
considerable sums of money in trying to control the Boir Ahmadi and Kohgiluyeh
tribes. Sardar Ashja continued to say if the Persian Government insists on the matter the
khans intend to renounce administration of Kohgiluyeh and Boir Ahmadi and to leave it
to the Persian Government.
The Khans replied to the Persian Government in this sense, but they wished the
British Legation to know they don’t want the renunciation of and “they have been
forced to this decision by action of Persian Government” “(17). Sardar Ashja added that
“the safety of the road would probably be affected“. Crow believed „the Khans may be
counting on this to obtain the intervention of British Legation” (18).
Trevor informed the Government of India of the Persian Government’s proposal to
reincorporate Kohgiluyeh in Government of Fars. He added: the Bakhtiyari Khans can
at least exercise some measure of control over the Kohgiluyeh tribes in June-July 1918
and the security of Ahvaz-Isfahan road. Whereas Behbahan be administered by the
Governor-General in Fars, he could exercise no control over the Kohgiluyeh tribes (19).
This anti-Bakhtiyari proposal would react unfavourably on the safety of the AhvazIsfahan road (20).
Accordingly Loraine met the Persian Finance Minister and drew the attention of
him to the fact that the Persian Government had not yet sufficient force to secure the
Bakhtiyari road and if the Bakhtiyari Khans resigned, the Governorship of Behbahan
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the British trade in this road would be in danger. After some discussion, the Finance
Minister agreed to drop “temporally the claim for arrears of taxes“. Now Sardar Jang’s
endeavouring to get some sort of guarantee as regards the future (21).
Meanwhile the Central Government had been extending its military formation in
the south towards Shiraz, the capital of Fars and the military formation in Isfahan was
being gradually increased. In April the dispatch of troops to Khuzestan was also
rumoured (22). The news reached the British Minister that Reza Khan has a plan for
bringing gradually “the outlying provincial centres under the direct military control of
Tehran” (23). He was firmly kept in views contemplated the dispatch of a force to
Khuzestan. News of this step reached Khaz´al as well.

8.5.

Taxation of Southern Khuzestan

While the Persian Government collected even a few Tumans from any possible
sources, Khaz’al was one of the latest chieftains who had not liquidated his arrears and
present taxes. Khaz’al “was at moment very unpopular in Tehran” and the Persian
Government fixed on the vexed question of the Sheikh’s land revenue. Majles and press
supported the Central Government demand (24).
“It was freely that the Sheikh owed huge sums for arrears of revenue, and that he
was sheltering himself behind British power in order to avoid payment, that if
maintained his refusal to pay, he must be coerced into doing so” and from British
Legation point of view “and at that moment any steps taken against him to force
payment would have been enthusiastically supported by the pack of demagogues who in
the present circumstances represent articulate public opinion in this country” (25).
“Of course, this received every encouragement from Bolsheviks, who had already
successfully launched the idea of a federation of southern chieftains, formed under the
aegis of His Majesty’s Government to resist the authority of the Central Government
and ultimately to render a partition of Persia inevitable“ (26). “I must add that, so far as
I could judge, these were some truth in the allegation that the Sheikh was sheltering
himself behind us (British) in order to extract the most favourable terms possible from
the Persian Government and to make the minimum payment consistent with dire
necessary”(27).
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Khaz’al had in his possession a telegram from Cox the terms of an agreement,
both as regards present and future payments, accepted by Vothuq al-Dowleh, but, it was
never ratified by him during his tenure of office and was denounced by his successor.
Khaz’al, “as was to be expected, made an urgent appeal to the British authorities in
Persia to intervene and protect him from what he judged to be a direct move to his
personal position, his considerable local interests and the security of his territories” (28).
On 17 April 1922 British consul in Ahvaz, Fitzpatrick, wired the Political
Resident that Khaz’al is much disturbed at hearing that the Persian Government intend
to dispatch troops to Khuzestan. Khaz’al pointed out to Fitzpatrick that he has stabilised
himself with British support and brought under control the tribes which continually
giving troubles when they were under the government administration. Khaz’al
continued to say that “the British commercial interests must suffer from dispatch of a
small force to“Khuzestan „which lead to unrest and anarchy” (29).
Khaz’al appealed for British intervention under the agreement as “he considered
action is a deliberate threat against him|” (30). Fitzpatrick believed: only by sufficient
strength can pursue the anti-Bakhtiyari and anti-Khaz’al policy and guarantee the peace
on oilfields and other commercial interests otherwise Khaz’al and Bakhtiyari Khans
would not be sorry to see the Persian Government discredited by unrest which would
follow (31). In his telegram to the Government of India, Trevor stated: Khaz’al is right
in thinking the dispatch of Persian troop to southern Arabistan (Khuzestan) is a threat
against him. He added: “It is not clear why the Persian Government should want to lock
up troops in an orderly peaceful province when these is, elsewhere, so much work for
them” (32).
Unrest would cause among Arab tribes by presence of Persian troops and British
interests generally and Anglo-Persian Oil Company would suffer. Trevor did not
question about the right of a sovereign country on her territory. He reminded, however,
to the secret assurances of 1910 and 1914 to Khaz’al. Trevor was not sure “whether
dispatch of troops to southern Arabistan would be considered a direct encroachment by
Persian Government on jurisdiction on and recognised rights “in assurances.
The present state of local autonomy of Sheikh Khaz’al, wrote Trevor, which
British promised to do her best to maintain is menaced by dispatch of troops. “British
should nip proposal in the bud“. Finally Trevor hoped that the dispatch of troops, at any
rate to southern Arabistan and if possible to Arbistan may be prevent (33). Addition to
the Khaz’al’s position and interests, the other considerations were “the effect of
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proposed step on operations of the Anglo-Persian Oil Company”. The effect of any
action taken by the Legation on British relations with the Persian Government general,
and with the Minister of War particularly, Reza Khan had hither to shown “on the whole
a friendly demeanour and a marked inclination to resist the spread of Bolshevik
influence and idea” (34).
From British Minister point of view, Reza Khan was surrounded by people, who
recounting “extravagant stories about the wickedness and perversity of British policy in
Persia“ and any too emphatic intervention against the dispatch of a force to Arabistan
might well have defeated its own object, and have confirmed the suspicions which
haunted the mind of the Minister of War. It was clear that no justification existed for
British objecting to the dispatch of Persian troops to any point within the Persian
territory and it was not certain that the troops would dispatch to southern Khuzestan.
On 19 April 1922 Loraine sent Oriental Secretary, Havard to see Reza Khan and
in the course of conversation point out that the dispatch of troops to Khuzestan where
the Anglo-Persian interests of real magnitude were involved, would jeopardise the peace
and tranquillity these whereas there were many other districts could be employed.
Havard realised that the Minister of War intended to send troops to all parts of Persia
and for another three or four months no force would be sent for Khuzestan. The failure
of Khaz’al to pay his tax was the most important reasons of Reza Khan to dispatch of
troops there (35).
Loraine wired Trevor through Bushehr and Simla and hoped Trevor includes in
his Persian Gulf tour, a visit to Mohammareh in order to see and speak to Khaz’al very
seriously. Loraine pointed out that the Persian Government are incensed at Khaz’al
attitude in with holding payment of his revenue taxes and his obstinate resistance of any
proposal for settlement (36).
He must come to a reasonable settlement with the Central Government about his
revenue the question of troops can be discussed in Tehran. Loraine requested Trevor to
point out to Khaz’al that „his own obstinacy is directly responsible for this move „and
British do not intend to embroil themselves in such issue with Persian Government. The
purpose of sending troops to Khuzestan was the idea of the Minister of War with the
object of collecting taxes. He had the support of public, the cabinet and Majles.
Loraine pointed out that assurances were given in the condition to fulfil of his
obligations to the Persian Government. Loraine stated: “a battle between myself and
Minister of War would be most in opportune at this moment. He is target of Bolsheviks
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and is therefore, if property managed, an asset to us (British)” (37). Trevor wired that
his tour is to Maskat and other places at southern of the Persian Gulf and then he asked
British consul in Ahvaz, Fitzpatrick, to impress on Khaz’al that he must fulfil his
obligations among first of which is payment of revenue. He added if there is no result of
Fitzpatrick’s efforts, he would do something personally (38).
Accordingly Loraine informed Foreign Office that the Persian Government intend
to send troops to Khuzestan with the object to compel Khaz’al to pay his revenue taxes.
He could settle this question some time ago with the Persian Government “on perfectly
reasonable terms“, but despite our (British) good advice, has remained obstinate and
uncompromising“. He mentioned that he requested the Political Resident to speak to
sheikh seriously and informed the Government of India and High Commissioner in
Baghdad “owing to responsibility which devolves on Irak [Iraq] is our oil interests are
threatened” (39).
From British point of view, Loraine realised how completely undesirable the
presence of Persian troops in Khuzestan, if revenue question can be settled, he should be
in a stronger position and he possibly could delay and perhaps stop their dispatch. He
added: it is undesirable if avoid to acquainting the Minister of War with British
obligations towards Khaz’al (40). Curzon instructed Loraine in 31 May 1922 “to refrain
from divulging in any conversation with Sardar Sepah (Reza Khan) the nature of
assurances which His Majesty’s Government had given to the Sheikh of Mohammareh”
(41).
Shortly, afterward Sheikh Khaz’al on the advice of British Minister, he appointed
an agent in Tehran to endeavour to settle his account with Ministry of Finance. The
agent was former agent of the Ministry of Finance in Khuzestan. Khaz’al gave him
“carte blanche” within the limits of certain fixed sum to settle the matter. British
Legation was in touch with him through Havard, (the Oriental Secretary). Loraine was
of opinion that he “made an honest endeavour to reach an agreement with” the Ministry
of Finance, due “to the insatiable greed of” him and “of the officials concerned who
expect some of the money transferred to stick to their own hands”. No settlement
reached even at the end of September 1922 (42). Loraine in his telegram of 21 April to
Political Resident on dispatch of Persian troops to Khuzestan confidentially informed
him that “their dispatch in less than two months is unlikely” (43).
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8.6.

Dissension or Alliance in Southern Persia?

About seven weeks later in June 1922, he wired the following secret information
to Political Resident-Bushehr and British consul-Shiraz. He wrote: he learned from a
reliable source that the policy of Bolshevik Government in southern Persia is
“dissensions” between the Bakhtiyaris and the Qashqa’is “with a view to winning over
one of them „and they realised and the Soviet consuls had been directed the Qashqa’is
“will be easier to get hold of them” (44).
Loraine intended to defeat the Bolshevik scheme. He considered if the scheme of
Bolshevik successfully carried out, could result in strife and disorder in the south of
Persia necessary detrimental to the important British interests as the scheme was
deliberately directed against British interests (45). He added: maintenance of friendly
relations between the two tribes and judicious warning to both tribes is useful (46).
Loraine would warn himself the Bakhtiyari Khans in Tehran and asked Trevor to
instruct Fitzpatrick, British consul in Ahvaz to talk with local Bakhtiyari Khans
accordingly. He was of opinion that it might be advantageous to inform Khaz´al “so that
he could use his influence with both tribes to counteract such schemes”.
Then, he pointed out: the relation between British consul in Shiraz and the chief of
Qashqa’i, Sowlat al-Dowleh is strain and it is rather difficult to make contact through
this channel and he added perhaps Political Resident knows another suitable one (47).
The day after, Trevor informed Loraine that according to the Shiraz diary of 31 May
„the Russian consul and his staff wasted no time in trying to establish friendly relation
with “Sowlat al-Dowleh. Trevor added Clegg who was in the S.P.R. as Political Officer
on the road and vice-consul in Bushehr, now is the employment of the A.P.O.C. and he
leaving Bushehr for Shiraz and Trevor could give Clegg a letter to deliver to the chief of
Qashqa’i, Sowlat al-Dowleh and inform him of a verbal message delivered to him by
Clegg.
Trevor - a wise precaution in view of Soulet al-Dowleh’s unreliable Character
would trust Clegg who is known to him and most of the leading Qashqa’is. Trevor
suggested to Loraine the following message to Sowlat al-Dowleh: The information has
been received that the Russian wish to sow dissensions between the Qashqa’is and
Bakhtiyaris. My advice to him as an old friend is to regard the Russian with suspicious.
He (Sowlat al-Dowleh) knows “what result Bolshevik influence had on position of
Persians of rank and property like himself”, further “his best interests lie in keeping
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friendly with British, especially in view of the good prospects of finding oil in his
country from which much more solid permanent advantages will accrue than from
Bolshevik promises and transient presents“ (48).
Loraine approved both the means of transmission and the substance of the
message to Sowlat al-Dowleh and furthermore he informed Colonel Trevor that the
authentic information indicate that “the ultimate political aims of the Russians is to
create chain of Soviet Republics from Caucasus to Chinese Turkestan including Persia
and Afghanistan”. The present policy merely to pave the way for larger aims(49).
Trevor wired to Vice-Consul Ahvaz and informed him of British Minister’s
communication and instructed him to inform in his communication with Fitzpatrick,
who was on tour in Bakhtiyari land, and asked him by cipher letter to warn principals
Khans in above sense or send a copy of Trevor’s telegram (in cipher) to Fitzpatrick. He
mentioned that Sheikh Khaz’al should be informed to use his influence with both
parties. Then, he added further information which it might be given to the Sheikh (50).
The same day he wrote a letter to Sowlat al-Dowleh in accordance to the
communication between British Minister and himself.
“It is not necessary for me to introduce Mr. Clegg with whom your Excellency is
already well acquainted, but I give him this letter to you to inform you that he will give
you a message from me on behalf of H. M. Legation. I hope you will act in accordance
with it, and feel convinced that your best interests lie in doing so” (51).Two days later
Trevor informed his superior in the Government of India-Simla on Bolshevik aims in
south Persia and the steps which were being taken to counteract their schemes. As far as
the information of this letter concerned, Trevor asked Clegg if he gets the opportunity of
drawing Sowlat al-Dowleh in to conversation, he would further inform him of “the
Russian ultimate aims” (52).
A. Fitzpatrick, the British consul in Ahvaz who was in Bakhtiyari tour, arrived in
Dehkord (the present city Shahr-e-Kord) of Chahar Mahal where the Bakhtiyari Khans
gathered to settle (a) division of the money go that year from Oil Company among the
members of Haji Ilkhani family and (b) To settle a quarrel between Amir Mojahed and
Sardar Zafar of Ilkhan family. Fitzpatrick who was present at the meeting of the Khans
delivered the message of the British Minister and the Political Resident to the present
Khans.
The Bakhtiyari Khans declared that they would continue their friendly relation
with the British Government and they were ready to co-operate and carry out the British
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wishes and suggestions in every way (53). The Bakhtiyari Khans expected the
continuation of British support against the possible repressive action of the Central
Government. They contemplated British moral support and if necessary arm and
ammunition (54).
In his letter to Foreign Office, Loraine speaks of a good deal of talk in Tehran
press on formation a southern league comprising of the chiefs of Mohaysen Bani Ka’ab,
Sheikh Khaz’al, Qashqa’i, Sowlat al-Dowleh and the Khans of Bakhtiyari, under British
auspices in a sense hostile to the Central Government in Tehran and with a view to the
ultimate partition of Persia and direct controlling influence over southern portion by
Great Britain (55). British Minister, however, pointed out to Foreign Office that „this is
not truth whatever in any such report”. He added: “any policy which tended towards a
partition of Persia would be most serious mistake from the British point of view” (56).
Loraine continued to say that the reports gained credence even with the Minister
of War who was very sensitive to the authority of Central Government throughout of
the country through of the army “which is in process of formation under his guidance“.
The British Minister succeeded to dissuade Reza Khan of this idea. Loraine accused the
reports emanated from the Russian Legation and „their circulation in the press was paid
for by Russian propagandists”
This incident and other actions make him, wrote Loraine, suspect that the Russians
make efforts to bring Red troops in to northern Persia on suitable occasion. Loraine
mentioned the story of Samsam al-Saltaneh as prove to his view. Samsam al Saltaneh
told Sir Percy Loraine that the Soviet Legation invited him a few weeks ago. On his
arrival to the Legation the Russian accused the Bakhtiyari Khans and Sheikh Khaz’al of
conspiring against the Central Government. Then they added “unless a stop was pot to
these manoeuvres Red troops would be marched into Persia” (57).
Samsam al-Saltaneh replied, he was not frightened of Russian troops and if the
Red Army enters Persia, the Bakhtiyari would return to their own mountains where the
Russian could do nothing effective against them. On contrary to Sir Percy Loraine’s
statement that “the Bolsheviks do not themselves believe the story“, it appears the
invitation of Samsam al Saltaneh to the Russian Legation and Bolshevik intimidation
indicates that they believed the southern chieftains conspiracy under British auspices.
The steps which British Minister took to bring the southern chieftains close to each
other and guard against Russian and to persuade Sowlat al-Dowleh that his interests lie
in keeping friendly with British. The action of Sir Percy Loraine and the other British
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political agents in relation to the southern tribal chieftains occurred when the Central
Government intended to station gradually the Persian troops in the southern provinces.
British Legation was aware of the scheme of the Minister of War. It appears that
the British Legation intended to show to the Persian Government that Great Britain
enjoys of a strong position and influence in southern Persia and the Persian Government
should come to terms with the British interests.

8.7.

A Military Detachment and so Many Discussions

In the middle of the year 1921, the Cabinet of Qavam al-Saltaneh appointed a
governor-general for Khuzestan and instructed him to strengthen the position of Central
Government. The Cabinet approved the whole expenditure which was suggested by the
new Governor-General.
At the end of the year 1921, after the disappearance of the South Persia Rifles, the
Minister of War dispatched some officers and a few troops to the capital of Fars, Shiraz.
Owing to the shortage of fund and owing to the active operations elsewhere, the
necessary “attention could not be given to Fars” (58). Little progress, therefore, was
made in recruiting as foreseen. The next step on turning the attention of the Central
Government towards the southern provinces was the dispatch of a body of troops to
Isfahan in January 1922 and the creation a southern division similar to eastern and
western division by the Minister of War (59).
The Persian Government extended its military formations towards the south in
1922. The new detachments were formed in Shiraz and the size of military force in
Isfahan was gradually increased. Though, the dispatch of troops to Khuzestan was
postponed in April 1922, but, it was known that the Central Government and the army
commander had no immediate intention, but the organising military formation had been
planned in all the distant parts of the provinces (60).
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8.8.

A Detachment in Bakhtiyari land

On 18 July 1922 in the evening, the British Minister in Tehran, Sir Percy Loraine
heard that 500 Government’s troops with guns and machine guns left Isfahan for
Khuzestan via Bakhtiyari land. Then he realised that the Bakhtiyari Khans resident in
Tehran did not know of the movement. From the information subsequently received to
the British Legation, Loraine stated: “it seems clear that special pre-cautions had been
taken to keep any news of the formation and dispatch of this force from reaching the
ears of any British official or any of the Bakhtiyari Khans, moreover, Sardar Ashja, the
Bakhtiyari governor-general in Isfahan was in total ignorance of the movement (61).
The day after, in 19 July, 1922, Loraine directed the British Oriental Secretary,
Godfrey Havard, to represent to the Prime Minister and the Minister of War and to
protest to the dispatch of troops to Khuzestan on which would endanger the important
interests of Anglo-Persian Oil Company by the local tribe’s disturbance. “More over
available troops were urgently needed elsewhere to deal with rebels and brigands”.
The Minister of War told the Oriental Secretary that he could not recall the
detachment without instruction from Prime Minister. Havard visited therefore Qavam
al-Saltaneh. From Loraine and Havard point of view Qavam al-Saltaneh was less
reasonable, due to his resistance to the British demand. However, he eventually sent an
assurance to Loraine that the “troop movement would be stopped for two months” (62).
The day after, in a telegram to Foreign Office Loraine analysed the situation and
explained his view on the possibility of Persian troops stationing in Khuzestan. He
stated: from the language of both Ministers, it is certain that the project to be revived.
He added: British have no desire the station of Persian regular troops in Khuzestan, but
there is no ground on which the British Government can contest. It is the right of
Persian Government to send their army to any part of Persian territory (63).
If friendly dissuasion feels, these are several possible forms of opposition to get
assurance that Sheikh Khaz’al territory will not be interfered with:

(a)

“Blank veto - which of course we have not the physical means of
enforcing.

(b)

A hint to Bakhtiyari to stop passage of troops, which they would
certainly take.
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(c)

Buy off Minister of War by facilitating advance to Persian Government
(for which I know he is any way going to appeal to me very soon” (64).

This is test case of Minister of War’s scheme to bring all provinces under direct
control of Central Government. The British opposition is at the risk of straining
relations with the Minister of War as well as the Persian Government. On 21 July
Qavam al-Saltaneh called on Loraine about question of troops for Khuzestan. He stated:
“the emphatic nature of language used by British Oriental Secretary look him somewhat
by surprise. The Persian Prime Minister stated: he was not aware that the dispatch of a
comparatively insignificant body guard, some 250 men to Khuzestan in respond to a
previous request by the Governor-General in this province, was one of such deep
interest for British.
An escort detachment in order to sustain authority and the Persian involves the
cabinet approved the step and the prestige of the Persian Government was seriously
desire to “show the flag“. The detachment remains in Shushtar, north Khuzestan and
would not interfere with the Sheikh Khaz’al’s territory (65). Qavam al-Saltaneh wanted
to hear the view of British Minister. Loraine said that the Minister of War knew of his
ideas when the question raised some months ago and he was surprised that the Prime
Minister should not have consulted him. He added, they would inform Sheikh Khaz’al
accordingly.
Loraine stated: if Sheikh Khaz’al agreed “that might alter the case but I could not
recommend him to do so” (66). The Prime Minister pointed out: “the Government did
not know on what pretext they could recall detachment without being attacked in Majles
for yielding to foreign pressure” (67). Qavam al-Saltaneh enquired whether British preoccupation was principally in respect of the interests of Sheikh Khaz’al. Loraine replied
his principal anxiety was concerned “with the important British interests represented by
the Anglo-Persian Oil Company” (68).
The Persian Government had a considerable stake. He added: he did not question
the right of the Persian Government “to send troops where it liked within Persian
territory” he pointed out to the inadvisability of the present step. Qavam al-Saltaneh was
of opinion that the presence of a Persian Government force in vicinity but outside, the
A.P.O.C. only contribute to the safety of operations. The Prime Minister and the
Minister of War, both, “were ready to give most formal assurances to” the Sheikh and
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British Government that the “troops would not interfere either with Sheikh’s territory or
Arab tribes”.

8.9.

From Threat to Action

Though, Loraine asked the clear attitude and the instruction of Foreign Office, but
he was not kept waiting and the day after sent for two leading Bakhtiyari Khans,
Samsam al- Saltaneh and Sardar Jang, and explained the situation to them, the same day
as the Persian Prime Minister called on him. “It was agreed that interests of Bakhtiyari,
Sheikh of Mohammareh, and our selves (British) were identical and that in order to
impress Persian Government both they and Sheikh must support my action and bring
pressure to bear and that every peaceful means must be employed to secure
abandonment of project. Khans propose force. I (Loraine) said that this must be
absolutely the last resort and ought not to be necessary”.
At the suggestion of British Minister the Bakhtiyari Khans asked a telegraphic, the
tribal leaders to send an official protest to the Central Government (69); a telegram was
sent through Loraine to Khaz´al that they must act together (70). The Khans should
obtain through the Bakhtiyari Governor-General of Isfahan daily reports of detachment.
The British Minister instructed Political Resident Bushehr, to send the substance of his
telegram to the Government of India (71).
He asked the Political Resident also to send his confidential message to Sheikh
Khaz’al. He pointed out at first to Khaz’al that "when the following message is read to
your Excellency you will understand how constant my solicitude for your Excellency’s
honour and fare is". Then he recounted a summary of the Persian Government’s action,
the contact of Oriental Secretary with Minister of War and Prime Minister and his
suggestion to send troops to Azarbaijan, Gilan and Lorestan to crush the rebels and
brigands on many trade routes and not in complete tranquillity resigned Khuzestan.
Then, he spoke of the visit and discussion of the Prime Minister with him and
readiness of Qavam al-Saltaneh to give formal assurance to Khaz’al that the Persian
troops were merely acted at Shushtar (north Khuzestan) as body guard would not
interfere with Khaz´al and his territory. Finally British Minister informed Khaz’al of his
discussion with Sardar Jang and Samsam al-Saltaneh the two Bakhtiyari Khans in
Tehran.
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British Minister and the two khans were in agreement that Khaz´al and
Bakhtiyaris “must bring pressure on the Persian Government” to abandon the project
not to send first by every peaceful means. “It is undesirable, and should not be
necessary if we all work together, for the khans to stop the detachment by force though
of course they could do so” (72).
British Political Resident instructed the British Vice-Consul Ahvaz, Wallis to give
the message of Sir Percy Loraine to Sheikh Khaz’al confidentially. Trevor reminded
Wallis if he is unable to translate the message “sufficiently accurately “without using a
monshi, “he might take a typed English copy with him to the Khaz’al and get Haji
Moshir to translate the message to him” (73). On 23 July 1922, the Minister of War
took launcheon with the British Minister at the Legation, and while they were talking
after wards, Reza Khan remarked that the body-guard detachment for Khuzestan was
proceeding down the Bakhtiyari road.
Loraine stated that the Prime Minister gave assurance through the British Oriental
Secretary that „pending further discussion the troops would remain where they were“.
The Minister of War replied that the Prime Minister on his return to Tehran after
visiting Loraine two days ago, he wrote to Reza Khan that he conquered all Loraine’s
objections to the dispatch of the force to Khuzestan and more over he made a similar
statement at a meeting of the cabinet. Apparently Qavam al-Saltaneh ignored the view
of Loraine.
By the suggestion of Reza Khan a meeting was arranged for the following day to
find out the origin of misunderstanding. In respond to the Loraine, Qavam al Saltaneh
stated: he went with the impression that he had convinced the British Minister “of the
innocuous character of the measure” and no assurance was given to the British Oriental
Secretary (74).
In fact, a diplomatic representative of a Great Power, Great Britain, with reliance
on his country’s power taking to task why the Persian cabinet directed the dispatch of a
small force into a corner of their country where the British had important interest
without consultation with the British Legation. British Minister was of opinion that
Qavam al-Saltaneh had “a feeling of hatred for Sardar Sepah and a keen desire to
compass his downfall should a favourable opportunity occur“.
As the position of Reza Khan was strong, the Prime Minister had to bow to the
power of Minister of War in order to resume office. Qavam al-Saltaneh intended to
deprive from power by dispatching troops into Bakhtiyari country where the Bakhtiyari
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khans and tribesmen resent this intrusion and practically regard as a foreign force. The
Bakhtiyaris are friends of the British and the slightest hint “at British instigation will at
once be taken and create a such a stir that British Minister role in the matter will pass
unnoticed and Reza Khan would believe that the British were behind it and it would be
advantageous to Qavam al-Saltaneh“ (75).
The biographer of Sir Percy Loraine, Gordon Waterfield, believed: it was probable
that Reza Khan endeavoured to make problem for Qavam al-Saltaneh. It was Reza Khan
who finally sent Qavam al-Saltaneh to exile, while he was accused a conspiracy against
Reza Khan (76). This report was written nearly fifty days after the Shalil incident on
which caused many speeches and discussions in the Persian Parliament, a considerable
number of articles in the Persian press, British were accused of instigating the incident.
As far as the available British documents are concerned, Sir Percy Loraine
pursued a policy in this juncture on which the Foreign Office did not approve and
accordingly informed him on time. Practically, he did nothing and ignored the view of
Foreign Office. Then, Loraine was partly responsible for the anti-British atmosphere in
Persia. He intended to justify his action. As usual the members of the British consulates
in southern Persia were in favour of local power fortification in the expense the
weakness of Central Government.
Trevor in respond to the Legation put a question to the British Minister: “could not
khans make the passage of troops difficult by arranging shortages of supplied at various
stages”? He said: “these are no village at many of stages” (77). The same day, Khaz’al
was much pleased at receipt of Loraine’s message through the Vice-Consul in Ahvaz.
He thanked for the great interest taken and to the strong influence exerted on his behalf.
Khaz’al said: „he was now as always working for furtherance of the same aims as
ourselves (British) in these parts“. Khaz’al was of opinion that the presence of regular
troops in Khuzestan would derive him to disclaim his responsibility for law and order in
Khuzestan including Dezful and Shushtar.
He continued to say since the departure of British troops, due to his influence the
tranquil of Khuzestan continued and he intended to reply to similar lines to Central
Government. British vice-consul Ahvaz suggested to Khaz’al to point out to Ministers
“should necessary arise for military action he is ready to supply such troops as may be
required in the Persian Government instruct him to do so” (78).
In other words it was an indication to Central Government that he is capable of
arising troops. Wallis informed the Political Resident that the soars (cavalries) and
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police are now maintained by Governor-General and his deputies can well provide for
their protection and they have to increase their strength (79).
The following day Wallis informed the Political Resident that Sheikh Khaz’al had
not received any assurance telegram from the Central Government up to 25 July 1922. It
was more probable that the message was being sent through the Governor-General in
Khuzestan (80) and Trevor wired to the Legation accordingly (81). Khaz’al received
only a telegram from Governor-General informed him of regular troop's movement now
ever. The Governor stopped them “as he knew Sheikh did not favour their presence”
(82).
In minutes of Eastern Department to the telegram of British Minister Tehran on
the question of Sheikh Khaz’al has been written: This Department first heard from Sir
Percy Loraine in April 1922 that the Persian Government intended to send regular
troops to Khuzestan in order to compel Sheikh Khaz’al to pay his revenues. From
British point of view as Sir Percy Loraine realised undesirability of allowing Persian
troops to go to Khuzestan, but at the same time British could not support Khaz’al in an
unlawful attempt to evade the settlement of the Persian Government’s just claim upon
him (83).
“The view taken in this department was that, having obtained for the Sheikh a
certain privileged position within the Persian realm, we must not allow him to abuse his
privilege“. The minutes refer to the position of Khaz’al and British responsibilities due
to the letter of 7 December 1902 of Sir Arthur Harding (84) and the Letter of 21
November 1914 of Sir Percy Cox. “So long as you remain faithful to the Shah and act in
accordance with our advice we will continued to give you our good offices and
support“. “H.M.G. will be prepared to afford you the support necessary for obtaining a
solution satisfactory both to yourself and to us in the event of jurisdiction and
recognised rights. ... vis-à-vis the Persian Government”. “We shall do our best to
maintain your Excellency in your present state local autonomy“.
Sir Percy Loraine was fully aware of the necessity to induce the Sheikh to settle
his accounts with the Persian Government took measure accordingly with the result that
we heard in May that the sheikh had paid his revenues, but in June it appeared that the
“sheikh’s alleged discharge is by no means final and that negotiations were still
proceeding between the Sheikh and the Persian Government”.
Sheikh was showing some disposition in spite of this they seem determined to
send troops to his territory. There was an important distinction between Arabistan and
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southern Arabistan from British point of view Shushtar and Dezful were within in
Arabistan, but cannot be described as southern Arabistan. Eastern department had no
reason to object to the dispatch of troops to Shushtar or Dezful which were not within
the sheikh jurisdiction (85). In response to the telegrams of British Minister in Tehran,
Curzon stated Sheikh Khaz’al “is at any rate disposed to settle Persian Government’s
legitimate claims against him”. “We must certainly carry out obligations in our various
undertakings to him particularly that of 14 November 1914” (86).
“You may employ all your efforts to induce Persian Government to abandon
intention as regards southern Arabistan though there is little reason to object to dispatch
of what is little more than glorified body guard to Dizful or Shushtar”. Captain Peel who
was at that time in London shared the same view (87). At the same time, Foreign Office
stated: “Any unwarranted interference on their part with sheikh may render it necessary
for His Majesty’s Government to reconsider present attitude and adopt such measures
and may be necessary to support him“. But they asked British Minister “must on no
account commit us to embarrassing obligations towards Bakhtiyaris, which is to be
apprehended should force be used even if only in last resort” (88).
It appears when the instruction of Curzon reached British Minister, he realised that
the position of Foreign Office was difference in relation to dispatching of small
detachment to north Khuzestan. Loraine modified his view and corrected his action
towards Sheikh Khaz´al by sending a telegram in the name of Fitzpatrick to Sheikh
Khaz’al through Wallis, the Vice-Consul in Ahvaz.
He wrote: “I have discussed your case with Sir Percy Loraine and he has
authorised me to assure you of his continued friendship and regard for you” It is a
matter of great regret to him that “the Persian Government refuses to take his friendly
advice regarding the dispatch of troops to Arabistan. Though not of course disputing
their right to station troops where ever they please within Persian territories he is much
vexed at the underhand way of doing so in the resent instance” (89).
Then, he repeated as before that the British Legation is fully alive to the
importance of safe guarding the interest of Sheikh Khaz’al and the Persian Government
is willing to give him assurances will in no way interfere with him and his tribe and the
present detachment will not recruit and they will remain in Shushtar as body guard to
the Governor-General. He asked Khaz’al if he was given the above assurances by the
Persian Government, Sir Percy Loraine hopes to learn his view on that situation and he
(Fitzpatrick) hoped that Khaz’al’s land revenue soon be settled satisfactory (90).
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8.10.

Shalil Incident in Bakhtiyari

The military detachment, destined by the Persian Government to act a body-guard
for the Governor-General in Khuzestan, on its departure from Isfahan was 274 all ranks,
1 guns, 3 machine guns. On 30 July 1922 at about noon the detachment on the
Bakhtiyari route arrived at Shalil caravanserai. The commander officer and a few of
officers had their wives with them. The commander officer sent out partrots in the
afternoon and evening, “these men taking up positions on the hill-tops around
caravanserai for sentry duty” (91).
He also dispatched about sixty men to the top of the Morwarid hill “with
instructions that they were to remain at the borj (tower) there and await the main party
arriving on the following morning“. “These men got to nearly the first peak of the
Muwai (Morwarid) hill shortly after sunset, when they were attacked by band of
Kohgilus and scattered in all direction“. “Some were killed, some wounded and some
fled”. The Kohgilus were several hundred “surrounded the caravanserai on the hill-tops,
firing as they approached” (92).
Dr. Young, the Anglo-Persian Oil Company’s Political Advisor, who reached
Shalil on the 5th August pointed out in his report to Fitzpatrick “You know Shelil, the
hollow in which it lies and its difficult situation for defence”. „Firing went on by both
sides all night. In the morning of 31 July 1922 two machine guns were brought into
action, but after an hour’s firing both gunners were killed. At about 9-10 a m the
commanding officers surrendered.
“The Kohgiluye tribesmen looted the men of all they possessed, including all rifles
and ammunition, transport animals and all general equipment, removing even the
clothes. The men were stripped of everything except the shirts and the women were also
stripped of all their belongings” (93). Then a number of Aurak tribe of Bakhtiyari came
out to the assistance of the troops and chased Kohgiluye tribesmen, but they were not
enough to overpower the raiders. The numbers of casualties were 115 killed and like
number wounded and missing (94).
Dr. Young left the oil field on the 30 July, on his way to the north, reached Nghun
(31 July) and at the evening to Chigakar where the Bakhtiyari Khans resided. He heard
that the Persian troops were attacked by the Kohgiluye in Shalil and sending a
messenger to Isfahan. He left Malamir on 2 August and heard a party of 400 troops was
looted at Shalil three days ago when he reached Pol-e-Shalu, he met the two men who
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were in Charge of caravanserais on Bakhtiyari road and came down especially for
Dehdiz for welcome(Esteqbal).
Dr. Young noted that he heard before the incident detachment Hossein Aqa Khan,
was very indiscreet in his speech all along the Bakhtiyari road and the head men,
Kadkhoda spoke ill of him. “He talked high, assumed great airs and abused the Khans
freely in front of the tribesmen where ever be stopped” and said “his language was
unbecoming and his behaviour bad for an officer in his position”.
He announced that he would send a party to hold the bridge and collect tolls for
the supply of funds for his troops. He told the tribesmen that “this country belonged to
the Persian Government and they were free to act without the authority of their chiefs.
He told the head of Bakhtiyari guard at Shalil who offered to be of service, that his
services were not wanted and the troops could take after themselves.”
Finally, Dr. Young was very impressed with the facts that of the attack on the
troops in broad day light in robbing even food and personal clothing. Whereas, the
complete safety of the road for all caravans for the past two months prior to this incident
and its safety immediately after it (95). The latest report was that the Kohgiluye
tribesmen afterwards burned and raided Shalil caravanserai killing its Bakhtiyari
defenders. A party of 60 cavalry and 2 machine guns left Isfahan to evacuate wounded
and stand by unarmed referring survivors. The remnant returned to Isfahan after being
hospitably entertained in Chaghakhor by Bakhtiyari Khans.
On 3 August British Legation received a report of British General-Consul in
Isfahan emanating from the Bakhtiyari Khans. Further information from Crow on 8
August confirmed the main features of previous report. The Bakhtiyari Khans resided in
Tehran informed Loraine that the Bakhtiyari Ilkhani sent a full detail of the incident to
the Persian Government Lally with the British information. Bakhtiyari Ilkhani organised
a party who pursued the Kohgiluye tribesmen and recovered part of the equipment of
detachment after a sharp fighting. The Ilkhani pointed out to the Persian Government
that he warned last 6 months regarding the Kohgiluye he was astonished that they were
not given any warning of passage detachment in order clear the road.
The Persian Government neither acknowledged nor answered the Ilkhani’s report
and Reza Khan gave no indication of his future course of action. The Bakhtiyari would
offer to subdue the Kohgiluye tribes if their governor of this province confirms (96).
The viceroy transmitted the information of the Bakhtiyari Ilkhani and Ilbegi through
Fitzpatrick and Trevor dated 5 August to the Secretary of India by the telegram dated 7
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August and added the Kohgiluye tribesmen ambushed probably and attacked in
Laghamgir pass, near Sorkhun. The British Minister sent his report ten days after
accident he justified his delay due to awaiting the confirmation and details before
telegraphing (97). British Military Attaché sent also his report to Office the same as
British Minister (98).
It was the Board of Anglo-Persian Oil Company in London who at first informed
the Foreign Office of Shalil incident. Although Dr. Young anticipated no difficulty
regarding completion on his journey, but the Board of Anglo Persian Oil Company was
anxious that the Bakhtiyari Khans agreed to continue responsibility for Kohgiluye on
conditions that the Central Government to present two guns to Bakhtiyaris, all arrears
revenue to be wiped out and the future revenue to be balanced each year with
expenditure (99). “To be in the Kohgiluye country brings the troublesome what too
close to the (oil) fields to be pleasure and it believes us to watch the position closely”
(100).
The manager of the Company considered that “it is to be regretted that the advice
of British Minister, Sir Percy Loraine was not listened by the Persian Prime Minister,
Qavam al- Saltaneh. He thought that “the exercise of discretion and for bearence on the
part of the Minister of War which Sir Percy Loraine will doubtless counsel, will remove
the possibility of complications at the (oil) fields itself”(101). The Oil Company
requested the Foreign Office the exchange of any further information on this matter.
After the first report on Shalil reached Loraine, in continuation of his efforts to
show the difficulty of the situation in the south to the Central Government, he asked the
British Political Resident as if he could mobilise Sheikh Khaz’al and the Bakhtiyari
Khans to Deprecate stay of troops in Ahvaz. He added any further intervention on his
part at that juncture would hardly be dignified having had practically scene with Prime
Minister and the Minister of War about question of sending troops to Khuzestan at all
and they assured him that the detachment go to Governor-General’s Headquarters in
Shushtar (102).
Loraine was inclined to suspect that the Bakhtiyari Khans might have a hand in
instigation the attack, with regard to the allusion to the possible of force by Samsam alSaltaneh. On 21 July 1922, Loraine continued to say that the Bakhtiyari Khans set his
mind immediately at ease. As it will be seen in following pages, the Bakhtiyari Khans
did instigate the attack at the request of Loraine with regard to his telegram of the 9
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August, it was only after the incident that he endeavoured to improve that the Bakhtiyari
did nothing as he alluded.
Then, he made it “perfectly plain to the Khans that British could accept no
responsibility in the matter” and he pointed out to his superior that no evidence supports
“the theory that the Kohgiluye were egged on by the Bakhtiyari” (103). This statement,
however, did not assist the head of the British diplomatic mission from the view of the
cabinet, Parliament, press and public on British involvement and responsibility in Shalil
incident. Loraine endeavoured to justify his action, he reported that the Prime Minister
„prompted some of the anti-British press articles in connection with the attack on the
Arabistan force, because one Persian acquaintance of him told this and then concluded
“the political morality has sunk in this country” (104).
With regard to the reference of Loraine to a report on Qavam al-Saltaneh, this
paper is not available to the reader. There is, however, a reference to it, the subtitle
Sheikh of Mohammareh, there are two reports submitted 23 August 1922. The second
report, as Sir Percy Loraine on 22 August. Further report respecting the defeat of the
Persian troops, these telegrams are available. The first telegram, the title, sender and the
date is blackened. There is, however, a short minute of Mallet he has written. “It is
noteworthy that Kavam-es-Sultaneh refers is the Bakhtiyari as the aggressors and not
the Kuhgelus and it seems is suspect the British of being on the bottom of it”.

8.11.

A Loose Confederation in the South?

A week later, in a secret telegram British Minister reported to Foreign Office that
as a result of military centralising tendencies of the Minister of War, Reza Khan, the
important southern chieftains are driving into loose federation. Bakhtiyari Khans
concluded a close agreement with Sheikh Khaz’al in the spring of 1922 and they are
now in the best term with him. The Khans of Bakhtiyari was negotiating with Qavam alMolk, the chief of Khamseh, “for a friendly understanding“. They intended to include
the chief of Qashqa’i great tribe, Sowlat al-Dowleh, in this series of agreements.
The relations of Qavam al-Molk and Sowlat al-Dowleh were of their periodical
reconciliation’s the reactions of Sheikh Khaz’al with both of them are already good.
Sheikh Khaz’al also had close agreement with Vali of Posht-e-Kuh “to which
Bakhtiyari will very likely become party“. British Minister was of opinion that process
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was „a perfect natural one and it was a measure of mutual protection of semiindependent positions of tribal chiefs against the encroachment of Central Government
and it did not require British facilitation (105).
Sir Percy Loraine asked the British consuls in the south to take up attitude that
„friendships between British friends are always welcome to us. At the same times he
warned them, however, to commit British to any responsibility for these agreements.
Loraine also asked the British consul in Shiraz, Chick, to patch up his relations with
Sowlat al-Dowleh without loss of dignity (106).
Mallet in the Eastern Department wrote in his minutes that real prime move in the
loose federation was Sheikh Khaz’al who wished to put as many barriers as possible
between himself and the Persian Government and the first front of these policies was the
Kohgiluye attack upon regular troops on Bakhtiyari road (107). The policy adopted by
Sir Percy Loraine towards southern tribal chieftains, arrangement approved in Foreign
Office by not openly helping the tribes to antagonise the Persian Government. Mallet
pointed out that the chiefs are mainly friendly to British and largely depended to the
A.P.O.C. for their wealth. These were different views on Sowlat al Dowleh.
As Mallet wrote:“these seem to be little reason to continue to remember his past”
(108). Oliphant wrote: “I agreed except that I have doubts about the expediency of the
action vis-à-vis of Sowlat al-Dowleh who has always proved hostile to us (British) (in
the confrontation). Four days later, Curzon stated in his telegram to the British Minister
in Tehran “I approve your attitude” (109). The documents indicate that Mallet was
rightly that Sheikh Khaz’al as the most important member of this alliance.
On 19 August 1922 or about three weeks after the incident in Shalil close to
Morwarid hill and near to the pass, Fitzpatrick, British Consul in Ahvaz who was in
Isfahan reported the view of the Bakhtiyari Khans as follow : the Persian Government
suspected that the attack on the troops by Kohgiluye tribesmen were engineered by the
Bakhtiyaris. The Persian Government does not reveal but has determined to tackle them
at the earliest opportunity, the recent negotiation with Sowlat al-Dowleh and the affairs
of Arak were in this direction.
The retirement of Sardar Ashja of the Isfahan Governorship on medical grounds,
„should be succeeded by another Bakhtiyari, it would indicate that Reza Khan’s plans
are not yet ready“, but should be from outside, it will be assign that Bakhtiyaris are to
be ousted from all governorships with the possible exception of Samsam al-Saltaneh,
the khans would retire in Chahar Mahal.
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The Isfahan districts would become unsafe from Bakhtiyari robber gangs, before
the Persian Government would dare to attack the khans in their own country. They were
of opinion in their alliance with Sheikh Khaz’al they have a powerful ally in the south.
Fitzpatrick wrote: “public feeling in Isfahan among the bull of merchants and the power
classes setting against us” (British) (110).
The wounded warriors from Shalil were visited in the military hospital daily and
given presents of money and flowers and violent speeches made by visitors (merchants
and Seyyed of Isfahan) accusing the British of having instigated the Kohgiluye attack
and of being the enemies of Persia. A Persian newspaper in Isfahan subsided by Russian
as well as the Russian consulate inspired the visits and Bolshevik propaganda. For better
class the audience preaching is anti-British and for labourers is pure communism (111).
After the receiving of Fitzpatrick’s report on which he recorded in Isfahan of the
attitude the population and local Khans, Loraine concluded that the Bolshevik
endeavour to exploit the incident in an anti-British scheme.
With regard to further reports of Loraine respecting the Shalil incident, minute of
Mallet, the Persian Prime Minister, Qavam al Saltaneh, was of opinion of British
involvement in the Shalil incident. The second report indicates that the Persian press
accused the Bakhtiyaris involvement in the Shalil incident. They asked the punishment
of Bakhtiyaris. The Persian Government also suspected that the Bakhtiyari tribesmen
participated in this event.
The survivors stated that assailants were Bakhtiyari. Meanwhile the officer
commanding detachment and his subordinate officers imprisoned in Isfahan and would
be “court-curtailed“. Reza Khan would take “no action pending investigations“, in order
to identify the assailants. The Minister of War, was said, contemplated to send a force to
Khuzestan, but sufficient large to defend itself. The Persian troops operating in
Barberoud district burnt Bakhtiyari owned crops and villages and took “as hostage
prominent local man who went for a friendly interview”.
Despite the promise of Prime Minister, these troops did not recall and 2.000
incensed Chahar Lang Bakhtiyari to be pursuing them and the Bakhtiyari Khans told
that they cannot restrain them. From British point of view the matter seemed brewing up
for a general row between Bakhtiyari and the Central Government. Loraine intended to
use his influence in a pacifying and moderating sense. A detachment of 250 men was
moved from Arak to Isfahan. 1.200 in Tehran was warned to be ready to proceed to
Isfahan (112).
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It was interesting to Mallet of Eastern Department that Qavam al-Molk refers was
not Kohgiluye, but Bakhtiyari and British in the first report. With regard to the second
report, Mallet was of opinion that Reza Khan stands for asserting the authority of
Central Government. He has been successful in the north of Persia, but his task in the
south is much harder. From British point of view it would be embarrassing if the quarrel
develops into a series conflict.
A fresh detachment to Khuzestan, the Bakhtiyari Khans and Sheikh Khaz’al will
have something to say. Sir Percy Loraine „is quite to right to attempt to exert a
moderating influence and not to take sides in the quarrel. Under Secretary Oliphant
expressed his view as follows: “The Bakhtiyari may have lead into Sir Percy Loraine’s
remarks than was meant. In any case he was at once informed of our views has certainly
not been meeting to take any drastic action. But in the present temper of the Persian
politicians, they may be expected to attribute all responsibilities to us these is nothing to
be done at present” (113).
The A.P.O.C. in London informed Foreign Office through Oliphant of a telegram
dispatched by Fairely from Tehran the following message: “publication details recent
attack on Government troops in Bakhtiyari country raised storm indign win against
British who accused of complicity press clamouring summary execution Bakhtiyari
Khans and the dispatch of a large force to punish tribes. All Khans removed from
Government positions except Isfahan which expected to be removed in a short time
situation requires careful handing British Minister Tehran still at Lar” (114).
Three days afterwards, the representative of the Oil Company in London sent
another letter to Foreign Office and address to Oliphant “with reference to our
conversation the other day on the subject of feeling created in Tehran” respecting the
Shalil incident and after on. He thought it well to cable Fairely: “Do not take any action
unless Dr. M.Y. Young strongly advises same.
“Our views shared by Foreign Office, is do nothing as to deny complicity would
be undignified and might only intensify controversy“. Fairely replied: “the whole
question left without commenting part and no action taken whatever” Dr. Young
arrived. He shares your view. It is not yet certain whether another force will be sent to
Khuzestan in near future (115).
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8.12.

Public, Press and Shalil Incident

The same day Sir Percy Loraine sent a telegram on anti-British statement in the
Persian newspapers respecting the attack on regular troops to Khuzestan. Loraine
referred to a particularly offensive article in a newspaper, he regarded as habitually
hostile, stating the disaster to Persian force “is direct outcome of policy of British
Government who provoking Simko and other tribes in the southern Persia, rebellion and
of aiming at partition of Persia”.
Sir Percy Loraine addressed “a very stiff note to Prime Minister demanding
maximum punishment and public apology by offering newspaper or failing latter
dementia by Persian Government. I warned his highness that patience of his Majesty’s
Government has limits and that unless at once given full satisfaction I must recommend
that papers be laid before the Houses of Parliament to show their inability to protect
friendly government from base calumny in suit” (116). Then Loraine asked do you
approve?
It has written in the minute of the Foreign Office that the press attack is along the
lines of Bolshevik in Persia. W. Rothstein was always saying that Britain was aiming at
partition of Persia. This attack is obviously inspired by the Russian Legation. The
allegation of our complicity with Simko, this is by no means the first time that they have
been made. It is probably known in Tehran that Sir Percy Loraine was in conversation
with the Khans about the dispatch of government troops to Khuzestan and it is not
unnatural behaving that we had a hand in the ambush.
Sir Percy Loraine proposal note does not go too far though I am not sure whether
the threat today papers before the Houses of Parliament will have been delivered as Sir
Percy Loraine said “I warned” and then reply giving approval (117). Loraine continued
his campaign against the newspapers with the approval of Foreign Office. He informed
his superiors that no to already sent, proved effective. Prime Minister replied in writing
that offending newspaper was suppressed, expressing deep regret and promised to
expedite passage of press law. Two other papers were subsidised by Bolsheviks, offend.
Loraine stated: Article in latter was so abominable that he could not let the matter rest
and he was requested sever measure (118).
The following day he met Qavam al-Saltaneh. Loraine asked this sort of thing an
article in Bolshevik subsidised newspaper must stop. He promised to supress newspaper
at once. Loraine went on to ask the Persian Government should communiqué in semi307

official newspaper expressing strongest disapproval of these articles (119). Finally
Qavam al-Saltaneh suppressed about nine newspapers including two Bolsheviks
subsidised one. The council of Ministers, however, did not agree to the Loraine’s
request and Qavam al-Saltaneh asked him to drop for a government’s communiqué.
Foreign Office approved the Loraine’s suggestion (120).
The month of August 1922 was not at ease in Anglo-Persian relations. British
realised that the centralisation policy of the Persian Government and army to bring the
remote areas and the semi-independent tribal chieftains under the authority of the
Government had the support of the Cabinet, Majles press and the public.
At least, the success in the north indicated that this process would continue. In the
course of time, British Government had established various means to protect British
interests in the south against the other Great Powers or the Central Government. If the
main interest of British would be secured in a long term policy, British should come
into terms with the centralisation policy of the Persian Government. Loraine had to
frequently explain to London as well as the British consulates in the south where the
political officers and officials from the Persian Gulf school of British India resided.

8.13.

Towards a Conciliatory Policy

The Persian Government particularly Reza Khan who intended to achieve to
higher political position followed a conciliatory, but steadily and emphatically on
centralisation policy. The last week of August was the start of understanding between
the British Legation and the Persian Cabinet on press question and 30 of August were
the turning point of this policy. The question of British tribal policy in the south and
Central Government, Loraine realised that the Central Government suspected of
Bakhtiyari Khans and Khaz´al. The short term policy of the army commander and the
Government became necessary to ascertain.
At the end of August he met Reza Khan. Loraine stated on fully grave risk to the
British and Persian interest, of any armed collision even in approximates vicinity of the
oil fields. Reza Khan gave him definite assurance that “no action of this would endanger
Anglo-Persian Oil Company’s interests” and operations (121) and he did not
contemplate any violent measures in the immediate future (122). He did allude to a plan
to execute when all the preparations so complete as to ensure its success and permanent
results.
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Reza Khan asked Loraine “whether it would be much more convenient for us
(British) to deal with one central authority rather than a pack of grasping local chiefs”.
Loraine:“replied certainly yes, provided central regime was durable and solid” (123).
“We (British) should be foolish to throw over arrangements which, if not altogether
satisfactory, had stood the test of time and viassutues, it exchange for any alternative but
a certainly we understood and sympathised with his position: He must do the same for
ours” (124).
Loraine pointed out to Foreign Office that the defeat of Simko strengthened the
position of the Persian Government and the Minister of War to bring outlying provinces
under the direct of military control and British must reckon seriously with steady
development of advance policy. He was of opinion that the Minister of War has become
superior to changes of Persian Government and the prestige of the army was growing
(125). Meanwhile the Governor-General in Khuzestan who did not submit to the wishes
of Sheikh Khaz’al and subsequently, from British point of view “was at the bottom of
the major part of the mischief” or sending troops to Khuzestan.
Very soon, after the Shalil incident the adherents of Sheikh Khaz´al in Shushtar
terrorised the situation for Zahir al-Molk and surrounded his house. His servant was
killed. He had to resign and return to Tehran only with assistance of Khaz’al (126). He
was replaced by, the governor-general in the Gulf Port and transferred to Shushtar. As a
friendly gesture to the British and Khaz’al, Loraine directed the British-Consul-General
in Isfahan to watch carefully over preparations for the formation of an expeditionary
force in his district and report regularly to Tehran (127).
Loraine acquainted the Bakhtiyari Khans and Sheikh Khaz’al with the assurances
given to him by the Minister of War and urged them to dispel the suspicious of Persian
like a „defiant attitude towards the Central Government by cultivating a good relation
with the Minister of War to deprive him of any pretext for a hostile action (128). With
regard to the development of political events during the year 1922, particularly after the
Shalil incident his meeting with the Minister of War and finally Khaz’al desire to
purchase rifles and ammunition, Loraine reformulated the orientation of British policy
towards the support of centralisation policy of the Persian Government, if the British
interests in Persia would be durable safeguarded.
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8.14.

Sheikh Khaz’al Arms Purchasing

On 31 August 1922, Loraine received a telegram from Curzon who informed
Loraine that Sheikh Khaz’al desire to purchase 10.000 rifles and 250.000 rounds of
small arm ammunition. He asked the view of Loraine on this matter and the effect of
such transaction on Anglo-Persian relation. In spite of the fact that Sheikh Khaz’al
received the assurance of the Central Government, he requested his old friends, Sir
Arnold Wilson, the Resident Director of the A.P.O.C. to purchase new arm and
ammunition.
Loraine replied: Sheikh Khaz’al had been supplied 5.000 rifles recently through
the agency of the Government of India and he “stands in no particular need of rifles and
ammunition” (129). The shipment of so large a consignment of fire arms to a Persian
Gulf port would confirm the suspicion of Persian Government that Sheikh Khaz’al, the
Bakhtiyari khans, at British instigation and under “British auspices are conspiring
together to set at defiance the authority of the Central Government” - British aims at an
ultimate partition of Persia.
Loraine continued to say “the Persian are unable to understand, mainly owing to
their in ordinate variety, in the fact Great Britain, in order to protect and safeguard her
important and legitimate interests in this country, has been compelled by the weakness
of the Central Government and the absence of a single executive authority capable of
imposing its with throughout the provinces such local arrangements and under tacking
as have been necessary to carry on work, that the justification for these local
arrangements is to be found in the fact that British trade and enterprise has been enable
to carry on for long term of years, chiefly for sporadic local rebellions, including the
convulsions brought about by the First World War.
The policy underlying these local arrangements has never been directed against
the Central Government. “The Persian politician is, unfortunately, incapable of seeing
the matter in this light, if the outlying parts of the Empire are not completely subservient
to Tehran, it is because of the persistent policy of disintegration pursued by the British”
(130). Sir Percy Loraine was right if this agreement would have been concluded with
the knowledge and the approval of Persian Government and not secretly especially in
the decades of Anglo-Russian Agreement 1907 and 1915.
Loraine was of opinion that British obligation towards Sheikh Khaz’al is
dependent on fulfilment of his obligations towards the Central Government. In spite of
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his loyalty towards British in the past and during the war, “the fulfilment of British
undertakings towards the Sheikh Khaz’al might well bring us into an actual, if
unrecognised, state of hostility with the Persian Government” (131). Anything which,
might encourage him to provoke a conflict to be avoided. The possession of a large
store of arms and ammunition might act such encouragement. Bakhtiyari Khans sent a
special messenger to Sheikh Kha’zal recently, purpose of concerning common measures
of defence against a possible attack by the Persian Government after the Shalil incident.
The date of messenger’s arrival at the Sheikh’s residence was approximately
contemporary with the dispatch of Sheikh’s message to Sir Arnold Wilson. Therefore,
sheikh intends to arm the Bakhtiyari tribes. The news which reached him (British
Minister) in Tehran on 3 September, that the Bakhtiyari Khans are discussing among
themselves the possibility of acquiring arms and ammunition through the agency of
Sheikh Khaz´al. As the rifles were of British original would add fuel to the Persian
suspicions. If it desired to fulfil the obligations to the Sheikh Khaz’al to the extend of
supplying him with arms and ammunition “an appropriate reserve of rifles and
ammunition might be created at a convenient spot, such as Basra, under supervision of
those British military authorities in Irak who assumed responsibility for protection of
the Khuzestan oil fields” and the means for supporting the sheikh would exist (132).
From Loraine view point the correct course at that time was to give counsels of
moderation both to the Bakhtiyari Khans and Sheikh Khaz’al as well as the Persian
Government and British should telling Khaz´al that British and Khaz´al interests „are
best served by maintaining good relations with the Central Government”. Loraine
added: “although British representatives in the south of Persia and important British
economic interests are very naturally anxious if anything appears to threaten the serenity
of the local factors. I think, be perpetually borne in mind that Tehran is the ultimate
criterion of our relations with Persia, and that the cohesion of the Persian Empire as a
whole is far more vitally important to British interests generally and in the long run than
the local supremacy of any one of our particular protégé”.
Loraine examined the other aspect of this question. He wrote: „since the crushing
of Simko rebellion the Minister of War, Reza Khan’s plan of gradually bringing the
whole country under the direct control of Persian national army has a distinct chance of
success. The task will be completed within the next twelve or eighteen months. Reza
Khan, Sardar Sepah, in spite of several set back and many question such as a depleted
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treasury, is actually succeeding in the task which the British military advisers would in
other circumstances (in Anglo-Persian Agreement 1919) have assumed” (133).
The spirit of the troop seems good and the prestige of the army, and Reza Khan’s
own reputation as chief and organiser have been enormously enhanced by the successful
campaigns in Khorassan, Gilan, Azarbaijan and Lorestan. One could hardly imagine a
country less disposed than Persia to the growth of military spirit which fortified by the
fact that the army is a purely Persian force, unaided by foreign advisers or instructions.
The whole fabric, of course, centres round Reza Khan, and if his personality was
suddenly removed, it would probably collapse.
There are many rocks in the path towards the military hegemony to which he
aspires, but to judge from his performances and from the historical subservience of the
Persian Character to any dominating personality, there is no particular reason why these
rocks should not be evaded or removed and the military hegemony become an
accomplished fact“. “It may be that Reza Khan will be unable his task without a standup struggle with some of more important tribes, and especially the Bakhtiyari, but I am
inclined to think that, barring unforeseen circumstances, the Persian army would emerge
victorious from the struggle” (134).
Loraine discussed the tribal question with Reza Khan who realised the best policy
is, rather than antagonise those medieval organisations, gradually bring than into the
army. Loraine considered that “at all events, I see no inherent reason why the bold and
adventurous plan of Reza Khan should not succeed. He suggested, therefore, we must
take it seriously to account, for in many respects it would radically after the position”
and “to suit which our policy has necessarily been framed”. It would be much more
convenient to the British from every point of view to deal with a strong central authority
„provided we were reasonably satisfied as regards its chances of stability.
Such a state of affairs would necessarily involve a loosening of our relations with
local chieftains and we should lay ourselves open to the accusation, when these were
brought under the thumb of Tehran, of having sacrificed our old friends” (135). In
conclusion he suggested: “We must go very carefully for the present, and be as strictly
non-partisan as possible, we must not abandon our existing friendships, but must
attempt the delicate task of preparing the ground so as not to fall between two stools
should any such radical changes as I have suggested come about in the Persian situation,
and we must gradually shape our course of action more definitely as circumstances
develop” (136). It is interesting to mention that in this report the words Sheikh Khaz´al
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and Sheikh of Mohammareh as well as Khuzestan and Arabistan has been used alike. It
appears that these were something new in British official report of those days.
According to his view, Loraine sent a message through British consul in Ahvaz,
without waiting the approval of Foreign Office. He informed Khaz´al that he and Dr.
Young explained the risk of armed conflict near the oil fields to the Minister of War and
he promised to do nothing. Then he added that this is a general suspicion in Tehran that
Khaz´al and Bakhtiyari Khans are conspiring together to resist authority of Central
Government and asked him to take steps to remove this idea from the minds of the
Persian Government.
A good understanding with the Minister of War is perfectly possible and
advantageous. He found Reza Khan trustworthy, but a little touchy about his authority
and the Persian army. Sardar Jang is doing his best to prove to the cabinet and Reza
Khan “no more loyal servants than the Bakhtiyaris”. He and Loraine agreed that this is
the best course for Khaz´al as well (137).
As regard the Bakhtiyari Khans and tribesmen were alarmed and ever since the
arrival of Loraine they were convinced that sooner or later the Minister of War merit
breaking their power as one of the principal obstacles to his dictatorial domination. The
disaster of Shalil incident gave him a pretext and the public support assured him of his
operation in future.
The Bakhtiyari Khans turned to the British Legation for advice and assistance.
British Minister told them to take moderate attitude. Sardar Jang proceeded on the lines
with Prime Minister and Reza Khan. He was being delegated by the Persian
Government in company with a commissioner appointee by the Government to
investigate the whole incident. British Minister advised him “not to stay away too long,
as his presence is much needed in Tehran, so long there is any doubt in regard to the
Government’s intention” (138).
Sir Percy Loraine, British Minister, asked him to represent the views of the British
Minister to the leading local Khans on the whole subject and suggested him that he
should bring back with him two of the local Khans, with authority to speak on behalf of
the tribes and conclude some arrangement with the Persian Government the limits of
Bakhtiyari khans responsible for the maintenance of peace and order to minimise the
risk of skirmishing between the Government force and the Bakhtiyaris “which has of
later been unpleasantly frequent in the Burb Ural and Feredan districts“ (139). Reza
Khan is a man with a will.
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Finally Loraine pointed out that „nothing is less palatable to the Persian
Government in the present conditions then advice from a British source. “The Persian
Government have a guilty conscience in regard to us (British), if, indeed, the possession
of a conscience at all can correctly be attributed to them, they are secretive in regard to
their plans because they know, whatever, they may prefer to believe, that our (British)
influence in this country is not broken and that we still possess plenty of means for
thwarting their plans if we regard them as unwise or prejudicial; lastly, they are in terror
of being accused by the Madjliss and the press of being subservient to foreign influence
and obedient to foreign instructions” (140).
Loraine realised that he was responsible to the wave of anti-British after the Shalil
incident and he wanted to justify his action and steady efforts on protection of British
interests. He wrote: he could not pretend the situation in Persia is satisfactory, but
having regard to difficult and tangled circumstances, “to the utter unreliability of the
Persian Government with which he had to deal and to the limited means at his disposal.
Loraine wrote: “I have done what was possible to uphold essential British interests and
to exercise a moderating influence on the trend of events” (141).
The dispatch of Loraine on British tribal policy and Khaz’al position received in
London on 29 September 1922. In the minute has written: we should reserve some arms
and ammunitions in Basreh or other port “for use in possible eventualities”. Oliphant
wrote: since the date when this dispatch was drafted we had a telegram report from Sir
Percy Loraine that Reza Khan’s star is no longer in ascendant, the view therefore
expressed in paragraph 10, 11, 12 may this soon prove to be out of date, but their
general scenes is and contesbly accurate a part from the question of arms for Sheikh.
The minute of Curzon was sent to Tehran: “Though circumstances altered in some
respects since above was written, I concur entirely in general lines of policy towards
Sheikh, and southern tribal chiefs as far as formulated by you and you may pursue it in
reliance upon my support” (142). Loraine informed the British Political Resident that “It
may assist you to know that the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs has expressed his
entire concurrence in general policy towards the Sheikh of Mohammareh and southern
chiefs as formulated by me and promised his support” (143).
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8.15.

(1)

Summary

As a result of economy and political crisis in the first decades of 20th century and
foreign powers intervention, the military and political power of Persian
Government weakened.

(2)

After the termination of Great War, the Persian Government prepared to organise
a uniform army. The Persian Officers of Cossack Coup in 1921 formed a uniform
army of available modern forces. The military detachments stationed throughout
the country and authority of Central Government re-established first in the
northern provinces.

(3)

In the south, the Persian Government began to consolidate his position in the
second half of the year 1921 by appointing an experienced Governor-General in
Khuzestan after the evacuation of British forces.

(4)

At the end of the same year, the S.P.R. disbanded and the Minister of War sends
Military Commanders to Fars and Isfahan. They increased the number of local
forces and finally organised the southern Division.

(5)

Bakhtiyari Khans lost their position as Governor-General in several provinces in
1922 and also they lost certain districts in Bakhtiyari. Persian Government
intended to destroy the political influence of the Bakhtiyari Khans

(6)

The Persian Government began to collect arrear and annual taxations from any
possible sources. The chiefs of the tribes were among those, who had not paid
their taxes for several years due to the weakness of Central Government.

(7)

The Persian Government intended to send military detachment to Khuzestan
similar to Fars and Isfahan to re-establish the authority of Government. Foreign
Office, British Legation in Tehran, the southern consulates as well as Khaz’al and
Bakhtiyari Khans were of opinion that it is highly undesirable to send Cossack to
the oil-field.

(8)

Persian Government dispatched a detachment to Khuzestan through Bakhtiyari
Land in July 1922. They were attacked by tribesmen in Morvarid pass near Shalil.
Many soldiers and officers were killed, wounded and disappeared.

(9)

The Shalil incident indicated that with regard to the oil industry, the question of
Khuzestan needs long negotiations and long preparation. British Government also
realised that in spite of many casualties the Persian Government intended to send
Persian force to Khuzestan.
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(10) The Persian Government endeavoured to persuade the British Legation to deal
with one central authority rather than several local chieftains.
(11) The British Minister in Tehran was of opinion that with a durable and solid central
regime would be better safe guarded British interests.
(12) After Shalil incident, with the support of the southern British consulates and the
Resident Director of the Oil Company, Sheikh Khaz’al request again to purchase
arms and ammunitions and Bakhtiyari Khans decided to reinforce their military
equipment through Khaz’al.
(13) British Legation in Tehran for the following reasons rejected the southern
suggestion: (a) Khaz’al had been recently supplied 5.000 rifles and ammunition.
(b) The shipment of such amount rifles would add fuel to Persian suspicious.
(14) The Persian army has a distinct chance of success and would emerge finally
victorious of tribal struggles and Tehran is the ultimate criterion of British relation
with Persia.
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IX: The Minister of War in the South

9.1. The Affairs of Bakhtiyari

Reza Khan pursued his centralisation and militarisation policy in the country to
consolidate his position. After the Shalil incident, he intended to acquire the British
support, but it was necessary for him to assure the British authorities that his policy
would not jeopardise the British interests in the south. As a reconciliationary signal of
his friendly attitude to the British interests and prestige, he responded positively to
some of the British demands, among them the dispatch of the troops to Khuzestan in
harmony with the British.
British Minister realised that the success of Persian Government in centralisation
in the north provinces would continue in the south. It would be in the short and long
interests of British to come to terms with the Persian Government. British Minister
endeavoured to pacify the Bakhtiyari Khans, who were still uneasy in August and early
September. With regard to the attitude of Minister of War towards themselves, “the
intentions of Sardar Sepah were not clear” and “he evidently did not regard the Shalil
incident as liquidated”(1), particularly as some troops proceeded to the districts
Burburud.
The Bakhtiyari Khans were rightly anxious on their future. Reza Khan intended,
indeed, to break up the power of all tribal chieftains throughout the country, particularly
the southern tribes and foremost the Bakhtiyaris by disarmament and resettlement of
the tribes and divesting of the ruling families from power. An army analysis indicates
they believe that with ten thousand regular force armies enable to perform military
operations.
From the army point of view, especially after the Shalil incident, the suppress of
Bakhtiyaris, a tribe with its ruling family involve in national politic as Minister and
Governor-General

and

the

close

connection

with

British

Consulates,

was

psychologically important in tribal policy. This was done by provoking the other tribes
against the Bakhtiyari, instigating the Chahar Lang branch against the ruling Khans of
Haft Lang, aggravating the family feud and between the tribesmen and the ruling
family and encroachment to the vicinity districts to the Bakhtiyari.
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Dr. Young, the political advisor of the Oil Company, sent a telegram from the
Bakhtiyari Khans to British Consul in Ahvaz, Fitzpatrick who resided at that time in
Isfahan. The Khans informed that the Government troops operating in Burburud
destroyed crops and villages of Bakhtiyari and captured and held as hostage. The sons
of Haji Shokr-allah Chahar Lang are greatly incensed and collected 2.000 men and
went after the Government troops to forcing them to give up the prisoners and this was
risk of collision with the tribesmen.
The Khans professed that they are unable to control the tribesmen and asked the
government to recall the troops. Prime Minister sent a telegram to the Khans promising
to do so, but so far on 18 August these were no sign of their instructions reached the
troops (2). Apparently, the Minister of War did not regard the Shalil incident as
liquidated and his intentions were not clear.

9.1.1.

Investigation Mission

Sardar Jang undertook negotiation with Persian Government and the Minister of
War on behalf of the Bakhtiyari Khans. On these points he was entrusted with a
mission to investigate the Shalil incident with a representative of Minister of War and a
suitable instruction would be issued in regard to the military action at Burburud. Sardar
Jang consulted the British Minister in regard to his acceptance of the mission inquiry.
Sir Percy Loraine approved it to work cordially with the military officer in order to
secure a joint report (3).
On 18 September 1922, the British Minister received a message from Ilkhani and
Ilbegi through Fitzpatrick, who was in Bakhtiyari country that according to the Counsel
of British Minister willing to be on friendly terms with the Minister of War and loyal to
the Persian Government. Owing to their apprehensions of the intentions of Reza Khan
Sardar Sepah, suggested that British Minister should obtain a written promise from the
Persian Government that no hostile action against the Bakhtiyaris was contemplated.
At the same time the Bakhtiyaris reacted to the military action of the army in
Burburud. The British Consul-General in Isfahan, Francis Crow, informed the British
Minister Sir Percy Loraine on 19 September that two minor Khans with a force of
Bakhtiyari tribesmen attacked Choghur (Chogha Khor), a village in the Faridan district
and destroyed it. This village contains the Government stores. Crow urged the Khans
through Sardar Ashja, the Governor-General in Isfahan to withdraw their force in order
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not to inviting trouble. British Minister approved the action of Crow and warned Sardar
Jang in Tehran of this unwisdom of the conflict (4).
The following day, 20 September 1922, Samsam al-Saltaneh and Sardar Jang sent
a telegram to Sardar Ashja and told him that the Government wished him to resign and
they urged him to do so. British Minister was aware from confidential sources that
Minister of War previously warned the Bakhtiyari Khans, the Governor-General in
Isfahan that “he was believed to be working against the Government”. Sardar Ashja,
whose health was so bad that he would compell to abandon his Governorship in any
case, offered his resignation.
He was replaced by Amir Eqtedar a hence man of Minister of War, who had been
Military Governor of Tehran during the preceding year. On 25 September 1922, Sir
Percy Loraine responded through Fitzpatrick that he “was ever mindful of their
interests” and told them Sardar Jang who would leave for Isfahan the following day
would explain the view of British Minister. He reminded the Khans not giving Reza
Khan any pretext for picking a quarrel with them even to seek a definite agreement with
the Persian Government for the maintenance of order in the area of Bakhtiyari, when
Sardar Jang return to Tehran (5).
On arrival in Isfahan, Sardar Jang who heard flow of troops southward from
Tehran, sent a message to British Minister that he was waiting the definite instruction
of Reza Khan and the appointment of his representative to settle the Shalil incident its
merits. If Minister of War intended to use force the incident as a pretext for invasion
with the help of Sowlat al-Dowleh, his mission was unlikely to succeed. Sir Percy
Loraine replied on 4 October due to the passage of the Shah from Bushehr via Shiraz,
Isfahan to Tehran, The Minister of War intended to guard the throughout the road with
troops. Reza Khan would accompany the Shah, and there is no intention of attacking
the Bakhtiyari. The visit of Havard, Oriental Secretary, of the Reza Khan on 9 October
1922, confirmed the view of British Minister. As a result of Havard and Loraine’s
visits, Loraine was impressed that “Reza Khan realised that without a friendly
understanding with British, these would be no sensible policy for Persia. Reza Khan
waited the report of commission of inquiry (consisted by). He assured Loraine that the
army would not attack the Bakhtiyaris and he had nothing “If result satisfactory
incident will be closed” against Sheikh Khaz´al (6).
Reza Khan accepted the suggestion of Loraine to invite to the Bakhtiyari Khans
to meet him in Isfahan in November on his way to Bushehr where he was to meet the
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Shah on his return to Persia from Europe (7). Reza Khan went on to show his
confidence on British Legation by stating that he was disgusted with the present
Government and incapacity of Prime Minister Qavam al-Saltaneh. He added: “if the
Shah delayed his departure from Europe”, he intended to change the Government. Reza
Khan appended for a financial loan.
Loraine replied: now “he could expect me to recommend help for a Government
which would not recognise its debt and allowed me to be called liar by the newspaper”.
Reza Khan said: “nothing could be done with this Madjless. We must both of us be
patient for another six months and then he must see to it that a proper Madjless was
elected” (8). Loraine came into conclusion that the losing of outside governorship was a
sore point with the Bakhtiyari Khans. British Minister, therefore, suggested “the
appointment of another Bakhtiyari governor to Isfahan would be the best sign he could
give of his friendly attitude forwards the Bakhtiyari” (9).
Reza Khan replied when the Shah passed through Isfahan, he would recommend
one of the khans to the Shah for the vacant post the Governor of Isfahan. On 25
October, Major Javad Khan, the representative of Minister of War who accompanied
Sardar Jang returned to Isfahan. He appeared satisfied with the result of this mission.
He said the assailants were Kohgiluye accompanied for few Bakhtiyaris from the same
district. The seized property was restored or its value paid (10).
Dr. Young who for many years as the Political Advisor to the A.P.O.C. and acted
as intermediatory of the Oil Company with the Bakhtiyari Khans suggested in the
second week of November 1922 to the British Minister through Ahvaz consulate that it
would be most opportune moment for a meeting between Reza Khan and the Ilkhani
and Ilbegi of Bakhtiyari on his way to the south for a better understanding, “as the
Minister of War is sure to hear especially much against the khans when he passes
through Isfahan” (11).
If Loraine concurs the proposal, “he could send the Khans a hint” Political
Resident confirmed the above suggestion (12). Loraine approved the above suggestion
and pointed out to Young through Wallis that he himself urged consistently on Reza
Khan and on the Bakhtiyari Khans in Tehran. Loraine added, he has informed Crow the
matter and instructed him to inform Sardar Jang of this and Crow did so through Sardar
Ashja. Loraine asked Dr. Young to giving proposed hint to Khans.
The Minister of War left Tehran for Isfahan on the 11th November and three days
later in a meeting, Qavam al-Saltaneh confirmed the view of British Minister that “the
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Bakhtiyari question was practically settled” (13). He concurred the suggestion of
British Minister that publicity should be given to “the final reconciliation in order to
silence mischief malers” (14). Trevor hoped that they “projected meeting” will take
place and when Ahmad Shah passes through Isfahan all misunderstanding and
suspicions “which are such a potential danger to our interests in the oil fields will be
finally removed” (15).
Loraine informed the British Vice-Consul in Ahvaz of political situation in
Tehran after the Shalil incident and the opposition of Males to the Minister of War’s
interference in the affairs of other Ministries. British Minister stated: “Relations
between the Minister of War and myself are excellent”. He instructed the British ViceConsul to inform Governor-General, Moshir al-Dowleh and Sheikh Khaz’al privately
and confidentially that they can rely on his co-operation in relation with Minister of
War. “We expressed a friendly sentiment towards Khaz’al”(16).
Loraine added that Reza Khan had smoothed over his differences with the Males
which threatened to be serious, “by promising to curtail his interference in the matters
not pertaining to his own administration”. Then asked Wallis to advise the pro-British
Governor-General in Khuzestan, Moshar al-Dowleh who endeavoured to show his
respect to Reza Khan by direct telegraph to the Minister of War without waiting for
reply, by saying if Reza Khan keeps his promise not to interfere to the other office,
these should be no need for much personal contact between the Governor-General and
him (17).
Finally Loraine stated, that he expected Mo’ayyed al-Dowleh will endeavour to
cause difficulties for Moshar al-Dowleh, when he arrive in Tehran, but Moshar alDowleh can rely on Loraine’s co-operation “in overcoming them“. Moshar al-Dowleh
was grateful to the Loraine intention and promised to follow his advice in doing his best
to keep on friendly terms with Reza Khan. Sheikh Khaz’al declared in respond: “he
would do his best to cultivate friendly relations with Minister of War and with all those
who are your friends“, and would be reciprocated by Reza Khan to a great extent than
had been the case up to the present (18).

9.2. The Minister of War in Isfahan

On the evening of 16 November three Bakhtiyari Khans, Sardar Jang, Amir
Mojahed and Shahab al-Saltaneh went to Isfahan on behalf of the Ilkhani and Ilbegi to
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see Reza Khan, the Minister of War. After the meeting with Reza Khan, Sardar Jang
told the British Consul-General in Isfahan that the talk with the Minister of War passed
pleasantly and the three Khans of Bakhtiyari showed him all respect and Reza Khan
expressed a friendly feeling towards the Khans. The meeting was indeed short when he
was about to leave Isfahan for Qomsheh (a town on the Shiraz-Isfahan road). Sardar
Jang added the Khans did not trust the Minister of War.
They believed that he was doing all he can to minimise influence and lessen the
prestige of the Bakhtiyari Khans. Sardar Jang set aside his feeling and tried to make
friends with Reza Khan because “it was entirely out of deference to the advice of
British Minister” (19). Sardar Jang said that Reza Khan had not time to discuss
outstanding questions before leaving, but he promises the Khans to go into the various
matters and consider their views on his return. Sardar Jang “thought the Minister of
War meant them no good”, but he promised to inform the British consul his views
when “pending matters had been fully discussed and some definite decisions taken”
(20).
The Bakhtiyari Khans were annoyed by the action of Reza Khan on arranging
Chahar Lang section from the Bakhtiyari and make soldiers and many had already
joined the army and also the army recruiting soldiers in Bakhtiyari villages of Burburud
and the loss of governorship of Isfahan and Kohgiluye with a suitable budget.
Communications to the press on the Shalil incident Colonel Heidar Qoli Khan caused
much ill-feeling on the Bakhtiyaris. Apparently he put on Bakhtiyaris the blame for all
acts of brigands in the neighbourhood. The Bakhtiyari Khans realised that the Minister
of War’s personal escort consisted a certain number of many tribes, but no Bakhtiyari
soar.
The appointment of Amir Eqtedar as the Governor-General in Isfahan was the last
straw. Sardar Jang said that he did a great deal in Bakhtiyari in setting the Shalil affairs
to the entire satisfaction. He, however, told the consul that the British Legation “had no
done nothing“. Crow replied the Bakhtiyari affairs occupied a large share of British
Minister’s attention and the interests of Bakhtiyari had not neglected by the British
Minister in his representations to the Minister of War. Sardar Jang expected and replied
that the Persian Ministers “no longer paid need to the British representations”. He
declared that British “ought to check and restrain him”. Crow believed him as long too
much.
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Finally Crow concluded: “I am inclined to regard Sirdar Jang’s admissions as
rather disappointing a poor response to the suggestions contained in your telegram to
me of October which I interpreted to him personally with care, but it is evident that the
hearts of the Bakhtiyari Khans are very full just at present and that they suffer from
wounded vanity no less than the Minister for War, who whatever else he may have
done, has certainly succeeded in making the khans feels uneasy and alarmed for their
own immediate future” (22).
Sir Percy Loraine was disagreeably impressed with view of Sardar Jang who did
not recognise the efforts of him to facilitate a settlement of the matter and
representation to the Persian Government and to the Minister of War. Before the arrival
of Ahmad Shah and the Minister of War from Shiraz to Qomsheh, where the leading
Bakhtiyari Khans went to meet the Shah, British Minister, therefore, sent further
message to Sardar Jang through British consul Isfahan expressing his astonishment, that
“a time when he ought to be endeavouring to prove to the Persian Government the
loyalty and fidelity of the Bakhtiyari he should follow like the Governments of
Kohgiluye and Isfahan to rankle in his mind” (23).
He expressed his gratification that Shalil incident settled to satisfaction of the
Minister of War, when he and Shah arrived in Isfahan he would succeed in convincing
them both that the Government had no more loyal servants than the Bakhtiyari.
Whether His Majesty was prepared to do restore to them the governorship of Isfahan,
depend on the attitude of the Khans. “For my part”, said the British Minister, “I was
willing to help them in future as I had in the past, if a favourable result were to be
reached, it was necessary for the khans to co-operate themselves”.
Sardar Jang responded to the British Minister on 12 December: The Ilkhani and
Ilbegi were loyal in their efforts to help Sardar Jang in his mission. They showed great
kindness to military representatives, gave their word of honour to the Minister of War
through them and send him with Shahab al-Saltaneh and Amir Mojahed to greet the
Minister of War in Isfahan and explaining the readiness of Ilkhani and Ilbegi to carry
out orders he gave. They are prepared to render loyal service and pay their taxes and the
Ilkhani and Ilbegi sent a telegram to the Minister of War undertaking to recover
military losses from Kohgiluye and restore them to Persian Government and Sardar
Jang thanked the British Minister for kind advice (24).

323

9.3. En Route to the Province of Fars

Reza Khan left Isfahan and arrived in the province of Fars. On tribal affairs and
military organisation certain steps had been previously taken placed in this province.
After the success of the Persian Government in the northern provinces and the
formation of Army Divisions in 1921, then the Central Government and the Minister of
War began to concentrate their attention to the south, where the great tribes and
chieftains resided. As a result of Shalil incident in summer 1922, the Persian
Government only postponed temporarily the dispatch of troops to Khuzestan, but the
centralisation policy of the Government in Fars and Bakhtiyari Land as well as
Lorestan and Posht-kuh did not abandon.
In Fars, despite the Sowlat al-Dowleh’s success in regaining the defacto
governorship of Qashqa’i tribe in 1920, he reached to no definite solution with his
brothers. Consul Chick, Qavam al-Molk instigated his internal opponents in the tribe
against him. They, all, enjoyed the support of the Governor-General, Prince Nosrat alSaltaneh. Sowlat al-Dowleh, however, was supported by the public and
constitutionalists.
The permanent struggle between the two rival chieftains of Qashqa’i and
Khamseh and the participation of the others caused a tense situation in Fars and many
complaints to the Central Government. The Minister of War interfered in the affairs of
Fars by sending a mission of two Colonels from Tehran to collaborate with the General
Officer Commanding in Fars to reconcile between the two rival chiefs and by sending
troops to Shiraz to form southern brigades. Colonel Sa´id al-Dowleh and Colonel Salar
Nezam were specially deputed by Reza Khan, the Minister of War, to mediate between
Qavam al-Molk and Sowlat al-Dowleh. The two officers were assisted by the General
Officer Commanding of southern Army.
The two Colonels first visited Sowlat al-Dowleh at the end of June 1922 and then
proceeded to Shiraz to see Qavam al-Molk. Apparently, Sowlat al-Dowleh, as he
disclosed to a friend, at first did not take the mission serious. Qavam al-Molk, however,
did prepare to negotiate and moved out of Shiraz to Dehbid “on 25 July 1922 as to
render negotiations simpler and quicker” (25).
The three officers went three weeks on road to and pro between the two parties
and worked hard continually. Their efforts were successful. On 12 August 1922 a
meeting took place between Sowlat al-Dowleh and Qavam al-Molk in the south of
324

Abadeh and “considerable force present on both sides” (26). The enmity between
Sowlat al-Dowleh and Qavam al-Molk was deep and in the case of the Qavam al-Molk
was hereditary and many of these reconciliations have patched (27). At this meeting
Sowlat al-Dowleh promised to prevent his tribesmen from raiding (28) and since that
time this was a diminution in raids and an out ward show of politeness (29).
The poor policy of Governor-General, Prince Nosrat al-Dowleh, gave an
opportunity to the Minister of War to undermine the authority of governor and the civil
administration by direct order to the local military commander on independent action in
internal provincial affairs without on solution and knowledge of civil administration
authorities. One instance “the negotiation between Soulatud-Douleh and Qavam ulMulk ordered by the Minister of War, were entirely behind the back of the GovernorGeneral”.
From the summer 1921, “a military regime was set up, not as an arm of the civil
administration, but independent of it” (30). The support of the Shah, the Crown Prince
and the Prime Minister brought little help to the Governor-General. In October 1922,
therefore, on the news of the intention of the Minister of War to visit Fars, Prince
Nosrat al-Saltaneh, the Governor-General, resigned, and persisted in his resignation.
Despite the desire of the royal court and the Prime Minister, he did not accept to
remain in his office and left Shiraz on November the first (31). The intervention of the
Army Commanders in the affairs of Fars continued and even expanded on arrival of the
new governor-general Prince Sarem al-Dowleh to Fars in December 1922.

9.3.1.

En Route to Bushehr

Reza Khan left Isfahan for Shiraz. He stayed there only for a few days and then,
pursued his journey to Bushehr where he would welcome Ahmad Shah who returned
from Europe. Reza Khan was accompanied by the General Officers and number of
Cossacks. He left Shiraz with thirty-three cars. On 26 November 1922, he reached
Bushehr, with some broke down. Sowlat al-Dowleh entertained the Minister of War
and his companies a night at Pol-e-Abgineh, near Shiraz, and then accompanied him to
Bushehr (33).
In addition to many local tribal chieftains, their sons or representatives, the
Resident Director of the Oil Company, Sir Arnold Wilson, Sheikh Abd al- Hamid, the
senior-son of Sheikh Khaz’al, Haji Rais, the advisor of Khaz´al and Gaston, the Belgian
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Director of Posts for southern Persia came by British ship Lawrence “placed at
Wilson’s disposal by the Political Resident. Reza Khan arrived at Bushehr on 27
November 1922” (34). The news reached Bushehr Residency at the beginning
November that the Shah would arrive from Europe about the end of month and the
Minister of War would come to Bushehr to meet him. “Great efforts made to make the
road passable“.

9.3.2.

The Visit of Bushehr

On unexpected arrival of the Minister of War on 26 November, at the out skirt of
the port inspecting “the saluting battery and the barracks”(35). He was greatly
dissatisfaction with these as the guns are falling into pieces and the barracks are a
remarkable tumble-down serat, which until a few days before the visit of Reza Khan
did not repair for years. The fault has with the Persian Government, who had no troops
in Bushehr for years and starred the allotments (36).
The day after, on 27 November, the Political Resident, Colonel Trevor called on
the Minister of War. He at once raised the question of the British (Indian) troops in
Bushier. Colonel Trevor replied he believed that the British Government would be
ready to take them away as soon as they were satisfied as to the security of Bushier.
Reza Khan said that a garrison had now established and would protect the place.
Trevor said it was correct that the garrison had only recently been posted to
Bushehr and still quite small. Then Trevor made it conditional if as a Minister of War’s
visit it strengthened and showed itself capable of maintaining order, he thought, the
British Government would be sure to consider question of the removal of the Indian
troops favourably. The same day, in the afternoon the Minister of War issued a
proclamation saying that during the war, owing to the weakness of the Persian
Government, it had become necessary for the British Government to place troops to
protect the frontiers, but that now the war was over and peace restored and the Persian
army reorganised the British troops would be withdrawn (37).
On November 28 Wilson visited the Minister of War. Reza Khan received Wilson
very cordially and assured him that the Kashkuli Agreement would be ratified and
Wilson might regard the Agreement for practical purposes as practified already. At the
same time the Minister of War wanted to know the probable royalty of the Persian
Government for the last financial year. Wilson replied that it was to be declared next
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month, and there was good reason, said Wilson, “to hope that, it would be less than last
year” (38).
Reza Khan stated: he looked forward to the day when royalties would increase to
L2.000.000 or L3.000.000 per year and hoped that this figure reach in 5 or 6 years’
time and the company press on development work in Persia as fast as possible and he
assured Wilson that “he, at all events, would do nothing to prevent us from pressing
forward our work with the almost dispatch” (39).
On general politics Reza Khan told Sir Arnold Wilson that he was busier with the
situation in the north now the time to turn the attention to the south. The Minister of
War said that he would like to see the Persian troops to every port and “put down
smuggling and strengthened of Central Government”. Reza Khan “made it quite clear
that he actively resented the claims to autonomy of various chiefs of the Persian Gulf
littoral”. He announced that he intends to obtain shortly a Cabinet decision placing all
tribal chiefs and leaders directly under the Minister of War so that they should be
adequately controlled.
The Resident Director stated: the A.P.O.C. concerned themselves with local
politics only so far as much matters affected their daily work and wished that the
Central Government policy on local affairs would not disturb local situation which
would interfere with the company’s work of development. Wilson continued to say: the
labour was coming forwards in satisfactory quantities, much of it being drawn from
central Persia. This fact itself indicated that the state of the country was more
satisfactory than might appear.
Minister of War hoped that in all Anglo-Persian Oil Company relation with local
chiefs, the company would do nothing injurious to the legal a position and prestige of
the Central Government (40). The same day, 25 November 1922, Reza Khan received
the chieftains of the neighbourhood. On the 29 November, Ahmad Shah arrived in
Varsova in Bushehr. After official ceremony he was then received by the local notables
and the Khans of all vicinity districts and a considerable crowed cheered and gave a
warm welcome.
On 29 November, Wilson was received in audience by Ahmad Shah and he
thanked the Resident Director of the Company for coming from Mohammareh to meet
him and asked him in his visit to Tehran. The Political Resident and his secretaries and
the Senior Naval Officer were received by the Shah the following day on 30 November
1922. On return to the town the British Political Resident and his accompanies, the
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Under Secretary of Resident noticed a car containing some Cossacks and Allah Karam
Khan, the son of Heidar Khan, the chief of Hayat Davudi, a Lor speaking tribe in a
district close the coast of the Persian Gulf.
Allah Karam Khan was struck on the mouth by one of the Cossacks. On arrival at
the Residency it was as certain that he was arrested by the order of Reza Khan. Because
his father has been friendly with the British, said Political Resident (41). Allah Karam
Khan was employed by Anglo-Persian Oil Company as the head of Anglo Persian Oil
Company and in Genaveh. As Allah Karam Khan was employed by the Anglo Persian
Oil Company, it was decided that Wilson would intervene in his behalf.
Furthermore: Heidar Khan Hayat Davudi like his father wrote Wilson was
staunch friends of British Government for last 50 years. Heidar Khan in particular,
alone amongst all chiefs in this area when every other chief in arm against British, he
remained an attitude helpful neutrality throughout the war (42). Sometime later,
Loraine stated: Heidar Khan a man who “not only had close friendly relation with
British authorities also rendered notables assistance to the allied cause during the War”.
Wilson regarded the incident as “most unfortunate“. Apparently prior to an
interview of Allah Karam Khan with the Minister of War , the Minister War after
making some opprobrious remarks regarding Allah Karam Khan’s relation with
foreigners by his order. Allah Karam Khan was arrested and jailed on the ground or
pretext of lack of politeness in his behaviour. Wilson was of view, the arrest of Allah
Karam Khan was wholly to the intrigues of the former supporters of the Germans in
Dashti and Dashestan - notably Ghazanfar al- Saltaneh and Mirza Ali Kazeruni, and
Minister of War received a number of anonymous and other letters of a violently antiBritish type urging action against Haidar Khan as a friend of the British and traitor, etc.
Reza Khan acted on these without reference to the governor of Bushehr, Yamin
al-Mamalek, “whose attitude towards the Company’s interests was throughout most
helpful” (43). On the 1 December, Reza Khan returned the Resident’s call. Wilson on
behalf of Political Resident discussed the matter with Reza Khan who did not know,
wrote Wilson, the nature of relations of Heidar Khan and Allah Karam Khan with the
British Government. In spite of the Wilson’s effort as well as Reza Khan did not release
him. British position in Heidar Khan’s territory would suffer seriously (44).
Reza Khan only agreed he would not be taken to Tehran, as he had at first
intended and he would release if his father would come to Bushehr under a guarantee
from Political Resident. At this stage considerable further conversation took placed.
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Trevor was of opinion, Heidar Khan would not come in to Bushehr and he told Wilson
that he would never give any assurance to Heidar Khan, “having regard to the
behaviour of the Persian authorities in this and other cases”.
Finally, Reza Khan modified his decision that he would release Allah Karam
Khan if he writes a letter and under taking that he considered himself a Persian subject
and obedient to Persian authorities. The letter of Sowlat al-Dowleh on the evening 31
November and on 1 December by various ways by Trevor and Wilson was without
result (45). On 2 December Ahmad Shah left Bushehr and Minister of War was next in
a second limousine between forty to fifty cars. The Acting Governor, Yamin alMamalek, went to Boraz-jan with the Shah.
On his return informed the Political Resident that the Minister of War finally
gave written orders to hold a commission with the officer commanding troops, the
revenue agent, into Heidar Khan Affairs: a) the necessity for a reassessment of revenue,
b) the state of security of Hayat Davudi, c) the question of Khark Island. The acting
governor declared he would do his best to make commission a formality (46).
In continuation of his letter in 8 December, Trevor wrote, the Minister of War
assured Wilson he would do nothing to impede the operation. The intention of Reza
Khan to place all tribes directly under his control after the cabinet decision and with
regard to his bitter hostility to a pro-British Khan, the control on these line cause a most
disturbing effect on the general situation in the south and it a react adversely on the
company’s operations.
Heidar Khan stated he as an old man would resist to the dispatch of troops to his
territory to dishonour and dispossess of his ancestral property. The Khans of Lirawi
would join Heidar Khan and probably Boir Ahmadi and he capable of raising some
1.500 men. Trevor concluded that the whole of the district between Bushehr and
Behbahan and the coast of Qashqa’i country would be in a state of disorder and the
“Company’s operations would have to be suspended” and “most of the capital already
sunk in Bidkarz area, no labour would be forth coming for a long time would be lost”
(47).
He continued to say that, in the case of Sheikh Khaz´al the disaster our results
will be greater than Heidar Khan’s. He wrote: British may rest assure that Sowlat alDowleh will do his almost to encourage and assist the company in all their operations in
Qashqa’i territory. For the reason that he is quite as acute enough realise the enormous
financial benefits which will secure to him. Trevor added: He has done his best to make
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friends with the Minister of War. It is most probable that Reza Khan will not attempt to
undermine his authority, at all events for the present (48).
Sowlat al-Dowleh who accompanied the Minister of War to Bushehr, he also met
the British Political Resident and the Resident Director of the Oil Company. Sowlat al
Dowleh called and declared he “was exerting Allah Khan”, apparently, without success.
Arnold Wilson called on Sardar Ashayer, on 28 and 30 November 1922, and Sowlat alDowleh called on Arnold Wilson on 29 November. The attitude of Sowlat al- Dowleh,
considered Wilson as entirely friendly. He urged the Company to extend its
investigation to Farrashband and promised every assistance and discussed road,
pipelines with intelligence (49).
The advisor of Khaz’al, Haj Rais, however, told Wilson that in conversation with
Sowlat al-Dowleh, he expressed not entirely satisfied with company’s which under
would underline his position with the Kashkuli and the tribes as general. Wilson
believed if and when works of the company in some other area in the Sowlat’s territory,
it will be largely disappear. Wilson believed through the reports of the close relation of
Sardar Ashayer with Minister of War and strengthening of his position during the past
few months. Wilson said: “Whilst at present the attitude of Sowlat al-Dowleh of lives
no cause for anxiety, he is still anti-British heart, his activities should be closely
watched and every care should be taken in British dealings with the Kashkuli in gives
him no avoidable excuse for picking a quarrel with us (50).
The Minister of War, who had arrived in Shiraz on his way to Bushehr on
November 20, 1922 and stayed there “in isolation for most part“ then he proceeded to
Bushehr with his political advisor, Amir Lashkar, the General Officer Commanding the
south, Said al-Dowleh, son of Sepah Salar, Qavam al-Molk and other officers. After the
landing in Bushehr, Ahmad Shah stayed some days in this commercial port. The local
chiefs and prominent as well as the Persian Officials was received by the Shah. Then,
he left Bushehr on December the second. Between forty and fifty cars accompanied
him for Borazjan on his way to Shiraz. Reza Khan was in the second car after the Shah.

9.4. The Shah and the Minister of War in Shiraz

Ahmad Shah stayed some days in Shiraz. The journey of Shah “was a remarkable
success, and the warmth of welcome spontaneous, effecting a detonate in faction strife
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in the town”. On 10 December, the Shah and the Minister of War left the city for
Tehran.
The presence of the Minister of War in November and then in December in
Shiraz, “produced several marked effects on the situation” (51). He strengthened the
position of military in Fars. Reza Khan issued a manifesto while stayed in Shiraz. He
warned the tribes that he would send a large force from Northern provinces to Fars to
quell the tribesmen, unless “raiding sensed on the high road”.
The impression created by the Minister of War and his behaviour towards all
class from magnates of Fars downwards was marked. He certainly inspired fear for his
own future in Qavam al-Molk and Sowlat al-Dowleh not to mention the petty chiefs on
the main road (52). The road-guard system was taken under the control of the Minister
of War at the end of the March 1922, owing to the reduction in number, the unpaid
wages for months and the poor management. At the end of the year 1922, a real attempt
was made to improve the discipline. There was also a change to “much better
discipline” and drill under the new energetic commander.
After the departure of the Shah, by the order of the Minister of War break up two
roads inside the Bagh-e-Shah gate leading to the palaces, at first a road and another
entrance to the palace garden from the Masjed-e-Vakil square. “The large palace garden
and the hall of audience and the octagonal building, which was the first mausoleum of
Karim Khan Zand, have also been annexed by Military Command, and the governorgeneral’s quarters was limited to two country yards in the Arg proper, with one
entrance on the Artillery square” (53).
Chick heard that the intention of Reza Khan is to be the creation of a strong
fortified position, or citadel, and the extension of the present drill square and
surrounding buildings and space. This place sufficed the S.P.R. and was amply large
enough for the Persian force. An area from which all but the military will be barred
access. A reliable informant told Chick that the Minister of War intends to send an
additional force of 800 men from north and 1.000 men to be enlisted from the
peasantry. It was discussed with the land lords of Fars who raised objection to the
shortage of labour and suggested that nomad tribesmen are more appropriately for
enlisting (54).
It was predicted that the General Headquarters of the southern Division would be
transferred from Isfahan to Shiraz. The result of military action was alarming on the
part of Qavam al-Molk and “uneasiness among the inhabitants of all classes” and the
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feeling against Reza Khan. “The deprivation of the historic garden and larger part of the
palace premises is but another sign of the relegation of the Governor-General and civil
administration to a subordinate role, and must diminish the letter’s authority in the eyes
of the province” (55).
Chick, however, added much military organisation built up by Reza Khan may
earn British administration “he had in fact come to be regarded as an national hero in
Democrat circles in Shiraz” (56) and certain arrogance, send British consul, in his
demeanour towards the civil administration while in Shiraz, and the orbitory military
measures, now in progress of execution are being condemned by representatives of all
classes. Chick considered the second visit of Minister of War to the south, from British
point of view should be uneasy as the recent tour had several unsatisfactory results. He
believed that the Minister of War had very vague and unreal ideas of the condition and
past history of this part of Persia.
Minister of War must have been commissioned by anti-British politician in
Tehran for his proceeding to accord entirely with the ends. The varied evidence made
the consul Chick to believe that there was a certain understanding between the Minister
of War and the views of Anglophobe politicians and he is against all who were in
relations with the British.
Chick referred to a discussion of Minister of War and British Minister some
months ago that Reza Khan stated: “he was playing with Soulet-ud-Dowleh (Sowlat alDowleh) till he was strong enough to deal with the latter“. Chick added: “what could be
more ill-advised and British influence generally in congruous and unnecessary than to
take a nomad chief, the limits of whose southern migration do not approach within 100
miles of the sea and who had been once before in his life at Bushehr to introduce to his
excellency the maritime coast chiefs and dispense with the presence of their own
provincial governor“. The step was taken to deprive the influence of pro-British Khans
of Hayat-Davudi.
The anti-British who fought with British forces and South Persia Rifles were
encouraged. The anti-British Khans were recommended. “The ultimate aim was that
British influence in that region should cease to exist“. The British Consul continued to
say: a military movement is being developed in the south. The peaceful agricultural
districts of the coast are to be regarded as „tribes” directly subject to the Minister of
War. The new governor-general in Fars, Prince Sarem al-Dowleh, already found
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“military interference is one of his greatest difficulties, just as his predecessor was party
driven to resignation because he would not submit to it” (57).
Finally he concluded: “Whatever the Minister for War’s future plans for the south
may be, here at Shiraz, even if Qavam al-Molk has his tribal and eastern Governments
of Fars taken from him and were reduced to importance, this consulate would not be
directly affected. But further measures in the region below the coast range, though the
particular concern of the Political Resident, would shake the special position of all
British consulates in the south, including Shiraz”.
He hoped: “in the Reza Khan’s second visit to the south, British Minister would
find it possible to be present at the same time. The Minister of War, who acting
independently of the rest of the Cabinet could not make evasions in answer to
representations”(58).

9.5. British Consulates and Reza Khan

Trevor endorsed the view of Consul Chick to harm done to the British interests by
the visit of the Minister of War and his general anti-British trend acting while in Shiraz,
Bushehr and on the road. Reza Khan lost no opportunity of encouraging all the antiBritish Khans and discouraging those friendly to British. He honoured either personally
the principal anti-British Khans when they survive or in the persons of these sons when
deceased.
From British Resident point of view Reza Khan “did this under the delusion that
the anti-British Khans were patriots resisting encroachments by the foreigners“. It is
true that Sir Arnold Wilson, the Resident Director of Anglo-Persian Oil Company
thought a second visit of the south, would give the Minister of War a chance of
learning conditions here, that was before the arrest of Allah Karam Khan Hajat Davudi,
„and shown anti-British bias”.
Trevor did not think that Sir A. Wilson would then regard such a visit with favour
and he “certainly would not do so” and shared consul Chick’s fears as to the danger of a
second visit as long as Reza Khan “is in a position to act in such a head strong manner
without reference to the Prime Minister or the Cabinet” (59). The interference by
military in ordinary civil matters was carried a long way at Bushehr during the visit and
shortly after.
333

The police Department was taken over by the military, the old tofangchis
(riflemen) on the posts outside the town were abolished, and orders were given direct
by the military authorities to the officer commanding and by subordinate in Borazjan to
turn out local khans. Trevor concluded: “The local finances will not be able to pay the
expenses of administration and the cost of the troop set, with very little revenue comes
in, and then there will be difficulties” (60).
A week later, he sent another letter on the subject of recent visit of Reza Khan to
the south to the Government of India. He mentioned of a point which he omitted in
previous letters: Trevor stated “it is extremely probable that if Reza Khan visits the
south again, he would go to Khuzestan and if he does so in the same anti-British mood
as he was on his last visit, he would lay himself out to undermine the Sheikh’s
autonomous position and would revive the idea of sending troops to Khuzestan“. If any
considerable numbers of Persian troops come to Khuzestan and stationed the south part
of the province, disturbances will arise with the Arabs and interfere with the work of
the Anglo-Persian Oil Company.
Though it can hardly be prevent the Persian troops to come to Khuzestan, but
from British point of view the dispatch of troops was to be deprecated. The assurances
dated 21 November 1914 given to Sheikh Khaz´al, supporting in the event of any
encroachment by the Persian Government to jurisdiction and recognised rights of
Khaz´al.
In the event of Minister for War proceeding to Khuzestan and adopting the line in
Fars, Certainly Khaz´al would apply for British assistance as he did in April 1922.
British Resident suggested of helping the Sheikh Khaz´al “to retain his present
autonomous position should be considered” and a decision arrived at to give effect to
British assurances (61).

9.6. The High Commissioner of Baghdad

Sir Percy Cox, the British Commissioner in Baghdad sent a letter to the Secretary
of Colonies. He stated British Minister who enumerated various considerations by
which the British representatives in the south inclined to support the interests of the
tribal leaders with whom they were associated and then discussed the successful
military operations under the Minister of War and “the exigencies of British policy
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considered by the light there of“ (62). Cox observed that Loraine did not include the
British obligation which was given in some cases notably of Sheikh Khaz‘al.
This aspect of British policy in southern Persia and the Persian Gulf was
overlooked by Tehran or London and Cox did not support it. He asked Lord Duke to
recall those pledges to the memory of British Government. He pointed out the British
relations with Sheikh Khaz’al “is a factor which affects the interest in Iraq and of Great
Britain in Iraq and the Persian Gulf” (63). Loraine responded bluntly to the dispatch of
Cox that “the High Commissioner’s suggestion is quite unfounded and on the contrary,
the obligations of British Government have been and are very present in my mind”
Then he quoted an extract from his dispatch of 4 September 1991. He took the
opportunity to state: “When the engagements towards the Sheikh Khaz’al were taken,
Persia did not have any army worth mentioning and today has a formidable force
directed by a masterful energetic personality.” The Persian Government regards Sheikh
Khaz’al as an ordinary Persian subject like other tribal chieftains and they are not aware
of British obligations towards him. The policy of Persian Government today is not to let
the tribal authorities live in a state of semi-independence and practically complete
autonomy, but to bring under the directed control of the central Government.
The policy of British Government is to encourage the establishment of order and
stability in Persia through the Central Government and “are pledged to respect
absolutely the independence and integrity of Persia” (64). Finally Loraine drew the
attention of Foreign secretary the trends of events may prove to be incompatible with
British engagement towards Sheikh Khaz’al and when the fulfilment of those
engagements will necessitate the use of British arm force to resist the operation of
Persian troops on the “Sheikh’s territory”. Such an occasion would place British
Government “in a serious and embarrassing dilemma” and recommendations of British
Minister “in avoiding its occurrence, however, its occurrence is outside the region of
possibility” (65).

9.7. The Return of Ahmad Shah to Tehran

On his way to Isfahan and then Tehran, the Bakhtiyari Ilkhani and Ilbegi and
some other Khans gathered in Qomsheh to meet the Shah. Finally the caravan of
passengers reached in Tehran on 17 December 1922. The day of his arrival, in a brief
formal audience, the Shah received the diplomatic representatives at Bagh-e-Shah.
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British Minister was among the present diplomats. Ten days later, 27 December,
Ahmad Shah received him in a private audience (66).
Sir Percy Loraine also met the Minister of War. The British Minister rejected
strongly the impression of British Consular officers in the south that Reza Khan was
anti-British. He also added the commendation of Sardar Zafar to the British consul in
Isfahan “must be taken with a pinch of salt” a man who painted a picture of disaster to
British interests if Bakhtiyari interests were not supported by British. Loraine pointed
out that “It is not our (British) business to fight the Bakhtiyari battles, but to look after
British interests” (67).
Loraine asked the southern consuls to realise the motive and intentions of the
Minister for War as a whole beneficial to the British interests. Then he repeated some
passage of his letter dated 4 September 1922 on the Persian Government’s
centralisation policy and British understanding to this policy and the approval of British
Foreign Secretary.
British Minister informed the southern consulates that the explanations of Reza
Khan on Allah Karam Khan to him of his action were satisfactory and he undertook to
release Allah Karam, to give his rank in the army and to present him with robe of
honour (68). This put a definite end to the incident. In fact Loraine obtained the
unconditional release of Allah Karam Khan, even Reza Khan promises to give him the
rank of captain in the army if he brings in a contingent of 100 tribesmen as recruits and
a lesser rank if he cannot and he duties as head of local road guards paid by Anglo
Persian Oil Company.
Then British Minister added: The aim of Minister for War is gradually to bring all
tribal organisations in Persia under the military financial and administrative control of
the central Government. The great southern tribes as well as Bakhtiyari are the most
obstacle and the most likely sources of resistance to this policy. The execution of the
policy should Characterise playing of inter-tribal rivalries and jealousies' one against
the other. It was certain that the tribal chieftains feel themselves threatened by this
policy both in the semi-independent position and authority. Loraine foresaw these
chieftains would turn to the British consultants and representatives for support owing to
the past relations, evens and traditions in which the representatives received in many
cases from the tribal chieftains.
The outcome of sympathy and mutual understanding and of a certain community
of interests, are naturally disposed to give their support, which form local point of view
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is quite justifiable. Purely local considerations, however, often obscure the larger issue
and hence, no doubt, arises the impressions that Reza Khan’s motives are anti-British
(69). “I do not share this view" said British Minister. The object of Minster for War is
to consolidate Persia into one united whole under the direct control of the Tehran
Government. The process is one similar to “all countries pass the proportions as the
State develops and the Central Government increases in strength and organisations“.
This will be facilitated by the constructions of railways, improvement of
communications and the reorganisation of administrations which is being undertaking
by the American advisers. In fact “the task which Sardar Sepah is seeking carry out,
though with conspicuously inferior resources is practically the same as that which
would have developed on the British advisers had the Anglo-Persian convention of
1919 been ratified and applied” (70).
If it be British policy to support tribal chieftains in resistance to the central
Government, Minister of War will certainly become anti-British in which he is not so
at present. Reza Khan “is a nationalist, though of a more level headed and less
chauvinistic type than the Tehran politicians. Beside that all prominent Persians find
themselves in present circumstances of maintaining an outwardly even balance between
British and Russians.” This “impartiality has been used by some a clock for both
Anglophobia and xenophobia.”
From Sir Percy Loraine point of view „it is the fact that Sardar Sepah is one
comparatively stable element in the general situation and his disappearance be the
prelude to the spread of certain influences which are hostile to the British Empire and to
encroachments of and undesirable nature capable of raising the whole Persian question
of a fresh in and acute form (71).
British Minister pointed out that he warned Reza Khan that he does not interfere
in domestic Persian affairs, but he was able “to give him better information and more
disinterested advice than he can get elsewhere about local conditions and personalities,
especially in the south that he cannot remain altogether indifferent. If things are being
seriously mismanaged, and shall certainly foul of him of anglophil-persians are
persecuted merely because they are anglophile” (72).
In less than a month Loraine sent a dispatch to Foreign Office, enclosing the
memorandum of Wilson and Two dispatches of Colonel Trevor. He considered that it
was unfortunate that the visit of Reza Khan produced in the minds of the local British
authorities an impression of anti-British tendencies. From Loraine viewpoint Reza
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Khan was an important factor in the Persian politic who endeavoured to assert the
authority of the Government “as the more remote regions of Empire” and Loraine who
continued his cultivated relations with Reza Khan and of his scheme with the approval
of Foreign office, was not convinced that Reza Khan was inspired by Anglophobe ideas
during his tour to the south. The unconditional release of Allah-Karam as well as the
Bakhtiyari condition, whereas the Bakhtiyari Khans fell out once more among
themselves.
The Ilkhani and Ilbegi resigned and Reza Khan could take advantage and with
ease splitting the Khans into two factions. Sir Percy Loraine was of opinion that the
view of Sir Arnold Wilson, the President Director of the Company, was correct that
Reza Khan was surrounded by “a set of notorious mischief makers“ and he ease to
some extend influenced by their talk. Minister of War, however, assured him that this
action was in no sense intended by him as an ant-British stroke and he(the Minister of
War ) regrets it that his action produced an impression of Anglophobia as Loraine
pointed out” (73).
On contrary to the view of Shiraz and Bushehr consuls, British Minister was of
opinion that the second visit of Reza Khan to the south “will be to our (British)
advantage.“ The Plan coextending the authority of the Central Government succeeded.
British representatives must be prepared to adapt” for prospective changes which, if
effective and durable may well be a beneficial one for British interests. “A stable,
centralised and orderly Persian can never be a danger to British or Indian interests; a
weak and divided Persian swaged by every breath of wind from the north, whether form
Petrograd or Moscow is a standing menace” (74).
The report of Chick did not receive positively in the eastern Department. George
Churchill wrote in his minutes: “consul Chick who expressed his view quite freely, but
rather acrimoniously and he took a very local view of matter” (75). Sir Percy Loraine
has since addressed an authentic dispatch to consular offices in Isfahan. Shiraz and
Bushehr expressed their view and general policy in very clear terms. Reza Khan must
treat on many people in his attempt to gain control all over the country in which effect
we should assist him by means in our power.
I think we can trust Sir P. Loraine to handle this situation into his usual skill.
Another member of the Eastern Department wrote: “I am under the impression that Mr.
Chick has been too long at Shiraz” (76). The instructions of the British Minister to the
British consular offices at Bushehr, Shiraz and Ahvaz on 10 January 1923 met with the
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approval of Lord Curzon. Loraine learned from the dispatch of Foreign Office of 21
February 1923.

9.8. Ahmad Shah and Bakhtiyari Khans

As it was mentioned on his way to Tehran, Ahmad Shah received the Ilkhani,
Ilbegi of Bakhtiyari and some other Khans in Qomsheh. The audience passed quietly.
As far as the available sources indicate, the Bakhtiyari Khans had schemed to kidnap
the Minister of War. Sardar Zafar told the British Consul in Ahvaz that they abandoned
their scheme in honour to the presence of the Shah.
It is not clear, however, that the real fact was the presence of the Shah or other
obstacles prevented the performance of the kidnapping. In fact, since the Shalil incident
in the summer 1922, in the name of the Government, Reza Khan was bent on
diminishing the influence of the Bakhtiyari Khans. First of all he deprived the
Bakhtiyari khans from Governorship. Then orders were issued that the retainers of the
khans „should no longer bear arms to shear the Bakhtiyari Khans of their prestige (77).
Reza Khan who had an old compassion ate friendship with Sardar Ass’ad III, and
through him his brother Amir Jang and his uncle Sardar Mohtasham broke up the unity
of the khans. Reza Khan gave the governorship of Khorassan to Sardar Ass’ad III and
Sardar Mohtasham as Ilkhani and Amir Jang as Ilbegi of Bakhtiyari. The new
governors of Bakhtiyari had “since the greatest difficulty in holding the tribe together
and preserving their administration“.
On 3 January 1923 Sardar Jang informed British Consul-General in Isfahan that
the khans proposed to borrow 10.000T from the Imperial Bank of Persia and pay to the
General Offices Commanding in Isfahan for distribution to the sufferers from the Shalil
incident and their families. The same sums of money were put at the disposal of the
Minister of War. This would be accepted by the Persian Government and “the incident
finally liquidated”.
Almost a week later, the internal family quarrels of the Bakhtiyari Khans broke
out again. On 11 January, Loraine sent a message through Crow to the Ilkhani Amir
Mofakham and Ilbegi, Sardar Zafar, that Sardar Mohtasham and Amir Mojahed and the
other khans complained that you have threatened to bring the Government troops
against them if they do not obey your orders. Then asked the Khans to remain vital and
cease quarrelling among themselves.
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These “weaken the position of Bakhtiari Khan anything else British friendship is
single and cannot divided up among the Khans” (78). The matters were getting worse
instead of better. The Khans continued a regular campaign to bring about the full of the
Ilkhani, Amir Mofakham and Ilbegi, Sardar Zafar. The principal malcontents were
Sardar Mohtasham and Amir Mojahed. On 2 February Loraine requested to write to the
Government the Bakhtiyari tribes as well as to the two formers. He asked them to put
aside their difference in the circumstances, but Ilkhani and Ilbegi had resigned and
proceeded to Tehran and the Bakhtiyari Khans were unable to agree on successors and
the tribe remained without governors for three and a half months (79).

9.9. Bakhtiyari Khans and Compensation

Meanwhile Sardar Jang who had returned to Tehran the second week of January
reported to the British Minister of War his mission. It appeared that the whole matter
would be settled by a payment of about 20.000T while the incident occurred on the
Bakhtiyari territory. In early February 1923, in a gathering in the house of Samsam alSaltaneh in Tehran, Loraine asked the Bakhtiyari Khans to remain united and work
with Reza Khan, but the dissension’s between them widened and in another meeting in
the middle of February Loraine pointed out the absence of any appointed Governors in
Bakhtiyari threatened British interests as nobody officially responsible for the guarding
of the oilfields or for the security of the roads, he should be obliged to talk to the
Persian Government.
The Khans promised to settle their differences in two weeks and appointed a
governor for the tribe. Until the middle of May no settlement was reached among
themselves (80). The question of Shalil incident did not reach to a satisfactory solution.
However, the months between September 1922 and April 1923 passed relatively with
less attention to this subject. The prospect of a settlement with the Minister of War
became day by day more remote and disagreement among the Khans was felt in Sardar
Jang negotiations with Reza Khan. Instead of a payment of 20.000T, some 480.000T
were demanded.
Loraine questioned Reza Khan about ending of the dispute with Bakhtiyari Khans
and he added the Bakhtiyari Khans were not responsible. Reza Khan replied that he had
enough documentary evidence of the Khan’s complicity to hang the lot and they must
pay 480.000T as compensation for Shalil incident. Reza Khan continued to say that he
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had refrained from strong measures against them due to the suggestion of British
Minster in autumn 1922 and to avoid internal conflicts. If the document has been
published the public opinion would drive him to arm action (81).
Though the chief of General Staff was sent to Isfahan to report on local situation,
but no troops' movements took place. The Bakhtiyari Khans told Loraine that they
cannot pay when the Persian Government chooses to send soldiers. The Eastern
Department of Foreign Office and Curzon personally believed that it was Loraine who
told the khans on 22 July the use of the force as the last resort and the Bakhtiyari Khan
did it. Accordingly Churchill wrote: “We cannot now go back upon them and consider
them as Sir P. Loraine says if they are really guilty, to have forfeited any claim to our
support.“ Churchill added thought it would not be desirable for us to weaken the
position of Reza Khan, whose military power is an extremely important factor in
Persian politics.
Today, on the other hand it would not do to abandon the Bakhtiari Khans
altogether. He suggested Loraine should be instructed to ask the Khans to take
moderate attitude and “use his great influence with Reza Khan to dissuade him from
going to these extreme limits with the Bakhtiari Khans who are our friends” (82). In
another minute was written: “I agree that the situation is unsatisfactory. It is always
difficult to ride two horses simultaneously and this is the position of Sir P. Loraine
whose original language to the Bakhtiari appeared at that time somewhat unfortunate
and we must remind him of his language to the Khans that their action is in any way
due to incitement by H.M. Legation” (83).
The gist of the minutes was telegramed at Loraine that whole question appears
fraught with danger. The original policy of use of force by Bakhtiyari Khans was not
entirely excluded by you and then asked him to take care not to expose British to any
possible consultation of breach of faith. Curzon instructed him to follow the content of
the dispatch of 21 September 1922 and dissuade Reza Khan from going to extreme
limits with the Khans, (84) “who alter all are our friends.” Loraine responded his reason
for indifference to the Bahktiyari Khans was tactical. The disunity of the Khans caused
the situation by ignoring the Legation advice. The Bakhtiyari Khans seemed to think
that an omnipotent British Minister can get them out of it. They left the Bakhtiyari for
guarding oilfields and roads.
Loraine said to Sardar Jang that his moral support was conditional on Khans if
they united and find solution to their differences. The Shah and Prime Minister were
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well disposed towards Bakhtiyari and were interested (85). In respond to Loraine,
Ahmad Shah said: “I will give full support” The pressure on Bakhtiyari Khans was
necessary to make them understand and their own folly”, wrote Loraine. He did not
wish “to risk estrangement with Minister of War “which would react unfavourably on
British interests in many directions. Loraine wrote: “Your attitude is approved” (86).
Qavam al-Saltaneh, the Prime Minister telegrammed to Sardar Jang as the
Representative of Bakhtiyari Khan and informed him that he received his letter of 27
March and the wire the Ilkhani and Ilbegi of Bakhtiyari. Zargham al-Saltaneh like
Sardar Jang regarded the incident as extremely regrettable and grave and added, it
naturally falls upon the khans of Bakhtiyari as a duty to do everything possible to
retrieve its results.
The Prime Minister wrote: It is expected from Sardar Jang, who had shown his
loyalty to the Persian Government to take effective measures with the idea and his
prospective journey to that region. For the Government it was necessary to know of this
project therefore his letter was read in the cabinet and “it was decided that a
representative of the Ministry of should accompany you in this mission” for a joint
local investigation and asked him to inform of the Ministry of at the day of his
departure (87).
Loraine talked to Ahmad Shah, Prime Minister and the Minister for Foreign
Affairs on this matter. Shah told the Minister of War that “he objects strongly to his
faithful tribes being messed about” and he cannot approve any measures except on
collective advice of the cabinet. Then, he asked the British Minister to persuade the
Minister of War, but neither speaks severely nor threateningly. Reza Khan told Loraine
that money was what he wanted and the movement of the army was not against the
Bakhtiyaris, for to deal with robber bands.
Apparently Reza Khan was of the opinion that several Bakhtiyari Khans are
abroad. Loraine stated that he knew more about Bakhtiyari finances than he does and
they could not pay the sum demanded. Reza Khan said that they sell up some of their
properties and he would not oppose appointment of tribal governors. Reza Khan said to
Loraine that 40.000T is the minimum. The impression of Loraine was that Ahmad Shah
had promised his Minister to press for this sum. Finally Loraine suggested that unless
the A.P.O.C. lends a loan, the Khans could not borrow even 40.000T (88).
In fact, about eight months after the incident of Shalil the British Minister
informed the Foreign Office of Sardar Jang confessed that the Bakhtiyari Khans did
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invite Kohgiluye tribes to obstruct passage of Government detachment last August.
Loraine wrote: “The Minister of War is right and the Bakhtiyari Khans were
responsible for Shalil and have let British down badly.“ Loraine pointed out that all his
actions up to April 1923 were based on the genuine belief that the Bakhtiyari Khans
were innocent of any complicity in the Shalil incident. This belief was shaken by the
statements of the Minister of War of 1 April and completely destroyed by the
confession of Sardar Jang of 24 April.
Then he repeated his view that the Minister of War would take strong measures
unless the khans pay 200,000 to 300,000T. “They have no such amount of money
unless Anglo-Persian Oil Company is willing to guarantee privately a loan by Imperial
Bank of Persian” (89). He would endeavour to get khans out of it as cheap as possible
on contrary to his suggestion last July on use of force as last resort and the telegraph of
Samsam al-Saltaneh and Sardar Jang to the khans in Bakhtiyari country accordingly.
At the same time the news of certain Persian troops' movements, the probability
the desperately troops from Kermanshah via Posht-Kuh and Lorestan to Khuzestan as
ultimate objective caused anxiety of Loraine. He wrote: “I am not easy about intentions
of Minister of War. If tribes resist, success of such an operation is very doubtful”.
Then, Loraine prepared a draft note to rank warning to Prime Minster on “any
policy of armed aggression against loyal tribes” and added: “although British
Government have so far viewed with friendly sympathy efforts of Persians Government
to set her house in order material interests involved are too great to admit of their
remaining indifferent to course of events and that if policy of aggression be adopted: a)
Their sympathy will be wholly withdrawn from those responsible for it. b) They must
reserve the right to take necessary steps to protect their own interests (90). Lord Curzon
approved proposed note (91).
British Military Attaché in Tehran, Lieutenant Colonel Saunders, who was in
Baghdad for a visit, in his return to Tehran passed a column of Persian troops about 800
strong between Hamadan and Kermanshah. Then he learned that the column reached
Kermanshah. British Legation could not find out the object of these troops (92). This
matter was coincident with the confession of Bakhtiyari on inciting the Kohgiluye
tribes against the Persian troops on Bakhtiyari road.
Colonel Saunders had a talk with the Minister of War five days after Loraine sent
the draft of his warning to Foreign Office for approval. Saunders informed Loraine that
Minister of War told him the aim of the column was to operate against Sardar Rashid
343

who was giving trouble in north-west of Kermanshah. Reza Khan added the rumour
that the column is about to move from Kermanshah to Khuzestan was entirely without
foundation.
At the same time British Military Attaché learned that unless the Bakhtiyari
Khans pay money the demands and restore arms and ammunition issued to them by
Persian Government at various times. The army will attack them and the Minister of
War was certain of success. Reza Khan stated Bakhtiyari Khan received a certain
amount of support from the British Legations.
It caused stillened the unconsiliatory attitude of the Khans. He even agreed
should the khans “be unable to pay at once the whole sum demanded, he is willing to
take a portion now, and to give the reminder later by instalments.” Reza Khan wished
to avoid taking any steps which were not approved of British Legation, but it was
essential for him to have these terms carried out.
The Minister of War said that the neighbouring tribes, the Chaharlang of
Bakhtiyari, the Qashqa’i, the Khamseh of Qavam al-Molk as well as Kohgiluye tribes
are in close touch with him and would carry out any instructions he may give them. He
desired, however, to carry operations with regular disciplined troops without murder
and pilferage from which tribal irregulars cannot be restrained (93).
Reza khan ordered the General Officer Commanding Isfahan decision to send a
detachment of troops to operate against a large band of robbers south-west of Qomisheh
who were threating the Isfahan-Shiraz road and Reza Khan was of opinion through the
news that the Bakhtiyaris are encouraging these robbers and they are collecting an arm
lashkar in Falard 120 km north-west of Abadeh.
Colonel Saunders concluded after the conversations that Reza Khan regards the
Bakhtiyari problem “as being his brightest case which is being watched by all the other
tribes who are well aware of his determination to crush the power of tribal chiefs as
opposed to the Central Government to disarm the civil population and to absorb the
men of fighting age into the national army” (94). In such circumstances the Bakhtiyari
Khans failed after all to agree among themselves to choose the Ilkhani and Ilbegi and
they requested the Central Government to nominate the tribal Governors.
British Minister was of opinion that Khuzestan was ulterior objective, and the
same tactics will be pursued with Sheikh Khaz´al as with Bakhtiyari. British Minister
found it necessary to know how far British Government was prepared to go in this
matter and by what means. Put veto on operation? He was of opinion that dispatch of
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British troops in Persia „even to guard oilfields would raise whole question a fresh and
we should have to reckon with Russia (95).
He added: the situation is bluntly, if the Bakhtiyari Khans refuse to pay, Reza
Khan will act and British have no means of stopping him and if the khans agree to pay
compensation, they have to find money. Reza Khan would prefer to avoid a fight with
the Bakhtiyari khans or a breach with British Government. At the same time neither
Shah nor Prime Minister seem incompetent to control him. “If we let down Khans we
avert danger to British interests, but those interests will have to finance Khans. If we
back up khans risks are incalculable and may fartranscend value of a monetary
accommodation now. Also we should be backing a losing horse for Khans have lost
their morale, are disintegrated by their family quarrels and some of them have joined
camp with Minister of War” (96).

9.9.1.

Mediation of the Legation

As the British Military Attaché met the Minister of War, during the conversation,
the Minister of War asked the Military Attaché to request the British Minister to inform
the Bakhtiyari Khans that he is determined to begin active operations against the Khans
and should the terms not be compelled with. If, they cannot “pay at once the whole sum
demanded, he is willing to take position now, and to be given the remainder later by
instalment” (97).
British Minister came into direct correspondence with Minister of War. Sir Percy
Loraine wrote he receives the message of Reza Khan through Colonel Sounders, but he
is unable to convey such message to the Bakhtiyari Khans without knowing precisely
demand of him. He added the large sums which Minister of War mentioned to him, it
is beyond the capacity of Khans and asked him to tell the minimum sum he accept as
fair compensation. In fact Reza Khan used the influence of British Legation against
Bakhtiyari Khans as the British used Bakhtiyari Khans against Central Government.
Then Loraine referred to the Colonel Sounders that the Minister of War is under
impression that “British Mission is behind the Bakhtiyaris“. Loraine replied that he
gave counsels of extreme moderation to the Khans they must pay reasonable
compensation for the Shalil incident, on desiring to see a fair and peaceful settlement
between the Government and Khans of Bakhtiyari. Finally the British Minister stated:
„I am certain that a resort to force would be dangerous and probably disastrous. If the
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use of force threatened the safety of the oilfields, Shall be compelled to intervene
directly for the protection of British interests”(98).
The same day the Minister of War responded to the British Minister. He stated:
you do not doubt that an irreparable damage has been done to the honour of the army
and no compensation can be sufficient. Then he added: with regard to the British
Minister denial as to the protection of Bakhtiyaris, but unfortunately the Bakhtiyaris
abuse their friendship with the officials of the Legation and delay the payment of the
accepted compensation.
With regard to the danger and disaster of use the force and the direct intervention
of British Minister, Reza Khan pointed out that “forcible measure would be taken until
the protection of the borders of the oilfields “has already considered and arrangements
have been made (99). The day after British Minister reported that the Khans have
received telegram saying the Imperial troops have entered Chahar Mahal and occupied
several of houses there. Women and children had to flee hostile. The tribesmen are
becoming excited. British Minister urged Ahmad Shah to exert his authority to secure
the withdrawal of troops. Sardar Jang demanded the Minister of War his conditions on
which these operations will be stopped and dispute with government settled so as to
have definite basis for discussion (100). The same day, he replied to the letter of Reza
Khan.
Loraine replied to Reza Khan that he is glad that no steps will be taken to threaten
the safety of the oilfields, but with regard to the Bakhtiyari question the letter of the
Minister of War left him with the impression that the Minister of War prefer a
settlement by force to a settlement by agreement And he rejects the use of any the
British Minister, s influence in the sense of mediation between the two sides (101).
In his reply, Reza Khan stated: in spite of the fact that the public and the papers in
Tehran and provinces have excited and all of them consider that the employment of
force is essential, “I alone have kept in view the safety and order of the country have
agreed to accept cash payment” and he wished that the Khans make use of this
favourable moment and friendly mediation of British Minister (102).
On 4 May 1923 two Bakhtiyari Khans, Samsam al Saltaneh and Sardar Jang met
Sir Percy Loraine They had a conversation with him. The day after Loraine wrote a
letter to them and urged the Khans to make a serious and successful attempt to a direct
agreement with the Minister of War on reparation for Shalil incident otherwise the
efforts of him cannot be usefully continued. Loraine pointed out: “I have never had and
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could say anything to encourage directly or indirectly the Khawanin or the tribes to
resist the Imperial troops by force, and that should they do so, I should entirely
disapprove of it, while the responsibility for the consequences would rest entirely with
the Khawanin themselves”.
Loraine added that it is the desire and interest of British Government that the
Bakhtiyari khans should be on good terms with the Central Government. As regard to
the position of the Khans he wrote the strength of the Bakhtiyari and their power to do
good and help the state lie in the union of the Khans (103).
It is of course a question why the British Minister wrote this letter to the
Bakhtiyari Khans in this juncture and denied that he incited the Bakhtiyaries in the last
summer. In fact, in his conversation with Samsam al Saltaneh and Sardar Jang, Loraine
realised that the khans sent a telegram to the tribal governors, Ilkhani and Ilbegi, last
summer after the discussion with him accordingly just as they promised the British
Minister to stop the Persian troops going to Khuzestan and “that all means must be used
for that purpose”.
He also realised that this telegram is in possession of the Minister of War
Loraine, however, believed: after his personal injunction not to allow a conflict with
troops and then its categorical repetition through Havard. He, therefore, told the khans
that “responsibility of having acted against my warning must rest exclusively with
themselves”.
As far as the telegrams of Loraine indicate the two Khans understand the action
of the British Minister and the British Legation differently. Loraine wrote to his
superior in London: “criminal folly of khans is thus fully revealed and belief in British
complicity in Shalil becomes comprehensible“, “such are people whom we have to
protect” (104). Indeed, Loraine justified his mistake by accusing the two Bakhtiyari
Khans in Tehran. He had a more negative view on Bakhtiyari Khans and tribal chiefs as
a whole than the Foreign Office.
The same day, Loraine reported of his activities on Bakhtiyari problem and his
warning on safety of oilfields as well as the efforts of Ahmad Shah who did his best to
stood up well to the Minister of War. Reza Khan told the Shah if the Khans do not pay
his figure he can and will compel them. Reza Khan was willing to settle the matter on a
cash basis. Shah told the Khans that he cannot keep Reza Khan many days longer or
risk accusation of supporting them against Government and army. Shah, therefore,
asked them to pay compensation (105).
347

Loraine suggested to Foreign Office that two courses only remain for British: (a)
“tell Bakhtiari that money will be advanced to them”, that means provision by Anglo
Persian Oil Company of L50,000 to L60,000 with scant chance of repayment; (b) “tell
them money cannot be found”. This is very risky (106). The same day he sent another
telegram on this subject to his superior in Foreign Office that the question of Bakhtiyari
is grave in itself.
With the development of the Persian Military power and the “establishment of
virtual dictatorship by Minister of War “ the basis of the whole situation has changed
and British had to decide to support or oppose extenuation of Central Government’s
authority throughout the country and by what means. For dignity of British Government
and British interests in Persia, we cannot remain neutral. To support the Minister of
War means: lapse of British local friendships and would strengthen the bulwark against
Russia. Support might enable British “to control Reza Khan to some extend and
perhaps tie him to definite assurances regarding Sheikh’s position” (107).
To oppose him means (a) British local friends are successively tackled by Central
Government under visible force (b) Gradual collapse of British position and influence
(c) “Thwarting the one chance that has appeared for decades of stability of Persia under
Persian control” (d) Playing into the hands of Russia. The same day Loraine sent also a
personal and unnumbered to Foreign Secretary. He was authorised to address direct to
Lord Curzon in difficult situation. Loraine stated: path he was to follow was not clear.
He repeated his view that as regard to Persia the whole situation needs to be reviewed.
He reconsidered with a view to formulate a policy to meet new circumstances.
Loraine was of opinion that owing to number and complexity of problems, the
personal consultation with Foreign Secretary is necessary. An exchange of views would
take too long by dispatch and enormous cost by telegraph. “In personal conversation
grounds could be covered rapidly“. Loraine suggested to Foreign Secretary if he agrees,
he could leave Tehran temporarily. He could travel via Baghdad, Beirut to England in
about three weeks and return to Tehran in September. He added that this would much
more impression on Persian (108).
Foreign and political department of the Government of India reached to the same
conclusion as the British Minister in Tehran regarding to the Bakhtiyari question. Bray
wired: matters have gone so far that the Government of India “can only suggest AngloPersian Oil Company in its own interests the financial assistance to the Khans for
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amount as first instalment of the Minister for War’s demand. This would strengthen the
hands of British Minister as mediator.
Bray added in case of Sheikh Khaz´al, he should send a representative to Tehran
in order to settle up “outstanding arrears of revenue. Until he observes his obligations
towards Persian Government, it would be difficult to give him even diplomatic support”
(109). The interpretation of Bray of the situation in Persia was that the Persian Army
under Minister of War has gone great transformation and if financial reorganisation
with the assistant of American advisers makes good, there is a chance of some stability
in Persia.
The safeguarding of British great interests in Khuzestan can be best secured by
gradually cutting down our direct dealings with Khans and Sheikh and dealing more
and more direct with the Central Government (110). After some discussion between the
representatives of Foreign Office and the Anglo-Persian Oil Company, it was prepared
a loan made by the Imperial Bank of Persia, but Foreign Office informed the British
Minister that „on no account must the name of Oil Company be divulged to Reza Khan
or appears openly in the transactional all. The Imperial Bank will merely be the channel
of remitting the money and will be the instructed to hold it to your order for payment to
Persian Government direct and not through Khans” (111).
This was similar to certain former Loans to Khans which were made by British
Government. Addition to the political aspect of this decision, there was a financial
difference between the loan from the A.P.O.C. with an interest rate at 5 per cent and the
Loan from Imperial Bank of Persia with 9 per cent interest. Mr Fairley, the
representative of the Oil Company in Tehran sent the following cable to Britannic
House in London that the British Minister presented a firm note to the Persian
Government protesting against dispatch of troops to Bakhtiyari country. He was of
opinion that the note will deflect the Minister of War from present policy.
Fairley who had no knowledge of the Foreign Office and Oil Company’s decision
and the instruction of Foreign Office to Sir Percy Loraine, pointed out that the
Bakhtiyari Khans are looking for British Legation extricate them and British Minister
wish to instruct the Khans settle the bill of the Minister of War, but he cannot do so
unless in opposition to promise financial arrangement. He added it would be impossible
to foresee what would be the result the adventure. Then he suggested a loan for Khans,
but arrange settlement first, the “reverse might possibly give impression that Company
can be easily bled which is highly undesirable” (112).
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Foreign Office authorised British Minister to promise a loan to the Bakhtiyari
Khans, but at the same time Lord Curzon directed Lancelot Oliphant to acquaint the
secretary of India viscount Peel with the report of British Minister in Tehran on activity
of Persian Minister of War in direction of Bakhtiyari country and his conviction that
“Reza Khan’s ulterior objective is the province of Arabistan and the Sheikh of
Mohammareh” (113).
Lord Curzon asked the A.P.O.C. to assist the Bakhtiyari Khans with a loan, now
it is hope some arrangement may be reached with the Minister of War. If negotiations
result in a settlement with Bakhtiyari Khans, it is possible that Reza Khan then
proceeds in the direction of Khuzestan. If and when Sheikh Khaz´al is seriously
threatened by the Persian troops, suggesting a gun boat or two should be in readiness
“to proceed at short notice to Mohammareh and up to Karun as far as Ahvaz, in order to
show the flag at these ports in supporting of the Sheikh” (114).
In Tehran, British Minister presented a firm note to the Persian Government. He
also told the Bakhtiyari Khans that money be advance to them, the Bakhtiyari Khans
were prepared to offer 100.000T to Minister of War which corresponds with the money
which Anglo-Persian Oil Company was prepare to send them. Sir Percy Loraine did not
think Reza Khan will accept this sum as sufficient. He informed Foreign Office that
owing to dissension among the Bakhtiyari Khans, this was slightly risk of serious
fighting. “Faction amongst khans from which tribal Governors will be chosen has
bowed to Minister of War“. They even promised him to give armed assistance at their
own expense against Lors and open Kharramabad road to Khuzestan.
If Reza Khan and the Bakhtiyari Khans do not agree on a sum, he may move
troops into Bakhtiyari country and probably collision of tribes. However the principal
Bakhtiyari Khans are all now in Tehran and “will collapse or be divided by intrigue.
Reza Khan is also able to arrest the Khans. But it appears he is more likely to proceed
by a forced sale of Khan’s properties in Tehran and Chahar Mahal.”. “In that case
khans will adopt an attitude of resent of resignation and public protest and are not
above trying to incriminate Legation“. “As far as I can see Khans will be humiliated
and their power broken, whatever the decision” (115).
In his letter to Reza Khan, Loraine again endeavoured to mediate between the
Bakhtiyari khans and the Minister of War. Even after the disclosure of Bakhtiyari
Khan’s participation on Shalil incident, he wrote they admitted to pay compensation
and Loraine advised them to come to direct agreement with Reza Khan. While, this
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offer was not accepted by Reza Khan, they prepared to increase their former offer
considerably.
Loraine told the Minister of War that the Khans cannot pay more than a certain
amount and submissive to the authority of Government. If the Government proceeding
the use of force and seize the house, property or estates of the Bakhtiyari Khans without
the condemnation of the Khans by the court of law, in order to compel them to pay the
compensation, the Government break the laws. The other persons cannot be expected
the laws (116).
George Churchill wrote a lengthy minute to the Persian tribal policy and British
relations. He wrote: Sir Percy Loraine dispatched towards the end of the year 1922
reporting the activity of Reza Khan and his hostile intentions towards the Bakhtiyari
Khans and Sheikh Khaz´al certainly prepared Foreign Office for the present crisis.
On 12 October the general line of policy towards the sheikh and the southern
tribal chiefs as formulated in British Minister’s dispatch of 4 September. The policy
“was one of friendly mediation between Reza Khan and our portages” and “he would
urge counsel of moderation on the Persian Government. He calculated, that a long era
collision is postponed the less likely it is to occur to this policy was approved” (117).
He could pursue it in reliance upon the support of the Secretary of State. George
Churchill referred to a minute by Secretary of State, Lord Curzon who asked why we
should support the Bakhtiyaris at all and whether the Anglo-Persian Oil Company’s
interests would suffer if the Bakhtiyaris were severely dealt with by Reza Khan (118).
George Churchill was of opinion that the Bakhtiyari Khans are certainly a very
important factor for the preservation of the Oil Company’s interests at well where the
winter quarter of the tribe situated and the Oil Company wished the maintenance of
their present excellent relations with the Bakhtiyari Khans and the regard the Khans as
an essential factor for the preservation of order at the fields and for this reason the
company readily consented to advance L20.000 to the khans in their present difficulties
with the Minister of War.
British policy in this matter has been already adopted:“ (a) support of the
Bakhtiyaris by financial means through the A.P.O.C. as undertaken recently, (b)
support of the Sheikh of Mohammareh, even though such support may eventually lead
to the dispatch of a gunboat to Mohammareh” (119).
On 1 May 1923, British Minister addressed a note to the Persian Government
approved by Lord Curzon, although British Government have so far viewed with
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friendly sympathy the effort of the Persian Government to set her house in order, the
British interests involved are too great, “if policy of aggression be adopted their
sympathy will be wholly with drawn from there responsible for it and they must reserve
the right of protect their own legitimate interests”.
George Churchill pointed out that Sir Percy Loraine raises now a fund a mental
questions of policy and suggests that British Government should now decide whether
they are going to support or oppose the extension of authority of Central Government
and he states five reasons show the disadvantages of opposing Reza Khan’s adventures
against our southern friends.
George. Churchill disagreed with him and stated: these do not, “however to be
any alternative to the policy already adopted” (120). He continued to say: if Reza Khan
cannot be made to see the folly of his present course, it is possible for British to exert
pressure upon him by withholding that financial assistance without which he will be
utterly incapable of maintaining his army, “which according to the latest figures in our
possession, costs the enormous sum for Persia of L 1.800.000 a year”.
The American Financial Adviser has borrowed the whole of the current year's oil
royalties to meet Reza Khan’s requirements for three months and he is bound to borrow
again. “If our floating advances are placed on a satisfactory footing, we will consider
the question of facilities for a further advance, we might entirely shut down these
financial loans and Reza Khan would find himself in an impossible position”.
It is now a question who organised the incident in Shalil? As far as the available
sources indicates, and it was mentioned before this, while the British Minister, Sir
Percy Loraine did not succeeded to dissuade, the Persian Prime Minister, Qavam alSaltaneh of sending the detachment as the body guard to Khuzestan through the
Bakhtiyari land, he invited the two Bakhtiyari Khans resident in Tehran Samsam al
Saltaneh and Sardar Jang.
They reached into conclusion that the interest of British, the Bakhtiyari Khans
and Sheikh Khaz´al is identical and they should prevent of the Persian detachment to
Khuzestan and use force as the last resort. Immediately the two Bakhtiyari Khans sent a
telegram to the Ilkhani and Ilbegi Amir Mofakham and Sardar Safar in Bakhtiyari land
and informed them of British Minister’s desire (121).
Foreign Office did not approve the use of the force and instructed Loraine
accordingly the available sources do not indicate that Loraine did so. From Foreign
Office point of view the dispatch of guard for the governor-general in Khuzestan was
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only the indication of glorious flay of Central Government in this province. After the
incident, Loraine endeavoured to prove to Foreign Office that he told the Khans to omit
the use of force and therefore only the Bakhtiyari Khans are responsible, but neither
Foreign Office nor the khans accepted Loraine explanations. Meanwhile the Minister of
War had a copy of the Khan’s telegram, but he did not disclose it for several months.
Sardar Fateh and Amir Mojahed took action, killed and robbed the troops. The
Ilkhani and Ilbegi and the other Khans promoted by the letter of the Governor-General
in Khuzestan to take action, though not that which was mentioned (122). The Persian
sources such as Safar Name-ye Khuzestan recognise Amir Mojahed responsible for the
attack in Shalil (123).
Yusef Khan Amir Mojahed was the youngest son of Hossein Qoli Khan Ilkhani.
He was fifteen years old as his father was killed. Through the marriage between the
family of Sheikh Khaz´al and the family of Amir Mojahed, he and Khaz´al became
relative. Amir Mojahed organised the necessary force for Khaz´al who paid for it. Some
years later, both, Amir Mojahed and Sardar Fateh arrested after the Bakhtiyari
insurgence and executed by the court of army.
Reza Khan harboured a deep resentment against the Bakhtiyari Khans in general,
however, Sardar Ass´ad, the Governor-General in Khorassan in 1923 and his brother
Amir Jang were completely exonerated from all complicity in the Shalil incident. Reza
Khan will deal stiffly with some of the other Khans when he sees his opportunity.

9.10. Annual Taxation of Bakhtiyaris

No sooner was the crisis on Shalil incident safely passed than a fresh one arose.
The American Financial Adviser demanded the Bakhtiyari Khans for the payment
arrears of revenue amounting to 2.300.000T. “After further examination this figure was
reduced to 1.500.000T. It was demanded 100.000T in cash and the remainders in
instatement’s spread over a term of year”. Sardar Jang asked British assistance.
Loraine advised him to produce the various Farmans and other documents as well
as “a statement of revenue which the khans admitted to be due from them to the Persian
Government” (124) for a discussion at round table) to prepare a considered statement of
their obligations and claims. Loraine urged the American Adviser, Dr. Millispaugh “to
conciliatory and not reject without careful examination the counter, claims of the
Bakhtiyari in respect of services rendered to the Government at their own expense and
353

abatements granted for their armed assistance in the Constitutional Wars” (125). The
Bakhtiyari Khans, however, made little or no efforts to prepare their case.
While the British consul in Ahvaz, Captain Peel who was on his annual visit to
Tehran. Loraine requested him to assist the Khans for a definite step was taken to
prepare the statement. He also had a number of interviews with Dr. Millspaugh, “who
was handling the case and pointed out that the claim was in many respects incorrect and
the khans’ ability to pay was in very strictly limited” (126).
In meanwhile, as the Bakhtiyari Khans did not reply officially to the Financial
Adviser’s letter giving cover to the original demand. Millspaugh went to Minister of
War and asked his assistance as he did in the case of Sepah Salar Azam. The agents of
the Finance Department supported by the military force, seized all the estates, privately
owned by the Bakhtiyari Khans (127) outside Tehran, Chahar Mahal and Khuzestan.
This action brought the Bakhtiyari Khans to sense. After some time and a number of
discussions between themselves, they eventually wrote to Dr. Millspaugh and
nominating Sardar Jang, the Bakhtiyari representative in the late Majles and Amir Jang
to deal with the question and discussion with him and the Financial Department.
Finally a settlement was reached at the end of August 1923, after numerous
conferences (128). American Adviser agreed to accept 500.000T, excluding the revenue
of Aquili 50.000T was to be paid in cash at once, and the balance in instalments of
30.000T a year. British Legation maintained actively its role of pacify mediator
throughout negotiations (129).
The cumulative effect of these events was weakened the authority of the
Bakhtiyari Khans in their own country. The disintegration of Bakhtiyari,“ the
crumbling of one of the principal obstacles to the reduction of the provinces and
especially of the tribal organizations to a state of completing submission to the central
authority” (130). Sardar Zafar expressed his view that the compensation of 150.000T
for the Shalil incident and the payment of 570.000T as the arrears' taxes were the result
of discord between the Bakhtiyari Khans (131).
Since 20 April 1923 Loraine did not seek to see the Minister of War personally
for more than a month. He came into correspondence with him through the letters or
Oriental Secretary to mark his disapproval of the prolonged dispute on Bakhtiyari
compensation and one least likely to weaken his position for an eventual general
discussion of the relation of the Minister of War ’s policy of centralisation to the British
interests (132).
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The final settlement reached in the middle of May 1923. The Minister of War
agreed that the Bakhtiyari Khan pay 150.000T as compensation to the Shalil incident
(133). Nichols, of Joint Managing Director of the A.P.O.C. informed Oliphant in
Foreign Office that the representative of the Oil Company in Tehran, Fairely sent the
following message the day before that on the 23rd May, 1923 loan agreement was
signed and L30.000 paid to the Minister of War in full settlement of all his claims
against the Bakhtiyari Khans and original Document deposited in Bank the same day
cabled that the appointment of Sardar Mohtasham Ilkhani and Amir Jang Ilbegi was
confirmed.
He added Amir Mojahed would be accompanied by troops on forth coming visit
to the Sheikh Khaz´al (134). From the Anglo-Persian Oil Company’s viewpoint it was
satisfactory that the differences between the Minister of War and the Bakhtiyari Khans
were settled at least temporarily. He added if Reza Khan insists still to dispatch regular
troops to or through the Bakhtiyari land. “They will not have the pretext of collecting
the amount of Riza’s claim on the spot”(135).
Amir Mojahed informed Loraine that Reza Khan intends to send him shortly on a
mission to Khuzestan to convey oral and written assurances to Sheikh Khaz´al and
expressing the desire of the Minister of War on maintaining friendly relations with him.
Reza Khan intended to dispatch about 200 troops via Bakhtiyari road and to extend all
his influence in Khuzestan, but proceeding cautiously to avoid conflict. Loraine
suggested to Foreign Office to ascertain (whether Sheikh Khaz´al sees a working
arrangement with the Minister of War the views of Sheikh Khaz´al towards the Central
Government (136).
This news caused the British Foreign Secretary some anxiety. He stated: “it is not
apparent why friendly assurances to Sheikh Khaz´al should require the support of 200
troops, can possibly be described as co-operation”. “Reza Khan seems bent upon
pursuing the policy Curzon consistently deprecated and he pointed out that Reza Khan
ought to by now know must meet with disapproval” of British Government. Then,
Curzon asked “of what nature are the written assurances” and instructed him “keep a
careful watch upon these proceeding” (137).
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9. 11.

(1)

Summary

The one sided tribal policy of Governor-General in Fars did not bring tranquility
to the province. This policy gave an opportunity to the Minister of War to
undermine the authority of civil administration by direct order to the local
Military Commander on provincial affairs.

(2)

In the middle of the year 1922, the Minister of War paid his attention to the
southern tribes seriously by sending a detachment to Khuzestan and instructing
three officers in Tehran and Shiraz to mediate between the chiefs of the Qashqa'is
and Khamseh.

(3)

After almost two months of efforts, in August 1922, the two chieftains of great
tribes of Fars reconciled in the condition that no aggression should take place on
their territory. Certainly the increasing power of the army and the neutrality of the
officers were important factors in this action in which reduced the tribal conflicts
and the tension in the province of Fars.

(4)

In his journey to the south, the Minister of War showed his muscles to southern
chieftains. In the port Bushehr, he ordered to arrest the son of a pro-British tribal
chief of Hayat Davudi and set up a commission to investigate the wealth and the
estates of this family.

(5)

Reza Khan ordered to expand the small army garrison of the port Bushehr. With
the presence of Persian troops in Bushehr, he asked the British political Resident
the evacuation of the British force from Persia.

(6)

In Shiraz, Reza Khan strengthened the position of military Commanders in Fars.
Since March 1922, the road guard system and their discipline improved in Fars.

(7)

Reza Khan intended to expand the General Headquarters and increase the size
of the force in Fars by sending troops from the north and enlisting from the
province. The military officers increased their interference in civil administration.

(8)

Reza Khan warned the tribes that he would send a large force to Fars unless
raiding stopped on the high road. He inspired fear in tribal chieftains, great or
petty, for their future.

(9)

The southern Consulates and the High Commissioner in Baghdad were of opinion
that the establishment of army in the south undermined British influence and
interests in the south and the Persian Gulf. This view was rejected by the British
Legation in Tehran and in Foreign Office.
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(10) Persian Government and Reza Khan smoothly set up a joint investigation
commission for the Shalil incident.
(11) The Bakhtiyari Governor-General in Isfahan compelled to resign and a military
officer was appointed.
(12) The Chahar Lang branch of Bakhtiyari, who were in inferior political position
strengthened in one way or another against the leadership of Bakhtiyari Khans
(13) Nine months after the Shalil incident it was known officially that the Bakhtiyari
Khans were responsible for the raid on Persian detachment. The Minister of War
charged the Bakhtiyari Khans to pay a large amount of money as compensation.
British Minister mediated between the Khans and the minister of and after some
months finally they reached to understanding on lower amount.
(14) The Bakhtiyari Khans also confronted with the financial department on annual
and arrears taxation, something that they did not pay for several years. They were
compelled to negotiate and pay it otherwise the estates would confiscate by the
army.
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X: The South and Security
10.1.

Views on Security Question

Gradually the Persian Government succeeded in re-establishing her position even
in the remote districts, and stationing the Persian troops in the provinces of Fars,
Isfahan and the Persian Gulf coast in 1922. This caused a great anxiety to the southern
chieftains including Sheikh Khaz’al.

10.1.1.

British Officers in the Persian Gulf

The British Political Resident in Bushehr, Colonel Trevor, his predecessors and
the present Resident Director of the A.P.O.C. in Khuzestan, Sir Arnold Wilson, and the
British High Commissioner in Baghdad, Sir Percy Cox, were disagree with the view
and the proposal of British Minister in Tehran, Sir Percy Loraine, who supported the
centralisation policy of Reza Khan. Loraine regarded the southern tribal chieftains with
less enthusiasm in this juncture.
The Political Residents in the Persian Gulf expressed his view individually to
Foreign Office, the Government of India and Colonial Office in autumn 1922 and
winter 1923 and showed sympathy to Sheikh Khaz’al and supported his request on
purchasing of arms. With regard to the view of Sir Percy Loraine and the approval of
British Foreign Secretary, Lord Curzon, Foreign Office did not agree with the request
of Sheikh Khaz’al on purchasing arms through Wilson, Resident Director of AngloPersian Oil Company in August 1922.
This time, Sir Percy Cox, in his return to England, prepared to convey the
message of Sheikh Khaz’al to Foreign Office and requested to purchase 5.000 rifles and
not 10.000. Additionally Cox explained to Under Secretary of Foreign Office that
Khaz’al mentioned to him orally and then sent a telegram within last ten days on this
subject. Apparently, Sheikh Khaz’al considered so long as the British authorities such
as Sir Percy Cox, Sir Arnold Wilson and Colonel Trevor whom he knows for years, and
as long as they are the officials around his territory, he need have no anxiety and he can
rely on their influence. He feared after the departure of these men, „these might arise a
number of officials who knew not Joseph. He, therefore, considered it is convenient to
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request for 5.000 rifles in bond at Basreh or elsewhere which he could obtain after
communication with British consul-general in Bushehr.
Sir Percy Cox emphasized that if Sheikh Khaz’al was less pro-British at the
outbreak of the Great, things might have gone badly for British in connection with oilfields. On the other hand, Reza Khan possessed various qualities not found in other
Persian and after him no other Persian will have his attributes, said Cox. He was also of
opinion that the Minister of War was an enemy of Sheikh Khaz’al. Though Cox was
convinced, but he questioned whether after Reza Khan, if a subsequent Persian
Government is strong, “it may go badly with the Bakhtiyaris and Sheikh of
Mohammareh who have always been pro-British” (1).
In other words on the eve of spring 1923, Sir Percy Cox endeavoured to convince
the Foreign Office the approval of supplying and delivery arms to Khaz’al in order to
equip with arm more and more the chief of the tribes as preparation against less friendly
Government in Tehran. Oliphant read the passages of Sir Percy Loraine’s dispatches
that a strong government in Tehran was not without advantage and the southern must
not be too greatly influenced by local and his opposition to supplying Sheikh with
additional arms, read the approval of Lord Curzon.
Then, Cox suggested these need be no difficulty about storage the arms in Basreh
and “they could be released at the request of the Consul-General in Basreh”. Oliphant
considered that the opinion of Sir Percy Cox based on experience and merits great
consideration and sent a draft telegram to the British Minister in Tehran accordingly.
Three weeks later, on 9 April 1923, Cox wrote to the Secretary of Colonies and
commented on certain instructions of Loraine to British consular officers in Bushehr,
Shiraz and Ahvaz in which the existence of definite pledges given by the British
Government to Khaz’al was not considered in the instructions and he hoped that the
Secretary of Colonies would recall those pledges to the memory of British Government
(2). Though, Loraine defended of his proposal on British tribal policy and Sheikh
Khaz’al particularly, but the situation was tense.

10.1.2.

British Foreign Secretary

The question of Bakhtiyari compensation remained in those days, in spring 1923
until the middle May 1923 unsolved and the Minister of War showed an
uncompromised attitude for some weeks. He threatened the Bakhtiyari Khans and even
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took some military measures in Chahar Mahal and elsewhere. British Minister
endeavoured to explain to the Foreign Office the stabilization of centralisation policy of
the Persian Government and its inevitable consequence, the breakup of tribal chieftain’s
power, and then he suggested the support of latter against the former. Loraine even
came to conclusion to return to London to explain orally the intensively rapid changes
in political and military situation.
This was rejected by the Foreign Secretary, Lord Curzon. Loraine could not
persuade the Foreign Office in this juncture to support Persian Government on the
ultimate aim of centralisation policy against the tribal chieftains in the south (3).
Curzon who was the viceroy of India 1898-1905, and initiated the policy of close
relation with the southern tribal chieftains through the British Residency in Bushehr,
psychologically and mentally had more trends to the analysis of the Persian Gulf
School’s officers than what the British Legation in Tehran suggested. Besides that the
final success and the continuation of centralisation policy still was in doubt especially if
Reza Khan would disappear from political scene. Curzon formulated this view in his
instruction: He also pointed out that the relation between Reza Khan and the Bakhtiyari
Khans was tense and mediation of British Legation was somehow unsuccessful.
Curzon regarded the situation as described by Loraine the most unsatisfactory and
nothing new or surprising development rendering it necessary that Loraine should
return home. He went on to say: “events might happen in your absence which with your
aids we are endeavouring to pursue“. “We have given many recent evidences of our
friendly regard. For instance closing of the British post offices whereas, we might have
raised considerable difficulties. The removal of British troops from south Persia and the
surrender of the Duzdap (Dozdab) railway are now under consideration (4).
Reza Khan, however, appears to be unable to appreciate this attitude. He prepares
to create a sort of military dictatorship for himself and provoke a collision with
important British interests. British Government has no desire to espouse the cause of
the Bakhtiyari, “but we cannot regard their subjugation without concern viewing the
importance of our oil interests in their country” (5).
The case of Sheikh Khaz’al is much stronger. British bound to him by special
obligations and “we have no intention to ignore it“, Reza Khan “cannot prosecute his
centralising policy to a point where it runs directly counter to British interests”. He
added: Reza Khan is dependent upon us, he cannot pay for his army or achieve his aims
without financial assistance which no one but ourselves is in position to furnish in other
360

words “for the springs of financial support which lie in London and nowhere else, will
be dried up”.
“I am becoming sadly tired of Persian suspicions, Persian intrigues and Persian
machinations. Persia is not the hub of the universe, at any rate to ourselves”. Finally,
Curzon wrote: a friendly but serious warning may put matters on sounder base and save
us from the alternative of formulating a new policy, the need for which at the present
juncture I cannot see. Curzon asked Loraine to give his ideas on the suggestions (6).

10.1.3.

British Minister in Tehran

In continuation of his telegram of 5 May 1923, Loraine again endeavoured to
persuade his superiors in London to a new British tribal policy and refereed to the
chronically achievement of centralisation policy of Reza Khan. Loraine was of opinion
that the support of centralisation policy of Reza Khan and the success of the Army
secures the British interests in a long term.
While Loraine was responding to the Foreign Secretary, the situation had changed
in Tehran and Reza Khan informed Colonel Saunders that the Bakhtiyari Khans offered
150.000T as compensation and the Minister of War agreed to accept it.
Additionally he postponed the disarmament of Bakhtiyaris until dealing with the
Lors first in order not to let the Lor advantage of Bakhtiyari disarmament (7). The
situation was much promising to Loraine in Anglo-Persian relation. He sent his
dispatch to London: With regard to the success of Persian army in crushing the
rebellions including the insurgence of nomad tribes in the north of the country and
army consolidated its position against Russian influence there suffered a severe
setback, in the south and south-west less had been done, but simultaneously there had
been no threat to the authority of the Central Government here, nevertheless determined
attempt was made to pursue and punish robbers who jeopardised the safety of travellers
and merchandise on the roads and Persian army had a considerable number of
casualties during the year 1922 in endeavouring to round up these brigands.
In British Minister’s opinion “the result of these changes has been so far
uniformly beneficial to British interests “and it has been entirely the work of Reza
Khan “with a chronically empty treasury with an impotent civil administration, in the
leer of Russian displeasure” (8). Persian Government desire no credit for what has been
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achieved. The power of Reza Khan grew up steady since the arrival of Sir Percy
Loraine to Persia as Minister to the British Legation in Tehran.
Loraine considered that Reza Khan had been pulling the country together in spite
of the Shah, the Government, Majles and Mullahs. There is an ingredient of personal
ambition in Reza Khan’s act and policy, and he believed that it is unjust “to attribute
this to him as his sole motive“. This is a very genuine element of patriotism underlying
the actions of Reza Khan who desire to raise up Persia out of present state of
degradation to establish law and order and to earn the respect of her neighbours.
Loraine continued to say that Reza Khan has the power to close the Majles and
even to overthrow the Qajar dynasty to become Prime Minister Rule as a dictator and
diminish the difficulties which beset his path, but he does not. On the other hand British
Minister was critical of efficiency of the Persian Governments and the Prime Ministers,
Mostowfi al-Mamalek, Moshir al-Dowleh and Qavam al-Saltaneh as well as Majles.
The successive Persian Governments have reached the conclusion that necessity
demands and improvement in Anglo-Persian relations, but they prefer to await when
they will able to express their desire for a rapprochement rather than take steps
themselves to bring it about, with the accompanying risk of being criticised by the
gutter press, abused by Anglophobe politicians or taken by the Bolshevik
representative. They know what their country needs, they have not even the common
daring to seek and ensue it to contrast their acts and their attitude with these of Reza
Khan.

10.2. First Steps on Friendly Relations

He has never shown indifference to established British interests, he has at all
events lied to us. It is owing to his initiative that Persian Government are committed by
a cabinet decision to resist by force any armed aggression by Russian or Turk. It is who
opposed the passage of Turkish troops through Persia, at our request. It is he again at
our request, which disarmed Euz Demir and his forces, when they were driven over the
Persian border by our columns operating against Rawanduz (9).
“Thus whereas Reza Khan’s policy and action have so far suited our
interests, the attitude of the Persian Government has been uniformly unsatisfactory“.
The differential tariffs in the north and the south the navigation rights on Lake Urmia,
the attitude of the press, the export of rupees, the levy of improper exaction’s on the
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roads (10). The question which does rise is the possible effect on British interests of the
extension of Reza Khan’s centralisation policy to the south.
Persia will be independent and orderly when the whole country brought order a
single authority of national Government. The civilian population is disarmed and
physical power rests in the hand of the state who must assume the responsibility for
protection of foreigners and their enterprises and not local chieftains. British Minister
indeed pointed out to Foreign Office that the declared policy of supporting the integrity
and independence of Persia by British Government cannot view with alarm and
displeasure the execution of the designed policy they rather ought to regard with
sympathy especially as its success eliminates Russian danger, “which increases in
direct ratio to the weakness of Persia” (11).
The task which is being undertaken by the Minister of War and the Persian Army
is practically the same as that contemplated in the Anglo-Persian Agreement, with the
difference that as regards the army it is being carried out without foreign assistance. If
Reza Khan sends troops to Khuzestan for asserting the authority of Central Government
of securing arrears of land-taxes and their punctual payment in future, British have no
ground to quarrel. It creates, however, a new element force in the region in which ties
endanger and perhaps wreck the operations of Anglo-Persian Oil Company. British can
either stir up the local tribes to oppose the passage of the Imperial troops or to guard
ourselves the oil fields and Sheikh Khaz’al territory, a very unpleasant alternative and
the consequences are not easy to foresee.
The only things British need be anxious about are the safety of oil-fields and the
position of Sheikh Khaz’al. If British support Reza Khan Policy and it succeed, we
shall gain political influence in Tehran and the mentioned advantages, if we wreck it,
we shall destroy a fair chance of orderly and stable Persia and British may have to
assume again responsibilities and which British would gladly shed. British Minister
stated: “I still incline, to the opinion that sooner or later we (British) shall have to
decide whether to oppose the policy of centralisation, implying the necessity of
resisting it be force in the last resort or to support it and endeavour to guide it into safe
channels, I am myself strongly in favour of the latter course” (12).
British Minister was about to see the Prime Minister and the Minister of War. He
intended as British Foreign Secretary desired to say: If British cardinal interests are
preserved, British Government are willing to help and regard the centralising process
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with a benevolent eye, in return to get the best guarantees that we can that British
interests will be fully safeguard and Sheikh Khaz’al not interfered with (13).
Sir Percy Loraine did his best to convince the Foreign Office on supporting the
Minister of War, Reza Khan, and his centralisation and militarisation policy against
tribal chieftains as well as his political rivals in the cabinets, court, parliament and press
in return for safeguarding the cardinal British interests.
It was different from the view of southern British Consulate, the High
Commissioner in Baghdad, Cox and the Resident Director of the Anglo Persian Oil
Company, Wilson who supporting the policy of supplying the southern tribes with arms
and ammunition.

10.2.1.

A More Clear Definition

On the other hand, Loraine in his meetings with the Prime Minister, Mostowfi alMamalek and the Minister of War , Reza Khan, made a more clear definition of British
interests, but it was, however, unclear the British relation with Khaz’al. It was said that
he was not under British protection, but British had an especial relation with him. The
two Ministers stated of the Government intention to send the Persian detachment to the
north Khuzestan and they prepared to protect of British interests in the course of
centralisation.
The British Minister, Sir Percy Loraine, spoke to the Prime Minister and Minister
of War on Anglo-Persian relation separately on 22 May 1923. The Prime Minister
assured him that he desire a better relation with Great Britain and to avoid any clash of
interests (14). Due to the Bakhtiyari difficulty, British Minister had not any personal
intercourse for six weeks with Reza Khan. The question settled a more “reasonable
basis" than he expected. They saw each other at the “yicevimento” given by the newly
arrived Italian Minister. From the remarks of Reza Khan, Loraine interpreted that
“according to the evidence which had been in his possession for some time, there was
more than a strong presumption that I (Loraine) had incited the Bakhtiyari to attack the
Persian Government troops last summer“, but the attitude of Loraine in the later stages
of the dispute between the Minister of War and the Bakhtiyari Khans, he left
confidence in friendly disposition of Loraine (15).
The following day they met in the British Legation. The liquidation of the
Bakhtiyari affairs made an excellent atmosphere for discussion (16). In this discussion,
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in fact, Loraine repeated the contradiction policy of Lord Curzon that British did not
dispute the right of the Persian Government to send troops to any part of Persia, but
British saw no necessary and danger for the dispatch of troops to Khuzestan. The
centralisation policy was not in itself objectionable, but not to push to a point where it
would clash with British interests.

10.2.2.

Tranquillity in Khuzestan

British principal interests in the south were: First to protect the A.P.O.C. from all
hindrance and danger which affecting its operation (17). Anything might disturb the
tranquillity of Khuzestan. The second question was Sheikh Khaz’al who had been
constant friendly to the British interests and rendered valuable services during the war
and he continued to say “we (British) owed him a great debt of gratitude”. “In 1920 the
Persian Government had asked His Majesty’s Minister what was the relations between
the British Government and Sheikh of Mohammareh”.
“The reply given was that the sheikh was not under British protection, but that
His Majesty’s Government did have special relations with him, that statement was true
today, except that, owing to the events of the war, the special relations had become
even closer and more cordial than they had been in the Past”. Loraine added, however”
the primary condition of these relations was that the Sheikh of Mohammareh should
fulfil his proper obligations towards the Persian Government and begged the Minister
of War to remember this important point”.
Sir Percy Loraine reminded the Minister of War that in virtue of Imperial
Farmans, Sheikh Khaz’al enjoys an especial position and jurisdiction in the eyes of the
Persian Government. Furthermore, the territory of Khaz’al was quiet and it had been
done by the efforts of Sheikh Khaz’al many years ago to bring the turbulent Arab tribes
under his singular control. The harmonious relations brought about between Khaz’al
and his tribes and the Bakhtiyari Khans and their tribes which achieved through British
good offices and mediation.
At last so long as peace prevailed between Arabs and the Bakhtiyari, The Lor
tribes in region of Shushtar and Dezful could be kept fairly quiet. British relations with
Sheikh Khaz’al were of a closer nature than those with the Bakhtiyari Khans. However,
British had a long-standing friendship with the Bakhtiyari Khans who were essential for
the protection of the interests of the Anglo-Persian Oil Company (18).
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Finally British Minister stated: a number of petite tribal chiefs in the Bushehr
neighbourhood who were friendly to British during the and did not join the gang of
German adventures or the rebelled Gendarmerie “it took, as if, in obedience the outcry
of agitators who denounced every Persian who had been on friendly terms with the
British, the troops in the south were taking sides against these former friend of ours,
this we objected” (19).
Reza Khan said: he had knowledge of such actions, he would, however, make
inquiries by telegraph and call for a report if he found that his officers were acting in
that way he would stop it. Reza Khan stated: he has no doubt to the British Minister’s
statement that a strong and independent Persia is advantageous to the interests of Great
Britain and his object is to make an independent and orderly Persia by disarming the
civil population and extending the authority of Persian Government throughout the
country.
His foreign policy is to maintenance and strengthening the Anglo-Persian
Relations. He added that in the past owing to Persia’s weakness, foreign powers had to
interfere to a certain extend to protect their own interests, but now circumstances had
changed in the last two years owing to the formation of a national army and he hoped
that British Minister would do what he could to convince the British authorities in
London, Delhi and Baghdad of the difference between the present and the past state of
the country. Reza Khan added that he would not move into Khuzestan until the British
Legation and the A.P.O.C. express satisfied with projected measure to protect that
interest. Loraine believed that Reza Khan realised that he must go slowly in the south
and keep in with British (20).

10.2.3.

British Troops in Bushehr

Again in 31 May 1923 the British Minister, Sir Percy Loraine, had a meeting with
the Persian Prime Minister, Mostowfi al Mamalek and the Minister of War, Reza Khan,
to discuss the matters which he had already spoken with Reza Khan. British Minister
stated: during the last two years no improvement took place in the attitude of the
Persian Government towards British Government and in the settlement of outstanding
questions. He was of opinion that British signed a conciliatory and friendly attitude
settled the southern 50 years post-offices, outstanding telegraph questions, the presence
of British troops on the Persian Gulf, the Indian Sarhad in favour of Persia. He
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criticised the civil administration and at the same time admired the very marked
progress of the army. He regarded the atmosphere in Tehran suspicious and hostile to
Great Britain.
Reza Khan stated: it is not the Persian Government, but the people who were
exploited by Russian propaganda against British and British Government often sending
note to Russia demanding cessation of propaganda and the Persian Government were
often attacked by the press. Reza Khan added the attitude of Great Britain was also; to
certain extend responsible for the suspicion existing in Persian minds towards British.
The unreasonable insistence on certain matters for instance, the removal of British
troops from Bushehr.
British Government admit the establishment and maintenance of order in north
Persia was of benefit not only to Persia also to Great Britain and therefore a strong
independence Persia was beneficial to the interest of Great Britain why British
Government hesitated to remove the few hundred British-Indian troops from Bushehr?
Did British Government require proof of the ability of the Persian army to maintain
order in the south he was willing to provide it. Loraine replied: British Government did
not propose to withdraw the troops until no doubt remained that would be no necessary
to send them back again in future, and it would take time to convince British
Government that was no longer necessary to maintain British troops at Bushehr.
Reza Khan saw this point as an opportunity for the public to keep alive the
grievance regarding foreign interference in the internal affairs of southern Persia.
Loraine criticised the aggressive attitude of the Persian Government their method
dealing with the question now under discussions. Towards the middle of 1922, during
the cabinet of Qavam al-Saltaneh, the Persian Government sent a note demanding the
withdrawal of the British troops from Bushehr. British Government put certain
conditions on fulfillment as an indispensable preliminary to withdrawal. The Persian
Government instead of replying repeated their demand for withdrawal of troops (21).
10.3. A Detachment Towards Shushtar

Loraine told Reza Khan that he promised not to take measures to upset the status
que in Khuzestan until he received the assurance of British Legation and the AngloPersian Oil Company. Since then the Legation heard that the Minister of War intends to
send 200 or 300 troops to Khuzestan via Bakhtiyari road. Reza Khan reaffirmed the
news as asked him British military attaché.
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British Minister was of opinion that the dispatch of troops to Khuzestan was a
mistake. Reza Khan said that he had sent troops to every part of Persia except
Khuzestan. He was exposed to the attacks of critics who demanded to know why
Persian troops should not be sent there. This part of his task undone and he was obliged
to take this step. Reza Khan added he know that British had very special relations with
Sheikh Khaz’al and as far as British interests were concerned for that reason he was
sending only a handful of troops to Khuzestan, but this handful must go and he gave his
word of honour that he had no intention of causing trouble and damage to the Anglo
Persia Oil Company would mean less to Persian Government. He would also not
attempt to disarm the tribes in the south until he had received assurances.
Reza Khan realised for some year past that Sheikh Khaz’al maintained a little
semi-independent state and ruled with a firm hand to maintain order in Khuzestan and
had obliged to suppress in the interests of peace and order. The troops in Khuzestan
would be there to strengthen the authority of the sheikh. They might even be used to
punish his enemies. His autocratic rule had made many enemies for him, and he would
find the troops his allies against those enemies (22).
British Minister requested a written assurance in order to dispel the anxiety of
British Government and of the Sheikh. With regard to the Farmans of Mozafar al-Din
Shah special rights and privileges whether would now confirm. British Minister offered
to send a copy of Farmans to Persian Prime Minister if he was not able to obtain copies
easily among of the archives of the Persian Government. The anxiety of British
Minister considerably diminished since interview with the Minister of War and the
Prime Minister. Loraine described the attitude of Reza Khan on Sheikh Khaz’al and
Khuzestan question as follows:
“You would prefer my troops not sending to Khuzestan. I understand and
appreciate your reasons and I do not want any quarrel between us - indeed I very much
want to be friends. But I do really feel it necessary, and I cannot send Government
troops there as elsewhere in Persia I am satisfied for I could not disguise capitulation to
your view, can we not reconcile our two points of view? I am now quite clear about
yours. You apprehend any change in present situation down there which would
endanger your interests and you do not want Sheikh of Mohammareh upset.
I do not wish to threaten or collide with your interests and have nothing against
sheikh. I am ready to give you positive assurances on these points, and hope now you
will not object to my sending small representative force, please trust me, I am sure you
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will not regret it. After that I hope we shall draw closer together, because our main
interests are really identic" (23).
Loraine thought British should give the Minister of War this chance. His policy is
generally benefited to British so long as it does not collide with British (24). British
Foreign Secretary was satisfied with the result of British Minister’s interview on Sheikh
Khaz’al question and he welcomes the writing assurances by Prime Minister and the
Minister of War (25). Curzon agreed to the suggestion that committee of Persian
Ministers shall discuss matters with you.
British Minister endeavoured to convince Sheikh Khaz’al for the arrival of army
detachment to Khuzestan through British consul in Ahvaz. Khaz’al heard the view of
British Minister and replied that he would withdraw his objections only if the written
assurance of Minister of War is backed by written guarantee from British Minister.
Additionally number of troops will be limited to 200 and not increased after arrival and
they will not interfere with his recognised rights and jurisdiction.
Loraine did not think that Sheikh Khaz’al was reasonable and said he must realise
that best guarantee of all for his, is restoration of friendly relations between Persia and
Great Britain. Sheikh request is impractical and his request that British Minister should
guarantee action of Persian Government and future disposition in all circumstances of
their troop.
This is absorbed and he asked Loraine to guarantee him against interference by
troop not under British order. Loraine added what better of Sir Percy Cox assurance
letter of 21 November 1914? Finally he asked British Consul in Ahvaz to tell him that
Foreign Secretary considers assurances offered satisfactory if enclosed by Prime
Minister (26).
“In response to pressure from Political Resident and British consul in Ahvaz,
Sheikh Khaz’al sent the following message to British Minister”. “I will not presume so
far as to indicate terms to His Majesty’s Government. I was asked to state my
objections and I have done so. If, not withstanding, you are satisfied as to bonafides of
Minister of War and if you fed wider political consider actions demand that I should
give way, I am ready to do so” (27).
At the same time Curzon continued his plan to the possibility of sending some of
British ships to Mohammareh and up to Karun River In Support Of Sheikh Khaz’al.
Oliphant replied to the letter of admiralty of 17 May 1923 by, that according to the state
of British Resident in Bushehr the British ship “Lawrence” “was able to proceed ten
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miles up the Karun during the War”. Foreign Secretary, Lord Curzon, wanted to know
“whether any gun boat of similar draught is now in the Persian Gulf and whether she
would be available for a similar purpose if it were eventually found necessary to take
action in the senses suggested” (28).
I am reporting by air mail on general paralysis of government except Ministry of
(29). “Your dispatch of April, You should call the attention of American Financial
Adviser to Reza Khan’s extravagant plans for expansion of Persian army, which
appears entirely disproportionate to Persian resources and ask him whether he considers
then compatible with any scheme he may have in mind for setting Persian finance in
order generally” (30).
On 16 June 1923, Moshir al-Dowleh as Prime Minister formed the new cabinet.
The Prime Minister after consulting the Minister of War stated that departure of troops
for Khuzestan was suspended for 2 or 3 months (31). Though Reza Khan intended to
dispatch the Persian detachment to Khuzestan, immediately after the receiving of fine
from Bakhtiyari Khans, but it was, postponed for some months and finally it was done
at the end of the summer 1923.
On 12 September, 1923 the Minister of War left Tehran for Isfahan to make
necessary arrangement for dispatching of detachment to the northern Khuzestan and to
discuss plan for operations against Lor tribes with the Commander of Southern
Division (32). On 21 September 1923 the detachment of Persian troops consisted of
200 infantry and 60 cavalry with two machine guns started for Khuzestan, reported the
British consul-general in Isfahan to British Legation in Tehran.
On his return from Isfahan, the Minister of War sent a message to the British
Minister to the effect that he personally superintended the selection of troops and their
commander, an officer in whom the Minister of War had complete confidence. He had
ordered the officer, on his arrival at Shushtar, to proceed at once to call on Sheikh
Khaz’al and establish friendly relations with him. In a subsequence conversation, the
Minister of War assured the British Minister that this action would cause no disturbance
of the peace in the oil-fields (33). On 24 September 23, the British Military Attaché,
Colonel Saunders learned from the Minister of War that he intends and plans to disarm
the Lor tribes and for the dispatch of troops to Khuzestan.
He spoke of an operation of last spring and he intended to carry out this winter
(1924). Reza Khan said that the winter sets in the Lor tribes more south-west into the
Lor country bordering Iraq, a force of 4.000 strong with a proportion of artillery and
370

cavalry would occupy the town Khorramabad, as the tribes return in the spring to their
summer quarters, the troops will be to hold all routes and passes and to disarm them as
they return. Reza Khan estimated collecting 30.000 rifles from them. The mentioned
force base in Khorramabad will suffice to ensure success. The Minister of War told
Colonel Saunders that he desired to take over the responsibility for the safety of the oil
fields. As a start, he was arranging to concentrate a force of about 1.000 infantry with a
proportion of cavalry in Behbahan, and this force would provide detachments to form a
protective screen for the oil fields (34).

10.3.1.

The Written Assurance

The departure of troops to Khuzestan necessitated a clear definition of the attitude
of the present Persian Government towards the under taking previously given by the
Prime Minister, Mostowfi al-Mamalek and by the Minister of War, Reza Khan to issue
a written assurance guaranteeing that the arrival of the regular troops of the
Government in Khuzestan will not cause harm to the interests of the A.P.O.C. or
Sheikh Khaz’al. As a result of the Sir Percy Loraine representation, Reza Khan
informed the British Minister on 29 September 1923 that the Prime Minister, Moshir alDowleh, saw political objections to the issue. Consequently the Minister of War
requested the Prime Minister to send an official telegram to Sheikh Khaz’al urging him
to believe that the Persian Government had no intention of causing him any harm.
The Minister of War requested the British Minister to state what guarantees
which would satisfy the British Government of his sincerity. He added the
concentration a force of 1.000 men at Behbahan would disarm the tribes next spring
and he had no intention of sending troops to the actual area of oil operations or
upsetting the existing arrangements in that area. British Minister requested the Minister
of War to send him a letter embodying the sensed the instructions given to the
commander of the detachment for Shushtar with regard to the attitude he should adopt
towards Anglo Persian Oil Company and Sheikh Khaz’al.
Reza Khan agreed to send the draft of the latter first, for any suggestions or
alterations Sir P. Loraine desire to make. A week later, British Military Attaché visited
the Minister of War who added the following expression to his previous interviews. He
stated the number of troops in Shushtar would be limited to 300 men and detachments
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from this force as well as the force in Behbahan (1.000 men) would not be moved to
other parts of Khuzestan without the knowledge of British Legation (35).
Finally in 7 October 1923, Minister of War sent the promised letter in a sense
form, containing alterations suggested by Sir Percy Loraine. On the same day the Prime
Minister, Moshir al-Dowleh sent Sheikh Khaz’al a telegram of assurance and British
Legation received a copy of it. Nine days later Loraine sent in a telegram the sense of a
letter which he had received from the Minister of War concerning Khuzestan in 7
October 1923: owing to special interest taken by British Minister in preservation of
order in Khuzestan and safety of Anglo-Persian Oil Company.
I do not hesitate, said Minister of War, to inform you that my principal object in
sending troops to Khuzestan is to maintain order in that province. The local tribes will
not be molested as long as they fulfil their obligations to Persian Government and
Sheikh Khaz’al will earn support Minister of War by his future loyal services and the
officer commanding troops has been especially instructed to prevent the local enemies
of Sheikh Khaz’al from using arrival of troops to their own evil advantages (36).

10.4. The Bidkarz Conflict

Meanwhile, the conflict between the Qashqa’is in Bidkarz disrupted the activities
of the A.P.O.C. in the middle of September 1923. The Directors of the Oil Company in
London and Resident Director in Khuzestan were very apprehensive about the position
at the oil-fields. The agreement concluded in 6 June 1922 between Sir Arnold Wilson,
the Resident (managing) Director of the Anglo-Persian Oil Company, and Sowlat alDowleh, the chief of the Qashqa’i tribe, covering the exploitation of oil in the winter
quarter of the Qashqa’i and a “Subsidiary Agreement recognised under certain
conditions, the Original Agreement concluded by Sir Arnold Wilson with the Kashkulis
in October 1921" (37).
The primary object of the Agreement with Sowlat al-Dowleh was “to
provide a solution to the awkward situation and reconcile that position with the Persian
Government’s claims to sovereignty over the territory exploited” and Sowlat al-Dowleh
“to assert his authority over the Kashkulis (38). Though, the Agreement was concluded
in the presence of a representative of the Persian Government. It had not still received
ratification by the Persian Government, when an incident occurred in Bidkarz area in
September 1923.
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From British Legation view point, the Persian Government disliked the
arrangement made between the Oil Company and the chief of tribes. The Central
Government endeavoured very hard to expand the army and the administration in view
to reduce the power of tribes and intended to manage the protection of the Company in
accordance with the terms of oil’s concession if the Company applies for it. The AngloPersian Oil Company, however, did not wait the ratification of the agreement of 1922
and was carrying on its work and „hard already completed two borings in Dasht-e- Qir
(39).
In August 1923, one of the Kashkuli chief issued order to the chief of the guard to
enforce immediate cessation of work by Persian labours and to remove the guard.
Immediate representations made to the Persian Government, who after some hesitation,
lest any action on their part should be constructed as a ratification of the agreement
1922 telegraphed to Sowlat al-Dowleh and the trouble seemed to have been
surmounted, but it was temporary (40).
Political Resident was of opinion that continual internal dissension among the
Kashkuli Khans, owing to “their disagreement as to the division of the half yearly
subsidies paid to them by the Company”, were secretly engineered by Sowlat alDowleh. He was jealous of the Kashkuli Khans and “endeavoured to assert his control
over the oil fields at Mishun. This caused a succession of obstacles in the path of the
Oil Company staff at Mishun for seven months (41). On 11 August 1923, Wilson
protested to Sowlat al-Dowleh, but he refused to interest himself in Kashkuli disputes,
“regarded his agreement with the Company as eminently unsatisfactory and proposal a
new one“ apparently without Kashlulis and in 14 September 1923 it broke out again all
communication with Mishun was cut off. The Company’s labour and guards demanded
final payment to evacuating the area (42).
Some of the English employees and staffs, including the Political Officer of the
Company Lawson on their way to Genaveh (to obtain money for paying out) were fried
and compelled to return fortunately unhurt. After managing to effect the majority of the
payments, evacuated the area during the 15 and 16 September, “entailing the cessation
of all work at the wells. There was little material damage to the Company’s property.
Some guards of Hayat Davudi were in Charge of stores” (43).
The Resident Director (Wilson) and the local officials of Anglo-Persian Oil
Company were of opinion that the Kashkuli tribesmen (as opposed to the Khans)
obeyed the order of Sowlat al-Dowleh in evacuating the area and he was encourage “in
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his obstructiveness by the attitude of the Persian Government“. British authorities in the
Legation were of opinion that Sowlat al-Dowleh was under pressure of Government to
pay his heavy arrears of revenue, he created a diversion or possibly forces the
Government revenue authorities to relax their pressure.
The authorities of the Oil Company in the south stated: It was quite evidence that
all parties, Kashkuli Khans, Sowlat al-Dowleh and the Persian Government dislike the
agreement and it was the origin of the trouble. They believed that Sowlat al-Dowleh
intended that the subsidies should be placed in his hands to distribute among the
Kashkuli Khans as suits him best and the Persian Government to share the spoil and “to
seize the opportunity to influence in these tribal affairs” (44).
British Minister expressed his disagreement with the conclusion formulated by
Colonel Knox on Persian Government involvement (45). Loraine in his cable to
Foreign Office pointed out that Sowlat al-Dowleh and the Kashluli Khans have broken
their Agreement with the Oil Company and the best course for the Company is to
denounce both agreements and negotiate with the Central Government for a fresh
agreement. He added the time is passed for such Local Agreements which annoy the
Persian Government. The Company ought to grasp the present opportunity of getting
rid of these two and give Reza Khan „chance of bringing to heed Soulet-ed-Dowleh
whom I regard a thoroughly hostile and mischievous factor” (46). Two days later
Curzon informed him: “I approve your view” (47).
Nichols, the Director of the Oil Company, wrote to Foreign Office that under the
direct orders of Sowlat al-Dowleh, our European staffs drilling there were fired upon.
They, with all their men, about 750 in number were force to leave for the coast of
Genaveh and some of the staff being badly demoralised. Mohammareh office of the
Company instructed their agent in Tehran to discuss with the British Minister “whether
would be desirable to threaten the dispatch of Indian troops from Bushire” (48).
Loraine considered any threat about Indian troops unnecessary and unwise. He
suggested asking Reza Khan to dispatch a detachment of Persian troops. Loraine in his
report to Foreign Office mentioned of his communication with the Persian Government
and the representative of the Company on this subject. He repeated that he is entirely
opposed to such procedure (Indian troops). He added there are other ways setting the
affairs satisfactory (49). Two days later Curzon informed Loraine that I approve your
views (50). Meanwhile Reza Khan instructed Sowlat al-Dowleh to protect the
Company’s work and employees. In reply to the letter of Foreign Office, the Directors
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of the Oil Company in London approved the view of Loraine about the Persian troops,
they, however, could not agree to open negotiations with the Persian Government a
fresh agreement and they were not prepared to denounce the agreements with the
Khans. The Directors of the Company pointed out that as „we are entirely dependent on
them for labour’s supplies, etc.
Wilson proposed to make one more attempt to arrange matters with Sowlat alDowleh with the approval of the Company in London. The Company also instructed
their agent in Tehran and through Foreign Office to ask Loraine “not to take any action
in this matter without discussion and agreement with our (their) agent” (51). Curzon
informed Loraine that the Company after consulting Dr. Young is strongly opposed to
his proposal. They were previously informed of the Curzon, who shared the views of
Loraine and Oil Company wished Loraine to know that they differed. Curzon added:
“their reasons do not convince me” (52).
Meanwhile the Field's Manager of the Company visited the area of Bidkarz on
September, 23, 1923. He reported that everything is quiet in Mishun and should
continue to be so. Thirty Guards was arranged to protect the Company’s property from
thieves. Heidar Khan of Bandar Rig (Hayat Davudi) sanctioned the Arrangement for his
men to guard the Company’s property (53). Loraine, who realised that the views of
Company’s representatives in Khuzestan formed the view of the Company, came into
contact with Wilson. In his telegram, Loraine said: as you know I am principal opposed
to local agreements. He pointed out that the Persian Government with its increased
strength would never recognise them.
Loraine saw a way to regularise situation. His idea was for the Company to ask
the Persian Government to provide protection for Bidkarz area. If they refuse to do so
the Company can make claim for Government’s support of any agreement with Sowlat
al-Dowleh. If the Company make a revised agreement with Sowlat al-Dowleh and
leave the Persian Government out of account, you are persisting in a policy “which has
given so much trouble over Kashgai Agreement” (54), Loraine added: it is the Persian
Government and not Sowlat al-Dowleh, “who interested in future royalties“. Sowlat alDowleh “is traitorous and mischievous and will certainly try to play of Company
against Central Government” (55).
The case of Sowlat al-Dowleh is not similar to Khaz’al and the Bakhtiyari Khans,
who “have title to our good will”. Loraine believed that the Resident Director of the
Company under-estimates the military and political power of Ministry of to deal with
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Sowlat al-Dowleh, “storm is bound to break over Soulet’s head one day. Loraine
repeated his advice and asked Wilson to give Persian Government their chance “if they
refuse it then Company is free to make other arrangements” (56). The under Secretary,
Lancelot Oliphant, wrote in his minute, Sowlat al-Dowleh “has been a scamp and it is
importable that he will endeavour to defend the policy of the Oil Company in making
this agreement.
By the D´Arcy concession the Persian Government were bound to protect the
Company where ever they chose to bore. “I asked whether the Company had ever
specifically mentioned to the Persian Government their intention of exploiting at
Bidkarz and he was unable to state that they had done so, this all supports Sir Loraine’s
agreements” (57). Loraine added: If the Persian Government accept responsibility
protection, they are clearly liable for damage caused, “but if as had happened now,
damage occurs under arrangements of which they disapprove they will certainly resent
and reject claims for compensation, and with show reason (58).
Two days later, Loraine informed his superiors in London that the Resident
Directors of the Company were instructed to insist on Sowlat al-Dowleh accepting
responsibility for recent incident. Loraine anticipated that Sowlat al-Dowleh declines
and negotiation would break down; these would be no alternative except to ask the
Central Government to protect borings under Article 14 (59). In accordance with the
request of Loraine, a copy of his telegram to Wilson was enclosed to a letter and sent to
the Directors of the Oil Company in London.
In a letter, Oliphant wrote, that the Foreign Secretary, Lord Curzon, endorses
strongly the opinion of Loraine in his telegram to Wilson (60). As it was mentioned,
Loraine intended to make a journey personally to Khuzestan. Nichols wrote to
Oliphant, with regard to the telegram of Loraine of 2 October 1923, on further
consideration, the Company instructed their agent in Tehran to apply to the Persian
Government for protection of Oil Company’s property and staff in Bidkarz in
accordance to the concession.
The Company, however, stands committed to Sowlat al-Dowleh and Kashkuli
khans by agreements in which the Company undertook to give annual subsidies and
also 3% of the share capital of any Company to work oil in Bidkarz. This agreement
concluded in the presence of British Consuls and registered at the Residency or
consulate. Though, they applied to the Persian Government for protection, they
considered responsibility should be placed entirely on Sowlat al-Dowleh. Their
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conciliation by the Company “without definite proof of violation by the other side”
would be regarded as breach of faith and damage the Company and British reputation
and prestige among the tribes (61).
“We (the Oil Company) are not certain even now to what extent, if any, Soulet is
involved“. He added: It is true that the agreement should be ratifying by the Persian
Government; “but in dealing with native chiefs we do not consider it desirable to take
up the technical attitude that without such ratification the agreement is invalid (62). The
Company intended to point out to Sowlat al-Dowleh that “his failure to protect
operations has left no other course” open to Company (63).
The A.P.O.C. also hesitated to take the initiative in setting aside its agreement
with Sowlat al-Dowleh, “for it after transferring the protection of its operations to the
Persian Government, the latter failed to take effective measures“ (64), “The Company
would be worse off than before and have in addition to face the resentment of the
powerful Qashqa’is chief.“ By the beginning of October, the Oil Company came round
to the view held by the British Minister and applied to the Persian Government for
protection (65).
The Directors of the Company were not certain which policy the company should
follow. Wilson urged that someone from British Legation should visit him then. It
would have helpful and reassuring effect. Loraine suggested to the British Foreign
Secretary it would be most useful if he personally goes to Khuzestan to his discretion as
regard situation here (66). Curzon approved and authorised him “to explain the risk
which their present attitude as regard Soulet (Sowlat al-Dowleh) may entail.” (67).
The preparation of Sir P. Loraine’s journey to the south at the end of summer and
the begin of autumn 1923 coincided with the new efforts of the Minister of War , who
intended to bring the whole Persian civil administration under his supervision and
consolidate his position in Tehran. Loraine, who was convinced of Reza Khan
Centralisation policy’s success at least since May 1923, participated actively in this
project.
He intended to persuade the Resident Directors of the A.P.O.C. and the southern
British consulates (appointed by the Government of India) towards a new attitude about
Persian Government and pacify Sheikh Khaz’al in Khuzestan. It was difficult for
Persian Government to confront with two British tribal policies. Loraine had to deal
with some other issues in Khuzestan and Iraq. Before leaving for the south, he had
consulted and co-ordinated with Reza Khan.
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10.5. Reza Khan and Consolidation of Power

Reza Khan, the military commander of the coup d’état in February 1921, was
appointed the Commander of Cossack Division and two months later also the Minister
of War in the cabinet. After the fall of Coup Cabinet at the end of June 1921, Reza
Khan kept his position as the Minister of War in all following cabinets for more than
four years.
The political movements and the tribal unrest’s were suppressed in 1921-1923 in
the northern provinces and then in the south. The authority of the Central Government
was gradually re-established even in remote areas of the country. Reza Khan expanded
the size of Cossack force, then, he organised a uniform modern army based on available
modern forces. As a result of the victory of the army against movements and tribal
unrest in the provinces and the station of the military forces throughout the country, the
military commanders appeared as a new power in local and provincial politics and Reza
Khan, the commander in chief of the army, became the most powerful man in the
country (68).

10.5.1.

Internal Power Struggle

In summer 1923, Reza Khan continued to consolidate his position by the
extension of his authority in Tehran. He began to challenge the power of the Shah,
Crown Prince, the Prime Minister and the shadow cabinet’s leaders. It was a tradition in
the Qajar Court to send the Crown Prince to Tabriz. During the summer 1923, Ahmad
Shah, who was anxious of his future and the rapid growth of Reza Khan’s power,
intended to revive this tradition and send the Crown Prince Mohammad Hassan Mirza,
to Tabriz as the governor-general in Azarbaijan. The Shah sent a decree in July 1923 to
the cabinet of Moshir al-Dowleh. After the approval of Cabinet, the date of Crown
Prince’s departure in August was announced. Suddenly, the Minister of War opposed to
the journey of the Crown Prince. He was stopped by Reza Khan from proceeding to
Tabriz, to prevent a possible tribal resistance to his power.
Ahmad Shah was afraid of his future. He prepared to pay another visit to Europe
to escape from “possibly final humiliation“. Moshir al-Dowleh, the Prime Minister, and
the other constitutionalists endeavoured to persuade the Shah to stay in Tehran and
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support the cabinet. The frightened Shah rejected this proposal. It was rumoured that
Ahmad Shah would appoint again Ahmad Qavam al-Saltaneh, the only man, who was
able to challenge the power of Reza Khan, as the chief of cabinet before leaving for
Europe (69).
Suddenly, on 8 October 1923, Ahmad Khan Qavam al-Saltaneh, the
former Prime Minister, was arrested by the order of the Minister for War. He was
alleged to have plotted against the Minister of War. Ahmad Shah, however, obtained
from Reza Khan the promise that he would take no step against Qavam’s life without
the Shah consent.
The same day, Sir Percy Loraine was leaving Tehran for Baghdad and
Ahvaz that he was informed of the arrest of Qavam al-Saltaneh. Two weeks later,
Qavam al-Saltaneh was exiled to Europe. At the same time Reza Khan put pressure on
Prime Minister, Moshir al-Dowleh, to resign. Moshir al-Dowleh, who did not succeed
to persuade the Shah to stay in Tehran, doubted to be able to run the affairs of the
country in the absence of Shah and Majles. Loraine had returned from Khuzestan to the
capital that Moshir al-Dowleh resigned in 22 October 1923 (70).
While British Minister was in his journey to the south giving also help to
facilitate the situation for the Central Government, Reza Khan removed two Persian
Statesmen, Moshir al-Dowleh and Qavam al-Saltaneh, from power stage. He forced
Ahmad Shah to appoint him as the chief of the Persian council. No one prepared to
accept the premiership. With the mediation of Loraine, who had returned from
Khuzestan, Ahmad Shah received first a written guarantee for his safety in the Persian
soil, then, inevitably, the frightened Shah appointed Reza Khan as the new Prime
Minister. Reza Khan introduced his cabinet first and then accompanied the Shah to the
port of Anzali. In his report of the events to Foreign Office, Loraine considered: Reza
Khan “a man with a strong and definite will” and “there is a chance of the country’s
affairs being put fairly straight” (71).

10.6. Reza Khan and Sir P. Loraine

As a result of occupation of the Persian territory during the war and afterwards
and British interference in the Persian Affairs, there were “for a good many years a
certain hostility to Great Britain“. With the fall of Seyyed Zia al-Din the hostility
reached to its maximum point for almost two and half years, wrote Havard, British
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Oriental Secretary. He added: “Government after Government made no attempt to stem
that hostility” and “some of them even covertly abetted “In addition to the public, the
Persian press and the parliament had a critical view on British policy in Persia.
In these two and half years, Reza Khan indicated to the British authorities in the
Legation in Tehran that he is the only person who is able to bring the security to the
country, suppress the Bolsheviks and other movements in Persia. Reza Khan developed
his relation with the British Legation, particularly with Sir Percy Loraine, the British
Minister in Tehran, 1921-1926. Loraine and the other members of the Legation such as
oriental secretary, Godfrey Havard and Military Attaché, Colonel Saunders admired the
centralisation policy of Reza Khan.
The Shalil incident at the end of July 1922 indicated to the British authorities that
the Persian Government determines to re-establish his authority throughout the country
as well as south-west of Persia. Loraine realised that the interests of British in Persia
and the region would secure by a friendly powerful Central Government (72). In
discussion with British diplomats in Tehran, Reza Khan repeated in several occasions
that he prepares to take the responsibility for the safety of the oil-fields in the south.
A solid and durable Central Government gradually was established in Tehran.
Reza Khan consolidated the army and his position between the summer 1922-1923 and
his policy was to bring the southern tribes under direct control of the Central
Government. Now, British Minister was of opinion, it was convenient for Britain to
deal with one central authority rather than with a pack of local chieftains (73).
After certain fluctuation between the Central Government and the British
Legation on stationing of army detachments, Reza Khan and Loraine reached to a
compromise on this matter. Reza Khan agreed to go slowly in the south and act in
harmony with the British Legation particularly in Khuzestan and Bakhtiyari land,
where the security of oil-fields, pipelines and refinery was in question. In respond,
Loraine and the British Legation supported Reza Khan. They facilitated the situation in
the south and in relation with the pro-British tribal chieftains such as Bakhtiyari Khans,
Qavam al-Molk and Sheikh Khaz’al. Even, Loraine justified and minimised the
unconstitutional manner of the Minister of War the (74).
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10.7.

Loraine and the Southern Question

As a result of almost 15 months-August 1922 -November 1923-close cooperation of the Minister for War with the British Minister in relation to the Central
Government’s tribal policy in Khuzestan and oil-fields, Loraine did his best to convince
Lord Curzon and the Foreign Office that the best course to the British interests in Persia
lay on a co-operation with the centralisation policy of the Persian Government and the
leadership of Reza Khan.
Loraine did endeavour to convince the British military and political agents in the
south as well as the Directors of the Oil Company to a new approach in Persian policy
in general and tribal policy in particular. It was clear to Loraine that Reza Khan is an
ambitious man. Loraine supported him in various forms in Tehran and neutralised the
pro-British chieftains throughout the country. For this reason he decided to go to
Khuzestan himself in October 1923.
The journey of Loraine was planned to be coincided with the arrival of the first
Persian detachment to Khuzestan. He intended to pacify personally Sheikh Khaz’al and
the Resident Bakhtiyari Khans as well as British military and diplomatic authorities in
the south and the Resident Directors of the Oil Company in Khuzestan. He also
prepared to discuss with British High Commissioner in Baghdad on defense of the oilfields and Shi’ah U’lama of Iraq.
In addition to pacification of Khaz’al on the gradual presence of the
Government’s troops in Khuzestan, the payment of his taxation as well as the defense
of the oil-fields were the other subjects of discussion in Loraine’s journey to
Khuzestan. On 8 October 1923 Sir Percy Loraine left Tehran for a visit to Khuzestan.
The time of his departure, the affairs of Sheikh Khaz’al reached to a rather crucial
stage. The Persian Government under the guidance of the centralising policy
inaugurated and pursued by the army campaign under the Minister of War and the
support of the cabinet, statesmen, and the parliament as well as press and public.
It was for some time seeking to exert a more direct authority over Khuzestan and
the question of sending Government’s troops to the north of Khuzestan was about
eighteen months. Sheikh Khaz’al saw in this policy a tendency to diminish his own
authority and to encroach on the special rights as regards jurisdiction, taxation granted
to him in a series of Farmans delivered by Mozaffar al Din Shah (1896-1907).
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Sheikh Khaz’al relying on the secret written assurances given to him as a Persian
subject in 1914 by Sir Percy Cox, the Political Resident in the Persian Gulf counted on
British support to resist to any dispatch of Government’s troops to Khuzestan and his
apprehensions on this subject, fostered by many of his (Cronies) advisers had been
growing for some time and it brought to ahead by the dispatch of troops to Shushtar at
the end of September 1923 (75).
Though, the Persian Government was aware of close relation between Sheikh
Khaz’al and British Government, but apparently they did not know of the nature of the
relation. It appears as the Minister of War and the Persian Government understood of
assurance, the cabinets decided to station troops in Khuzestan. In order to prevent of
British pretext and objection to the dispatch of troops to Khuzestan, the Persian
Government agreed to the conditions that Minister of War given written assurances that
the troops would not be used against Sheikh Khaz’al or to disturb the existing state of
thing in Khuzestan. Furthermore British Foreign Secretary directed Sir P. Loraine, a
similar assurance from the Prime Minister as representation the Persian Government.

The request was made by Loraine in spring 1923, when Mostowfi al-Mamalek
was Prime Minister. Both, Prime Minister and

Minister of War agreed to it in

principle, however, it was inconvenient that he should give assurances direct to a
foreign representative about a part of Persian territory. It was, therefore, decided to
send a suitable telegram to Sheikh Khaz’al and Curzon did not raise any object to this
compromise (76).
Meanwhile Moshir al Dowleh succeeded to Mostowfi al-Mamalek and formed
the new cabinet in middle of June 1923. As a result of communication of Moshir alDowleh with Reza Khan, the dispatch of troops to Khuzestan postponed for another
two or three months and they informed Loraine accordingly. In September 1923, the
preparations were being made to send a detachment from the Isfahan Division to
Khuzestan. Loraine reminded the two Ministers of assurance's letters.
After some discussions Reza Khan agreed to send a draft of the letter to Loraine
and asked him to make suitable alterations which it was substantially embodied and
Loraine received the final text and a cordial telegram sent by the Prime Minister to
Sheikh Khaz’al just before the departure of British Minister for Khuzestan. In the last
interview with the Minister of War , Loraine stated he had made a considerable
impression on Sheikh Khaz’al to make peace with Tehran particularly with Reza Khan,
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though this was somewhat contrary to the Sheikh’s tradition, Loraine believed that it is
advisable If Reza Khan act in a similar manner. Reza Khan said that this proposal
corresponds with his own view (77).

10.7.1.

Loraine in Khuzestan

In the course of his visit to Khuzestan, Loraine saw twice Khaz’al. On arriving in
Ahvaz in 13 October 1923, after consultation with British Consul who was well
acquainted with Khaz’al’s habitats of mind, received him after mutual complements.
Khaz’al proceeded to re-counts his services to the British Government during the war in
return he asked for no reward except that he might be allowed to enjoy unmolested the
position which he had held in Arabistan for so long (78).
He was apprehension about his position and jurisdiction in future and was greatly
perturbed (79). Sheikh Khaz’al told the British Minister that for the last two years he
was full of anxiety of the intentions of the Central Government towards him. Sheikh
believed that the Government received exaggerated reports of his wealth, but they did
not take account the vast expenditure entailed in maintenance law and order in his
territory, southern Khuzestan, and in discharging his important responsibilities towards
the Anglo- Persian Oil Company.
He could not remain in Khuzestan with his prestige diminished and his authority
undermined. He would lease or sell his properties and retire some part of the world
under British protection (80). Loraine explained British policy in Persia, to which the
friends of the British Government in Persia should be friends of Persian Government.
Only so could the interests of both be protected without continual friction. Then, he
pointed out of his efforts in Tehran and repeated conversations with Reza Khan in
which the Minister of War harboured no sinister intention towards the Sheikh (81).
Finally, Reza Khan sent a written assurance letter in which he repeated orally
during the last few months. Sheikh Khaz’al said that he put no faith in Persian
Government’s promises. Loraine asked the sheikh whether he expected the British
Government to go to war with Persia to maintain the semi-independence position of
him. Sheikh Khaz’al replied he did not wish to be a source of embarrassment to the
British Government, but he felt bound to inform British Minister of War his fears. For
the rest, he would carry out loyally any instructions which British Minister gives him. If
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he found underline his authority by the representative of the Minister of War, he would
at once inform British Minister to find a solution (82).
By the end of the interview, Loraine concluded that Sheikh Khaz’al appeared
become completely reassured. Loraine, as previously planned, left him a few days and
went to visit Meydan-e Naftun, to reflect on what he had said and informs him of his
decision on his return. Meanwhile the Minister of War sent a letter to Loraine. He
assured that the arrival of Persian troops in Khuzestan would not weaken the position of
Khaz’al, or disturb the operations in the oil-fields. This letter was that support of
Loraine argument with Khaz’al and the local authorities of the Oil Company.
Reza Khan wrote: “owing to especial interest taken by you in preservation of
order in Arabistan and in view of safety of Anglo-Persian Oil Company”, my principal
object in sending troops to Arabistan is to maintain order in that province. The local
tribes will not be molested as long as they fulfil their obligations to Persian
Government and Sheikh Khaz’al will be doubt support and appreciation of Minister of
War by his future loyal services. Officer Commanding troop has been especially
instructed to prevent Sheikh Khaz’al’s local enemies from using arrival of troops to
their own evil advantage (83).
On 16 October 1923, Loraine in a return call paid to Sheikh Khaz’al. This time
sheikh asked him to give explicit instructions as he should pursue. Loraine succeeded in
convincing him (or he had no other choice) that the best policy would be to maintain on
good terms with the Persian Government and especially with the Minister of War who
was the real power in Persia (84). Khaz’al informed Loraine of his meeting with
Colonel Baqer Khan, the Officer Commanding the Government troops in Shushtar the
previous day. Khaz’al showed the Colonel the letters and telegrams of the Prime
Minister and the Minister of War. Baqer Khan replied: “these are exactly the same as
his own instructions. Baqer Khan said the Minister of War intended to send an officer
to Ram Hormoz to be attached.
To the Bakhtiyari Deputy-Governor there and a second officer to Ahvaz to act in
a similar capacity. Then, he asked the Sheikh if he would raise any objection to the
presence of a Persian officer at Ahvaz. Sheikh Khaz’al replied that the Minister of War
had hitherto insisted of sending detachment at Shushtar if an officer was sent to Ahvaz,
it would lead to a misinterpretation of the Government’s intentions and might cause
trouble.
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Sheikh Khaz’al wished to meet and acquainted the Minister of War. He added: he
would like to see Reza Khan at Falahiye, and he would send one of his sons to Bushehr
to bring the Minister of War to Mohammareh by sheikh’s private ship. “A successful
interview would clearly afford the best chance for Khaz’al secure his own position”
(85). Sheikh Khaz’al was perturbed at the Bakhtiyari situation. He anticipated the tribal
fighting in the vicinity of Malamir in winter if the Chahar Lang situation was not
strengthened out in mean time.
British Minister agreed with him that the Chahar Lang and Janaki Khan to remain
under Haft Lang Ilkhani and Ilbegi. Sheikh Khaz’al accepted Loraine suggestion to
write the Haft Lang.’s khans urging them to do nothing rash, but await the peaceful
settlement. In fact, Sheikh Khaz’al had anxiety to be placed in the position of Haft
Lang’s khans and to encourage his suppressed rivals in Khuzestan. British Minister
warned Sheikh Khaz’al no reliance in Amir Mojahed whose daughter was betrothed to
Sardar Ajal, the son of Khaz’al. He asked sheikh not to ally with the other Bakhtiyari
Khans and the chiefs in Lorestan where the Persian Government was fighting against
the tribes to open Tehran-Ahvaz road.
They discussed about the participation of sheikh in Arab chiefs in Kuwait, about
tribesmen resided in Basreh, his recent visit with King Feisal and the wish of British
Minister that Sardar Ajal to be elected and the request of sheikh the extend of Loraine
good office to Seyyed Hassan Khan, the agent of Khaz’al in Tehran. Sheikh Khaz’al
also offered to pay the cost of two armoured cars to the army (86). Loraine succeeded
to pacify Khaz’al on arrival of Government detachment to the north of Khuzestan and
prepared him to pay his arrears and present taxation. Loraine asked Khaz’al to keep on
good terms with Central Government as well as the Bakhtiyari Khans.

10.7.2.

Security of the Oilfields

British Minister examined also the question of military defense of the oil-fields
during his visit in Khuzestan. In fact, security of the oil-fields was maintained by the
Bakhtiyari Khans and Sheikh Khaz’al “whose revenue were to a great extent, derived
from subsidies received from” the Anglo-Persian Oil Company. The evacuation of
British force from Khuzestan and the efforts of the Persian Government in spring and
summer 1922 to send a detachment of regular troops to Khuzestan was alarmed the
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Bakhtiyari Khans and Sheikh Khaz’al, who feared the loss of position, rights and
possibly loss of property.
After the submission of Bakhtiyari Khans to the terms of Reza Khan in May 1923
(as a result of the terms imposed as punishment for the Shalil incident in end July 1922)
was followed by discussing the dispatch of a detachment of regular troops to Shushtar
in the north of Khuzestan in which finally happened in September 1923. This step
represented the commencement of penetration by the Central Government into
Arabistan (87).
“With a view to gaining eventually complete civil and military control of the
province“, should hostilities take place between Khaz’al, his allies and the Government
troops, “the result should be serious damage to the Oil Company’s property, possibly
stoppage of work and even loss of life amongst employees” (88).
British diplomatic representative in Tehran participated actively in negotiations
between the Persian Government and Sheikh Khaz’al during the summer 1923 “with a
view to assuring security for the oil-fields” and assurances were given to Khaz’al that
no steps would be taken to interfere with his position and rights. At the same time the
defense of the oil fields in emergency's time was a subject of many discussions among
the related departments of the British Government and the A.P.O.C. for many years.

10.7.3.

Defence Committee

On 24 May 1922 the sub-committee of the Committee of Imperial Defense agreed
a qualified promise of military assistance prepared by the Air staff in Iraq was
sufficient to meet the needs of military protection of the Persian oil-fields (the
maximum assistance consisted one squadron of air craft based on Shaibad with possible
reinforcements from Baghdad), two companies of infantry and a section of armoured
cars. It was contemplated a local volunteer force from the European employees of the
A.P.O.C. (this proposal, however, was not adopted) (89). The assistance from Iraq
rendered if the Air Officer Commanding considered the situation there would not be
endangered and men or material should at once be replaced from India or elsewhere.
Under the changed conditions and the raise of the question on sending regular
troops to Khuzestan again on 30 May 1923, Sir Henry Dobb, the High Commissioner
of Iraq indicated in his dispatch that the British authorities in Iraq could not as hither to
accept liability for the defense of the Persian oil-fields. The reduced military garrison in
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Iraq would be unable to provide sufficient troops to deal with the situation and should
be obtained at short notice from elsewhere (90).
The defense of the oil-fields became a question of Imperial responsibility and it
was clear that in an emergency arise, the responsibility for dealing with it should be
allocated to a British Military Authority, who had his plans carefully prepared
beforehand. With regard to the limitation of British Air Force in Iraq, British consul in
Ahvaz revised his view of 15 May 1923 and suggested: British Government should
store five to ten thousand arms and a large quantity of ammunition in Basreh, by
emergency arises, they should equip the friendly chiefs and Khaz’al. He was of opinion
that these would be great opposition from many Arab chiefs against British (91).
In July 1923, the Air Officer Commanding in Iraq reported the Persian troops
engaged in operations against the Lor, but the relation between the Persian Government
and the Bakhtiyari khans and Sheikh Khaz’al remain cordial, but the Air Staff
considered that the Persian Government intends to bring the Bakhtiyari Khans and
Sheikh Khaz’al into subjection. The situation was not entirely stable. The entrance of
the Persian troops to Bakhtiyari land and Khuzestan would endanger the oil-fields and
the pipelines.
The Air Staff were of opinion that the definite plans for the security of the oilfields should be prepared. The Air Officer Commanding in Iraq suggested in the event
of serious trouble between the Persian Government and the Bakhtiyaris “a force of four
and half Battalions, two sections of Armoured cars and supporting air craft will be
necessary for the adequate protection of the area” and that as the garrison of Iraq could
not safety be depleted by four and half Battalions the question assumes an Imperial
rather than a local aspect” (92).
The High Commissioner in Baghdad concured the proposal of the Air Officer
Commanding to the Air Ministry dated 4 July 1923. British Minister in Tehran, Sir
Percy Loraine, received a copy of Sir John Salmond’s proposals (93). Loraine concured
these proposals too with the exception that volunteer force should be organised from
among the employees of the Oil Company. Foreign Office was already aware of the
political reasons of undesirability of such a force (94).

10.7.4.

An oil Session
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British Legation was in correspondence on this subject with Foreign Office. Sir
Percy Loraine also participated in a session during his journey to Khuzestan. He was
accompanied by Colonel Saunders, the British Military Attaché in Tehran and was
joined by Sir John Salmond, Air Officer Commanding in Chief in Iraq, and members of
his staff, Managing Director of the Oil Company accompanied the party to the oilfields.
Loraine was still in Khuzestan that he sent his suggestion to Foreign Office on
military protection of the oil fields: (a) Additional troops material required should be
provided by the military authorities in India. (b) The responsibility for the collection of
military intelligence in Khuzestan to remain as hither to with Air Officer Commanding
in Iraq. (c) British consul in Ahvaz was the authority empowered to apply to the High
Commissioner in Baghdad, in case of emergency. (d) The liability for the defense of the
oil-fields should be rest upon the High Commissioner in Baghdad and the Air Officer
Commanding in Iraq. (e) A.O.C. should be responsible for formulating plans to deal
with any emergency (95).
The Air Staff were in agreement with the views of Loraine except as regard
points (d) and (e) above. “The liability for the defense of the oil-fields and
responsibility for formulating plans”. “Should be a definite Imperial responsibility” and
as such should be examined by the C.I.D. Air Officer Commanding was only in a
position to provide a limited number of air crafts during minor disturbances (96).
Loraine endeavoured also to harmonise the policy of High Commissioner in Baghdad
with the Persian Government.

10.7.5.

Loraine - Wilson Discussion

As it was previous pages mentioned, with the permission of Curzon, Loraine
made a journey to Khuzestan. Before his departure, he informed Foreign Office:
“Things seem calm for the moment and I propose to start October the 8th. Wilson has
accepted my view regarding Sowlat al-Dowleh (Soulet) and instructed Tehran
representative to make application to Persian Government for protection of Bidkarz
operations. London Office of the Oil Company has, however, directed Mr. Fairley to
defer action pending further instruction which have not arrived” (97) .
In his visit to Khuzestan, Loraine discussed with Arnold Wilson and the other
local British authorities in the Anglo-Persian Oil Company. He discussed the new
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condition in Tehran. Loraine suggested them to rely more and more on Central
Government’s force for protection and security instead the chiefs of the tribes. Loraine
returned to Tehran on 21 of October. The following day, he informed Foreign Office of
his success in persuading the authorities of the Oil Company as well as Sheikh Khaz’al
in relation to the Minister of War and the Central Government.
He stated: the A.P.O.C. are now less apprehensive and they applied to the Persian
Government for protection at Bidkarz and: They are in discussing and communication
for the necessary arrangement with the Persian authorities in Shiraz and Tehran (98).
The view of Loraine was based on the new situation in Persia. He argued that at the
time of the first agreement was made in October 1921 the Persian Government had
neither the strength nor the necessary prestige to protect effectively the area. Today,
however, “the Persian Government possess of the necessary qualifications“, and they
regard the agreements with tribal chieftains “as derogatory to their own authority” (99).
Loraine considered that it is more convenient and more practical for the Company
to deal directly with the Central Government and the army organisation of the
Government (have the power to protect the Bidkarz operations) and in the near future
the Central Government become stronger rather weaker and they intend to disarm the
civil population including the tribes in the coming year, if they succeed, their supreme
authority over the country will be consulted and “unique in the modern history of
Persia”.
“If, these be any weakening or collapse of the Central Government British power
would be again become the only real on in southern Persia” (100). With regard to the
past record of Sowlat al-Dowleh, wrote Loraine, he “is fundamentally ill-disposed
towards British interests“, and Loraine was glad that the Oil Company should sever its
connection with him (101), who is “utterly reliable and unscrupulous”.
Loraine disagreed with the view of Colonel Knox, the Political Resident, that
Sowlat al-Dowleh was encouraged by the Persian Government in his obstructiveness
towards the Company’s operations. Loraine wrote: it is more than likely that Sowlat alDowleh himself circulated this idea. He is threatened with heavy demands for arrears of
taxation and with the disarmament of his tribesmen. He did whatever he could to
confuse the issue and to exhibit his own power.
Major Greenhouse, the representative of the Oil Company went to Shiraz and
negotiated with the Governor-General in Fars, Firouz Mirza Nosrat al-Dowleh. Loraine
was of opinion that the Governor-General in Fars “appeared unwilling to state clearly
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with whom the responsibility for the protection of the borings rested, Loraine had
several conversations with the Minister of War on this question Since his return on 21
October 1923 from Khuzestan. He asked a clear understanding on this point. The
Minister of War informed him that the Persian Government accepts the responsibility.
An officer and dozen men would be sent from Shiraz to Mishun and he will
recruit a local guard of some fifty or sixty men to ensure the permanent security for
borings. Reza Khan asked the Oil Company communicate only with this officer, who
will be responsible to the Minister of War (102). A month later, Loraine sent new
information on this matter.
Consul Chick informed him that a military officer and two men went to Bidkarz
to control “all guarding arrangement, including the tribal guards sent by Sowlat alDowleh. From Chick viewpoint Sowlat al-Dowleh has come off “too lightly in view of
the disturbance which he created Loraine shared this view, but he thought”, “this
mischievous and revengeful turn for suppression will be in the spring, and now we
(British) have gained our main point” at Bidkarz.
He thought, “It is not necessary to press the case further against Sowlat alDowleh and preferable to await the action of Tehran in setting accounts with this
ruffian” (103). The Central Government undertook to take a written guarantee from
Sowlat al-Dowleh and his son, Nasser Khan, the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i, for the future
safety of the operation. The Government had no objection to the Company making a
new arrangement with Sowlat al-Dowleh “as regards the land where the Company’s
operations were being carried on” (104).

10.8. Result of Loraine’s Journey

After his return to Tehran, on 21 October 1923 immediately Sir P. Loraine
arranged a meeting with the Minister of War. He gave Reza Khan a brief account of his
visit of Khaz’al. Reza Khan expressed his profound gratitude for the action of Loraine
action and the results were entirely in accordance with his desires. The Minister of War
accepted the personal visit of Khaz’al in Khuzestan and welcomes the arrival of Sardar
Ajal, the son of Khaz’al to Tehran as deputy to the fifth Majless. He also accepted the
cost of the two armoured cars from sheikh. Reza Khan promised to find a solution to
the Chahar Lang question in accordance to the wishes of Loraine and Khaz’al (105).
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Reza Khan added: if Khaz’al “came towards the government in a spirit of sincere
friendship and loyal co-operation” and “if paid his revenue in a manner satisfactory to
the government, he would see it that Khaz’al continued in the enjoyment of their rights
and privileges conferred on him by his Farmans” (106). Loraine had discussed this
matter with Khaz’al as he visited Khuzestan.
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10.9.

(1)

Summary

The Persian Government stationed the army detachments in the provinces of Fars,
Isfahan and the Persian Gulf coast in 1922 and re-established her position even in
the remote districts. This action caused a great anxiety to the southern chieftains
including Sheikh Khaz’al.

(2)

Again and this time the High Commissioner in Baghdad, Sir Percy Cox, in his
return to England, conveyed the message of Khaz’al to purchase arms and
ammunition. Cox like the British consulates in southern Persia and the Persian
Gulf supported the old British tribal policy and endeavoured to equip southern
tribes particularly Sheikh Khaz’al and Bakhtiyari Khans. He caused a new round
of discussion on this subject among the related departments.

(3)

British Legation in Tehran was the witness of the increasingly consolidation of
the Persian Government and the expansion of Persian army. British Minister was
of opinion that with a strong Central Government, the British interests would
better safeguard.

(4)

Beside that, British Minister stated: the Minister of War has never shown
indifference to established British interests and he has at all events lied to us.

(5)

British Foreign Secretary preferred to have different alternatives simultaneously.
He supported the re-establishment of the Central Government in the northern
provinces, but he wished British prestige and interests in the south would not
harm.

(6)

The question of arms purchasing postponed, but the British Minister came into
negotiation with the Minister of War on steadily consultation on southern
questions.

(7)

The Minister of War prepared a detachment in Isfahan to send through Bakhtiyari
land again. Finally in September 1923, he dispatched a detachment to north
Khuzestan via Bakhtiyari route. Some weeks later the detachment arrived in
Khuzestan. This was the new begin of presence of the Persian Army in
Khuzestan.

(8)

The British Minister, who realised that the centralisation process was
unavoidable, prepared to go personally to Khuzestan to convince the British
officials and tribal chieftains to co-operation with the Persian Government.
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(9)

The incident in Bidkarz between Qashqa’is disrupted the activities of the Oil
Company in September 1923, was additional factor for a direct talk with the
Resident Director of the Oil Company on the question of its future relation with
southern tribal chieftains.

(10) In summer 1923, the Minister of War, who organised several Divisions and
Brigades and stationed Persian troops throughout the country established his
position in Tehran. He challenged the power of the Shah and Crown Prince as
well as the political personalities.
(11) When Sir Percy Loraine in Khuzestan pacified and persuades the southern
consulates, the high ranking resident authorities in the Oil Company, Sheikh
Khaz’al and Bakhtiyari Khans not to oppose to the process of centralisation and
co-operate with the Persian Government.
(12) Reza Khan succeeded to checkmate his political rivals. A few days after the return
of Loraine to Tehran, Reza khan was appointed as Prime Minister and Ahmad
Shah left for Europe.
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XI: The South between Two Autumns 1923-1924

11.1.

Khuzestan in Autumn 1923

The Persian Government intended to extend the authority of Central Government
in Khuzestan similar to the other provinces by stationing troops and sending civil
officials to the various Governments’ administrations. Shalil incident caused that the
Parliament, press and the public paid more attention to the affairs of Khuzestan
particularly Khaz’al. The Persian Government considered that the situation in
Khuzestan was not so easy as in Fars and Isfahan. The Minister of War started to
station the army detachments in the neighbouring provinces to Khuzestan, Kermanshah,
Lorestan and Posht-kuh as well as Bushehr and Behbahan.
The tribal resistance to the government’s troops was broken one after the other
and made an effort to open the routes from these provinces to Khuzestan. As it has
mentioned, after almost fifteen months finally a detachment of 300 men arrived in
Khuzestan in October 1923 and stationed in Dezful and Shushtar. At the end of the
same month Reza Khan formed his first cabinet. As a result of political obstacles, the
cabinet did not want to dispatch more troops to Khuzestan at this juncture.
It was, however, decided to empower a governorship and to re-establish a
powerful and respectable Justice department to show the authority of Central
Government to the public and perform law and order. With the approval of Reza Khan,
the Prime Minister, Ahmad Kasravi Tabrizi, the reformer scholar, was appointed as the
head of the Justice department in Khuzestan. His headquarters was in Shushtar. The
cabinet approved to revive the old name of the province, Khuzestan in 1923. The
Minister of War justice instructed Kasravi to use the paper marked province of
Khuzestan in his correspondence (1).
The Cabinet authorised and empowered Kasravi in his post with additional rights.
In a short meeting before his departure for Khuzestan, Reza Khan told Kasravi that the
department of justice in Khuzestan should be as respectable as the British on the other
side of Shat al-Arab in Iraq (2). The centre of administration’s offices in Khuzestan was
divided between Ahvaz and Shushtar. It was intended to place gradually all of them in
Ahvaz, in the middle of Khuzestan. Such steps caused a great anxiety of Sheikh
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Khaz’al who had done his best to keep away the authorities of the Central Government
in Khuzestan by bribery and threat of Government’s officials.

11.2. Khaz´al in Autumn 1923

For more than two decades, Sheikh Khaz’al expanded his influence in southern
and centre of Khuzestan and even to certain extends to the north part of the province.
With his loyal co-operation with British army during the Great, Khaz’al expected after
the British triumph, his power and prestige would be enhancing in Khuzestan. Then, he
dreamed to achieve to the kingdom of Iraq. None of them materialised.
Even his power in southern Khuzestan was jeopardised by a series of events. The
departure of British troops from Khuzestan in 1919-1920, the withdrawal of British
political representatives from Shushtar and Dezful in 1922-23. The strengthen of
Central Government, the rise of Reza Khan and finally the dispatch of army
detachments first to Shushtar and then Behbahan filled him alarm and despondency (3).
Khaz’al was opposed to the arrival of the Persian Government’s troops even to
the north of Khuzestan. He was convincing that at any moment the Persian Government
could foment disturbances in his territory and for his overthrow (4). The Persian
Government would enable to encroach his hereditary rights and privileges. “Without
his being able to lift a finger in his own defence”.
“It needed finally a personal visit from Sir Percy Loraine, British Minister, to
Ahvaz in October 1923 to convince him, albeit reluctantly, that the safest course was to
become the “friend of our (British) friend”. Finally, he was compelled in November
1923 to pay his arrears and to undertake to pay in the future “a revenue nearly three
times as great as he had paid before the War” (5).The situation was not pleasant for
Sheikh Khaz’al, but apparently, he thought if he under takes certain demands of the
Central Government, he could keep his position and he expected that the British
Government would guarantee his autonomy.

11.2.1.

Khaz´al and Taxation

Khaz´al had not paid his taxes for some years. On the year 1920 Sir P. Cox, the
British Minister in Tehran, negotiated Khaz´al on behalf. Vothuq al-Dowleh, the
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Persian Prime Minister agreed to waive the arrears of revenue unpaid during the war
and to set them off against his war expenditure. Vothuq al Dowleh agreed to such
favourable settlement due to his friendly attitude to the British interests and the
financial and military support of the British Government. The cabinet, however, refused
to ratify that settlement.
In summer 1921, Captain Peel, the British consul in Ahvaz, negotiated for him
with the Prime Minister Qavam al Saltaneh. Khaz´al refused a somewhat less
favourable settlement, however, satisfactory. There was a great difference between the
Finance Ministry and Khaz’al on the tax matter. According to Khaz’al, he held clear
receipts for all revenues up to March 1920. He claimed as sanctioned, after deductions,
he owed only 24.000T for the two years ending March 1922.
Khaz’al communicated with the American Finance Adviser regarding amount for
the year ending March 1923. Loraine intended to facilitate the tax question of Khaz’al.
He came into contact with the American Adviser, Arthur Chester Millspaugh, in
Charge of direct revenues. Millspaugh pointed out to the British Minister that the claim
of the Persian Government is very considerable and the clearances of Khaz’al are of
doubtful validity. Loraine also doubted “whether Khaz’al’s papers will stand very close
investigation and he anticipated that the Persian Government will have a strong
case“(6).
During the summer 1923, as Moshir al-Dowleh chaired the cabinet, the Ministry
of Finance continued its investigation and matter reached a deadlock. British Minister
persuades the Persian Government to find a definite solution on this question. He
suggested the appointment Colonel McCormack, one of the American advisers, whose
ability and impartiality had Loraine full confidence, to go to Khuzestan and come to a
direct agreement with Khaz’al.
In his visit to Khuzestan, in October 1923, Loraine spoke very earnestly to
Khaz’al on this subject. He was convinced that his language impressed Khaz’al to come
to terms. Loraine returned from Khuzestan, the cabinet crisis came about and Reza
Khan formed the new cabinet and the decision of previous cabinet to dispatch Colonel
MacCormack on the Mission to Khuzestan was maintained. In fact, the reason that the
British Minister desired the selection of MacCormack was that he treated the question
of the Bakhtiyari revenue with the happy result. As the British consul in Ahvaz, Peel,
during his visit to Tehran at the end of the summer 1923, explained to MacCormack the
whole circumstances in relation to the Sheikh Khaz’al affairs as well as Bakhtiyari
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question which resulted the warm mutual feeling sprung up between them, said Loraine
(7).
In spite of this fact, British Minister thought it is advisable to speak to Colonel
MacCormack personally before his departure for Khuzestan to impress on him the
political importance of the settlement. He explained his efforts to induce Sheikh
Khaz’al to settle his affairs and to come to an understanding with the Persian
Government. He dwelt the importance of Anglo-Persian Oil Company’s operations to
the British Government and the prestige of the Sheikh Khaz’al owing to their long
connection with him and the service of sheikh to the allied during the Great War.
Loraine considered that the views of MacCormack „were most moderate and
sensible, however, two Persian Officials from the Ministry of Finance, who were
sharply in criticism of Sheikh Khaz’al accompanied him to Khuzestan and
MacCormack had reached the conclusion that the clearance of the sheikh’s claim on
fulfilment of his obligations was a fraudulent document and could be legally cancelled,
but if Khaz’al prepared to conclude a fair deal, he would not proceed to annul it”.
He believed that the indirect revenues if property administered, would give a
much greater yield than the present administration of Khaz’al and it would be enough
income that the Government would not make a serious inroad on the money of Khaz’al.
Loraine asked him, not make any serious reduction in the Sheikh’s current income, to
safe guard the local prestige of the Sheikh particularly with his own Arab tribesmen and
to avoid thrusting the Government officials over Khaz’al’s head.
Colonel MacCormack left Tehran in 11 November 1923. British consul in Ahvaz
informed Loraine in 24 November that the progress of the negotiations reached a
complete deadlock. MacCormack pointed out that his views were most. The American
adviser demanded Khaz’al 750.000-600.000T in respect of arrears of revenue up to
March 1924, a cash payment of 200.000T at once, the rest to be made in ten yearly
installments, 200.000T a year in respect of direct and indirect revenue combined from
March 1924 onwards.
After lengthy discussion, Sheikh Khaz’al, offered to pay 200.000T on account of
arrears 50.000T down and the in instalment, in addition to the sums amounting to
80.000T which he paid during the last three years. He provided that he was allowed an
annual deduction of 30.000T of his pension and the other Charge, he agreed to pay in
future years 150.000T.

397

Loraine communicated with Dr. Millspaugh and immediately met each other,
British Minister pointed out the deplorable results from break down of the negotiations
and threat to leave on the following day take an ultimatum would danger the whole
work of the pacification of Khuzestan and that would seriously threaten important
British interests (8). Loraine urged Dr. Millspaugh to intervene in a moderating sense.
Dr. Millspaugh responded to the appeal of British positively and was quite
prepared for a compromise on the fiscal issue for the sake of political peace. He
dispatched a telegram to directing Colonel MacCormack to remain where he was until
further instructed. As a result of a meeting between Millspaugh and the Persian Prime
Minister, Reza Khan, the same day, the matter was in a short time satisfactory
liquidated.
On 25 November 1923 (equivalent to 03.09.1302) the following agreement was
entered into between the representative of Ministry of Finance and Sheikh Khaz’al. He
agreed to make an annual contribution to the Persian Government 150.000T to be paid
in four instalments on the first day of the 2nd, 5th and 11th months of the beginning
March, 1924. In full payment of the revenue due under Farmans, the indirect taxes of
Mohammareh and Abadan, he now collects and the indirect taxes of Nasser, which will
be collected by him under this agreement. 20.000T to be allowed deduction on account
of salary, personal expenses. While this agreement remains in force, the amount to be
paid will be increased by one thousand Ts annually (9).
By virtue of the authority rested in D.W. MacCormack, Director of Internal
Revenue by the Finance Ministry and the administrator General of the Finance a total
payment of 500.000T (100.000 T in cash the balance to be paid in twenty annual
instalments on the first day of Chows, 23 November) each year beginning with 1303
through the Mohammareh branch of the Imperial Bank of Persia. MacCormack gave a
full and complete clearance of all taxes of every description up to the end of 21 March
1923 (equivalent to 01.01.1302) to Sheikh Khaz’al.
Acceptance of this clearance by Sheikh Khaz’al constituted a quittance by of all
claims against the Government on account of Persian and expenses of every kind up to
the end of, 1302. British Consul in Ahvaz acquainted the Legation accordingly: (a) the
unpaid revenues of Sheikh Khaz’al prior to Nowruz 1924. (b) “The direct and indirect
revenue which will be payable by him these after”.
The second agreement was, however, provisional and required to be ratified by
the Ministry of Finance and even then the agreement was liable to modification if any
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new or additional taxes having the force of law were he after imposed by the
Government in Tehran over the whole of Persia and Ministry of Finance would discuss
with Sheikh Khaz’al to reach an Agreement for the collection of such taxes by him on
behalf of the Government within the regions under his jurisdiction” Should the
Government effect a change in the system or rate of taxation, Sheikh Khaz’al had right
to request a revision. This agreement would remain in force until changed by mutual
agreement or brought on six months’ notice (11).
Sheikh Khaz’al accepted to pay 500.000T in respect of arrears of revenue.
100.000T down and the balance spread over twenty years for the future some of
150.000T a year to be paid in respect of direct and indirect taxation, a deduction of
20.000T to cover his pension and other legitimate Charges. The Sheikh continued to
control the indirect tax, but a financial agent to remain as inspecting officer for the
whole province of Khuzestan. Peel stated that Sheikh Khaz’al was disappointed, but
would get over it. He added the settlement was a perfectly equitable on and the skilful
manner of Colonel MacCormack conducted the whole negotiation on his profound
admiration (12).
On Tuesday, 27 November 1923, Loraine saw Reza Khan and expressed his great
satisfactory at the conclusion of the agreement and he pointed out that Prime Minister
recognise which British played in rendering possible this fortunate result. Reza Khan
appreciated the attitude and action of the British Government, who really desire anxious
that Persian Government should become a master of its own household.
With regard to the agreement said he had decided to abide the whatever was
reached by MacCormack, but there was one thing to which he did object and “that was
the inclusion in the deduction to be made from the Sheikh’s future annual payments on
account of direct and indirect taxation of a sum for the upkeep of armed forces, which
were under the Sheikh’s control and were not incorporated in the Imperial army.
It was utterly impossible for the Persian Government to acquiesce explicitly in the
maintenance of such private forces civil still less to make a money contribution towards
them“. Reza Khan had resisted to similar pretensions in several other quarters of Persia,
where chieftains had for some years enjoyed a seem-autonomous position (13). If he
yields in the case of Sheikh Khaz’al, said Reza Khan, he could not reject renewed
demands from elsewhere with any show of justice.
Sir Percy Loraine understood his point of view and instructed the British consul
in Ahvaz to advise Sheikh Khaz’al on Loraine’s behalf to cut out this allusion from the
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agreement. Khaz’al accepted this matter. Loraine wrote: I think, it fair to claim,
however, that this agreement will prove to be the corner-stone of the future situation in
Khuzestan. It could not have been concluded without our active assistance, but another
essential factor in the issue was a clear and straight forwards attitude on the part of the
Persian Government and the loyal co-operation of the American Adviser (14). The
attempt of Loraine and the co-operation of Millspaugh and Reza Khan both parties in
Khuzestan came into an agreement. This was one of the mutual understandings between
Reza Khan and Sir Percy Loraine since he had formed the Persian Cabinet.
In fact, ten days before the sign of this agreement and almost two weeks after his
assumption of the presidency of the Council and formation of the cabinet, Reza Khan in
company with the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Zoka al-Molk, returned in person the
visit of Sir Percy Loraine to indicate his desire to improve the relation between the two
Governments of the most friendly and mutually helpful nature (15).

11.3. Bakhtiyari Khans in Autumn 1923

After the Shalil incident at the end of July 1922, Reza Khan, the Minister of War
succeeded to bring three of the Bakhtiyari Khans, Sardar Ass’ad III, his brother, Amir
Jang and his uncle Sardar Mohtasham to his camp. In the next step, in spring and
summer 1923, he imposed a fine of 150.000T for the participation of Bakhtiyaris in
Shalil incident. Later on, the Bakhtiyari Khans had to pay 500.000T in yearly
instalments on account of arrears revenue.
The process of destabilisation and reduction the power of Bakhtiyari Khans
continued. The army commanders encouraged the Chahar Lang tribes, Mahmud Salehi
and shortly afterwards Kiyunarsi of Janaki to separate from the Haft Lang Bakhtiyari
Governor. It was a great blow to the authority of Bakhtiyari Khans. By these
punishments in 1923 the Bakhtiyari Khans demoralised. The Bakhtiyari tribesmen were
anxious to be rid of their Khans and cultivate independent relations with the
representative of the Persian Government (16).
The Persian Army were admired by both, the settled and tribesmen. A year later,
as a severe treatment in dealing with the public, the tribesmen showed a hostile spirit
towards the introduction of Persian troops in Chahar Mahal. The recruiting
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„contributions were very harshly enforced “. Additionally „cash contribution was
leveled in Chahar Mahal alone to the extent of some 150.000T“. It was believed a large
amount of this sum went to the pocket of Amir Lashkar and his staff (17).

11.3.1.

The Future of Chahar Lang tribes

While Loraine was on his way to Khuzestan in October 1923, the division policy
of the Minister of War in dealing with the Bakhtiyari affairs caused the disquiet’s of
Ilkhani and Ilbegi who were anxious of disruption and anarchy in Bakhtiyari land and
oil-fields. Reza Khan who had for a long time especially after the Shalil incident
harboured a deep resentment against the Bakhtiyari Khans and Loraine had reason that
he would deal stiffly with some of the Khans when he sees the opportunity. At first, the
Bakhtiyaris were compelled to pay compensation to the Shalil incident and then the
payment of arrears' taxes in which it the Bakhtiyari Khans paid a great sum. They failed
to agree among themselves to no minute the tribal governors. They requested the
Persian Government to do so.
Reza Khan proposed design to crush the power of Bakhtiyari Khans as a whole.
He created division between Sardar Ass´ad III, Amir Jang, Sardar Mohtasham and the
rest of Khans. It was, however, well known that the Bakhtiyari Khans would be unable
to meet such demand and this was a financial blow to the Khans. The Bakhtiyari Khans
could not resist effectively to the authority of the commander of the army. They were
even unable to consent on appointment of the Bakhtiyari Governors. As a result Sardar
Ass’ad and Amir Jang „who were completely exonerated from all complicity in the
Shalil incident“, and joint the camp of Reza Khan, were rewarded as Governor of the
province Khorassan and the Ilbegi of Bakhtiyari and their uncle, Sardar Mohtasham as
Ilkhani in May 1923.
The next step was the persistence of Reza Khan the complete detachment of the
Chahar Lang branch and some other Bakhtiyari tribes from the authority of the Haft
Lang tribal governors. A disquieting feature of the Bakhtiyari situation „with the
avowed object of undermining the authority of the tribal governor“ was to destroy “any
possibility of a united Bakhtiyari front in opposition to the Central Government“ (18).
The present Ilkhani, Sardar Mohtasham, had brought the matter to the notice of the
British Minister on 22 May 1923, before his departure from Tehran for his post in
Bakhtiyari.
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He stated; the Chahar Lang sub-division of the Bakhtiyari, consisting of some
2.000 families, who form an integral part of the tribe, had been separated from the rest
of the tribe and placed under their own Ilkhani and Ilbegi - Mohammad Taqi Khan and
Amir Khan respectively, who were made independent of the central tribal authority. He
added that the Chahar Lang tribesmen and their chiefs had been under the control of the
Haft Lang khans for the last seventy years, that their grazing grounds are in the middle
of Bakhtiyari, and that their separation would cause the disintegration of the tribe and
reduces Bakhtiyari to chaos.
He tried to persuade the Minister of War to order the re-establishment of the
authority of the Haft Lang Khans over the whole of Bakhtiyari, and had received a
promise that he would give the matter his favourable consideration. Nothing was done,
however, and the result was soon apparent when inter-tribal fighting was reported in
Faridan (19). In fact, the Minister of War pressed by certain discontented elements of
the Chahar Lang, who were not slow to seize this opportunity of breaking away from
the control of the Haft Lang Khans.
The chief among them was Bibi Maryam, the sister of Amir Mojtahed and
grandmother of the present Ilbegi of the Chahar Lang. The Minister of War also was
tempted to use these internal dissensions as a means of destroying the power of the Haft
Lang Khans. He therefore sent a small body of troops to Chel Cheshmeh to support the
Chahar Lang chiefs in their independence, and to introduce thereby direct military
control over this section of the tribe, which was now placed under the Governor of
Isfahan.
Sardar Mohtasham and Amir Jang, the new Ilkhani and Ilbegi of Bakhtiyari were
not long in the Bakhtiyari land before they realised the difficulties of their position.
Haft Lang fugitives from justice were able to take refuge with the Chahar Lang, where
they could not be touched and it was easy to imagine the situation which would arise
when the tribes went south and passed through each other’s territory.
Amir Jang, therefore, came to Tehran towards the end of August 1923, prepared
to tender the resignations of the Ilkhani and himself unless the Minister of War agreed
to restore their authority over the whole of Bakhtiyari. Meanwhile, Loraine urged the
Minister of War the advisability of supporting the authority of the Haft Lang chiefs.
Reza Khan confused the policy, sound for his own interests, of dividing the Khans into
two camps, with the step of splitting the tribe into hostile sections. Loraine pointed out
that he could detach the Chahar Lang chiefs from their allegiance to the central tribal
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authority whenever he wished, but that unless he was prepared to carry out a military
occupation of the country.
It was foolish to invite grievances against himself by partial military control over
a section of the tribe; that if he placed the Chahar Lang under their own chiefs, with the
latter subordinate to the Governor of Isfahan or Behbahan, any friction which might
arise would be directed against his military control, instead of against the central tribal
authority, and that in the event of any serious blows to the authority of the Central
Government the Chahar Lang would at once make common cause with the Haft Lang
(20).
As a result of representation made by British and Ilbegi, Amir Jang, was able to
return to Bakhtiyari on the 12 September 1923, bearing written instructions from the
Minister of War to the governor of Isfahan ordering him to summon the Chahar Lang
Ilkhani and Ilbegi to Isfahan to make arrangements for the return of the Chahar Lang
section to the Bakhtiyari fold. It also appears that the Chahar Lang themselves, after a
short period of military control, are anxious to return to their former allegiance. Amir
Eqtedar, the present Governor of Isfahan, is also in favour of conversion to former
arrangements, and Amir Jang returned confident that the question should be settled
satisfactory (21).
On 10 October 1923, Amir Jang saw the British Consul-General in Isfahan. He,
who was very depressed, told Crow that the letters saw of the Minister of War to the
governor-general in Isfahan, Amir Eqtedar, and the head of the army in Isfahan
instructing them to help him visa vis the Chahar Lang was followed by another
annulling the former. When Mohammad Taqi the Ilkhani of Chahar Lang reached
Isfahan, Amir Jang was warned not to visit him at all. Amir Jang added the Persian
Government was encouraging the Janaki against the Bakhtiyari. Three Khans of Janaki
were in Isfahan. Amir Jang was told not to see them either.
This move undermines the authority of the Ilkhani (Sardar Mohtasham) and this
was a possibility of fighting between the Janaki and the Bakhtiyari when the letter
reached Malamir (22). The following day Amir Jang left Isfahan for Bakhtiyari country
and the same day the consul-general Isfahan received a letter from Sardar Mohtasham,
the Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari saying he would at once resign if the separation of Janaki and
Khajeh from the rest of Bakhtiyari take place, as he cannot be responsible for enormous
losses which will claimed by the A.P.O.C. as a result of disturbances which are bound
to follow. The Ilkhani asked the Consul-General to inform the British Minister at once
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to put the matter before the Persian Government in Tehran and also asked Crow to
inform the Governor-General in Isfahan (23).
Meanwhile, the British consulate in Ahvaz came to know that Eqbal Nezam
Chahar Lang of Qal´ee Tol c/o Parviz Khan to Entezam al-Mamalek and Mo’tazed
Bakhtiyari in Qal´ee Tol to the effect that after discussion with Amir Jang in Isfahan,
they did not accept his demand to join Haft Lang and their chieftains. They explained in
a telegram that the Minister of War is in favour of Chahar Lang Khans and they should
leave for Tehran very shortly. They (Eqbal Nezam) also requested the Army
commander in Isfahan to wire to Colonel Baqer Khan in Shushtar to send nine men
with an officer to Qal’ee Tol to protect his property and the commander promise to do
so.
The British Consulate in Ahvaz was informed of another telegram which Eqbal
Nezam Bahador al Saltaneh to Behbahan to Teymur Khan at Qal’ee Tol telling him that
they did not make peace with Haft Lang Khans and are leaving for Tehran to arrange
their business there. They hope they will succeed as they are certain and assured that
Tehran Government is in their favour (24). British Minister, Sir Percy Loraine, who
was at that time for a visit in Khuzestan instructed British Charge d`Affaires to send
Oriental Secretary to see Minister of War the only person, who can alone settle the
question. In fact, British Legation wants him to maintain his previous decision to keep
Chahar Lang and authority of the Haft Lang ruling Khans. Loraine was of opinion “if
the Chahar Lang allowed or encouraged to split off effect on Anglo Persian Oil
Company operations at maintain will be very bad and much trouble will ensue both for
company and H.M. Legation” (25).
The same day, Crow wired to Ahvaz consulate that he learned from GovernorGeneral in Isfahan, Amir Eqtedar, that the Persian government decided Chahar Lang
are to separate from Haft Lang and the Janaki Khans refuse absolutely to be under the
Ilkhani of Haft Lang and they maintained that they are Chahar Lang. The GovernorGeneral saying the Persian Government cannot force them their will.
Amir Eqtedar accused that the Russian Consul-General was taking active part the
encouraging the separation of different sections of the Bakhtiyari. British ConsulGeneral (was of opinion) doubted the statement of the governor that he had done his
best to try to persuade the Janaki Khans to remain with the Haft Lang and Crow
regarded him not be very sincere in his efforts (26).
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Two days later, Crow stating in another telegram that Akbar Mirza Sarem alDowleh informed him the Governor-General and the Army Commander really did try
to persuade the Chahar Lang Khans to rejoin the Bakhtiyari fold, but Mohammed Taqi
Khan Chahar Lang absolutely refused and in view of the Ministry of War’s previous,
the Governor-General cannot force them against their will.
Mohammad Taqi Khan and another Chahar Lang Khan were shortly proceeding
to Tehran to lay case of Chahar Lang before the authorities in Tehran. The GovernorGeneral and Akbar Mirza were of opinion that the only chance for the senior Bakhtiyari
Khans is to get holds him and to bribe him to forget fullness. Akbar Mirza saying the
Minister of War preferring to see two sections separated. Bristow intended to see Amir
Jang the Ilbegi of Bakhtiyari advising him not to think of resigning until he hears from
British Minister (27).
Though by the instruction of British Minister from Ahvaz, the Charge d`Affaires
sent the Oriental Secretary to convince the Minister of War of the danger two sections
separation was unavailing. The Minister of War told him his previous decision to keep
the Chahar Lang under the authority of Haft Lang Khans was conditional on the ability
of Amir Jang, the Ilbegi to come to satisfactory arrangement with the Chahar Lang
chiefs. The Khans of Chahar Lang refused absolutely and the Minister of War had had
to put them under his Ministry and Chahar Lang chiefs were to come to Tehran.
Reza Khan asked the Oriental Secretary to assure the British Minister that the
A.P.O.C. operation at Mamatan would not suffer by this arrangement and he asserted
his ability to prevent trouble either Haft Lang or Chahar Lang and he guarantee the
safety of oil production (28). Loraine asked Monson to inform the Minister of War that
he was very depressed at his communication and he would take up the matter with him
immediately on his return.
Loraine was sure that the personal influence of the Reza Khan would suffice to
bring the Khans of Chahar Lang under the administrative authority of Haft Lang ruling
khans. Loraine added that with regard to his study in Khuzestan he felt sure whether
tribes come down to the Winter grazing ground (quarter) strife is practically inevitable
between the two section pending his return Loraine would warn the Haft Lang Khans
though they kept quiet, that any disturbance of the peace by them will be severely
visited on them (29).
After the return of British Minister from Khuzestan, British Consul in Ahvaz
received a letter from Ilkhani and Ilbegi stating they would resign at once unless
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Chahar Lang question is settled in a satisfactory manner to them. Provided the Janaki
Khans remain under their control, the Ilkhani and Ilbegi were prepared to submit to the
separation of the northern section under Mohammad Taqi Khan and Moghis Khan. Peel
asked the Ilkhani and Ilbegi to set fight until hear from British result of representative
of Loraine to the Persian Government (30).

11.3.2.

Chahar Lang Question

On his return to Tehran from Khuzestan and his meeting with Reza Khan in 21
October 1923, Sir Percy Loraine also explained to the Minister of War the Bakhtiyari
situation. Reza Khan who recognised that the authority of the ruling Haft Lang Khans’
family must be maintained, but the difficulty was that, early in the year, Reza Khan had
promised the Chahar Lang Khans at a time when he was still having difficulties with
Haft Lang, that their submission should only be by their own consent.
Reza Khan, however, sent for some of the Chahar Lang khan to come to Tehran
and when they arrived he would put every possible pressure on them to accept their
former situation under the Haft Lang governors. He had, moreover, sent a telegram to
Ilkhani and Ilbegi of Bakhtiyari (Sardar Mohtasham-Amir Jang) authorising them to
deal as they thought best with any active separatist movement.
Reza Khan agreed with Sir Percy Loraine contention that Haft Lang Khans
prestige could not stand any further shocks of this nature without serious risk of the
total collapse of tribal authority, necessitating the direct intervention of the Central
Government in the administration of the Bakhtiyari which would be almost difficult
and complicated task. The prestige of the Khans had already received a severe blow
through their dispute with Reza Khan which had done well rather harm, but any further
might have disastrous results (31).
Loraine declared in a secret telegram his opinion that the conflict between
government and Bakhtiyari would certainly be dangerous to oil-fields and would
probably make trouble there to secure British intervention. He, however, said that
contingency is now most unlikely (32). Bakhtiyari Khans had their lesson and were
decile and promised to follow henceforth British Minister’ advise to stand in with
control Government.
The same he asked Khaz’al to follow (as previous pages mentioned) and at the
same time told Khaz’al in Ahvaz, “While maintaining his present good relations with
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the Bakhtiyari Khans, he must jump on any Bakhtiyari tendency to kish against the
traces“. Khaz’al entirely agreed that the establishment of good relation between him
and khans is the best guarantee to of all (33).
On 2 November 1923, 11 day after the return of Sir Percy Loraine from
Khuzestan, the Senior Khans: Sardar Zafar, Samsam al-Saltaneh, Amir Mofakham and
Sardar Jang, who resided at that time in Tehran went to see him. Amir Mofakham said
that the Bakhtiyari Khans were now convinced the advice of British Minister to their
interest and the advantage of their country proved sound to keep on good term with
Minister of War ,who was undertaken the duties of the Prime Minister and they felt that
alone was capable of performing work of real benefit to the country.
The Bakhtiyari Khans pledge their support to his had received in turn his promise
of friendship and assistance. As Persian subjects loyal to the Government, nevertheless
they have common interest and close relations with British for generations and they
looked for advice to the British representatives. Loraine suggested the reform in
Bakhtiyari, as Prime Minister endeavours to introduce reforms in the country, by
abolishing the system of armed retainers and was a constant source of danger to the
internal peace of their tribal system.
The Khans agreed with the need to reform the Bakhtiyari administration and
owing to the expense involved in their upkeep. They were obliged in the past to enforce
their authority to keep their interests as individual Khans in the absence Central
Government’s authority. The British Minister informed them of his communication
with Reza Khan on Chahar Lang and Janaki affairs and the solution to the advantage of
Haft Lang Khans.
Reza Khan gave full authority to Haft Lang Khans to deal with rebellion of subdivision of the tribe and instructed the military authorities in Isfahan to assist them to
suppress the Janaki movement of separation. A movement which it would threaten the
work of the A.P.O.C. at Mamatan district where there has just recently found and
Sardar Jang possessed considerable property there.
British Minister pointed out that the peace and prosperity of southern Persia could
not be better maintained by establishment of cordial and co-operation between the four
demanding factors in that region; Reza Khan, Sheikh Khaz’al, the Bakhtiyari Khans
and the British. Loraine strives a rapprochement between them. The Khans said: They
would always obey the command of British Minister.
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With regard to the recent incidents, Loraine wrote to Foreign Office: We have
now emerged from a very difficult period in our relations with Bakhtiyari Khans, not
only successfully, but actually with increased authority and renewed ability should need
arise, to the act as a pacifying interim diary between them and the Central Government.
“It must be many years since the Khawanin were in such a thoroughly trackable and
amiable frame of mind” (34).
At the close of the year 1923 and the beginning of the year 1924 these matters
had not yet been settled. Reza Khan, the Prime Minister, intended to substitute the
Persian troops for the guardian the oil-fields (35).

11.4. Army and the Two Chieftains in Fars

As it was previously mentioned, the visit to the south of the Reza Khan, the
Minister of War „ produced several marked effects on the situation. Reza Khan
inspected the Persian garrison and the military situation in the southern coast. As a
result of Minister of War’s inspection, the early months of 1923, marked the gradual
extension of military power and there was a better discipline under the new
Commander. The rumour was that a formidable force was to be dispatched from the
north to Fars the local authorities were in favour of its use to disarm the province.
Since the summer 1921, that a military regime was set up in Fars by the Minister
of War, not as an arm of civil administration, but independent of it, the civil
administration was gradually undermined from the army officers. The GovernorGeneral of Fars, Prince Nosrat al-Saltaneh, resigned in November 1922. His successor
Prince Sarem al-Dowleh reached Shiraz on time to welcome the Shah in early
December 1922. The new Governor-General of Fars similar to his predecessor did not
received effective support from Tehran. He intended, therefore, to resign in February
1923, but then, however, he could establish an understanding with Military Commander
(36).
During the spring 1923, the governor-general and his deputy were on close terms
with the Army Commandant in Fars. He endeavoured to maintain an atmosphere of
calm in Shiraz and security in the districts (37). As the question of election for the fifth
Majles arose, the Governor-General and Qavam al-Molk on a one side, Sowlat alDowleh on the other side supported their own candidates. It became known in early
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June 1923, that the Minister of War also desired to see his own candidates. This subject
caused the confrontation between the Governor-General and the Military Commander.
Meanwhile the Military Commander, Brigadier General Fazl-allah Zahedi, “an
ambition to succeed to a military Governorship in Fars”, demanded the use of the
Governor-General’s house for military requirements and the removal of GovernorGeneral to another Courtyard. He ordered the occupation of official residency of
governor-general and made the situation so difficult for him that finally Prince Sarem
al-Dowleh resigned and left Shiraz in 14 July 1923 without waiting for any sanction
from Tehran (38).
The sequestration of garden and buildings of Governor-General and the attempt
to dispossess most civil departments in order to form a citadel created an unfortunate
impression among the public. Even more resented locally was the attempt of the Army
Commanders to threat the landowners of Fars into supplying another thousand men
from their villages, paying for the conscript’s families and accepting other
responsibilities in a province where such method of maintaining an army had never
been in vogue (39).
“The broad statesmanship of the Minister of War

in his plans for the

centralisation of authority, perfecting the security of the trade routes, and suppressing
the small potentates on the caravan routes“, “who acquired a position through twenty
years of oppression with the support of their armed retainers,“ was not impugned (40).
In the first half of the 1923, the Military and the Gendarmerie extended their
authority on the Bushehr-Shiraz road. British consul in Shiraz was of opinion that they
removed several chiefs friendly to the British during the war and appointed “all belong
to the unfriendly category“. It was plain to all that the military government organisation
was more powerful than that of either the great tribal leaders or the impression gained
that the ultimate aim of the Central Government was to curtail and perhaps abolish
entirely their hereditary control over the named tribes and large regions of Fars.
An impression, which the Khamseh tribesmen were already abusing by
making difficulties in their obedience and payment of taxes, Qavam al-Molk lost his
influence, firstly from the spring of 1922, owing to his failure to obtain compensation
for the looting of his family properties by the Qashqa’i tribesmen. Qavam al-Molk, the
chief of Khamseh confederation, was also tired and worried of his position.
Indeed, the resentment and anxiety aroused in him by the expedition of the troops
in Fars during the summer 1923 in Doshmanziyari where the Kalantars of his fief “were
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imprisoned, milked in several thousand Ts” “his peasants ill-treated and animals and
flukes carried off to Shiraz, some of these his personal property” (41).
Qavam al-Molk informed Chick that he was leaving for Isfahan to visit Reza
Khan to discuss his affairs with him. In his return from Isfahan in September 1923,
Qavam al-Molk told Chick that he desired to change and to go to Europe and then he
might proceed to Tehran. Reza Khan suggested that Qavam al-Molk should proceed to
Tehran and stay there, instead of Europe. Reza Khan hinting that “his plans for the
south” might make the position for Qavam al-Molk difficult “was he to remain in Fars”.
Qavam al-Molk was to welcome the restoration of order and the authority of the
Central Government throughout the province of Fars. If done justice and impartially,
Qavam al-Molk would appoint his agent or his Monshibashi. British consul, Chick,
considered that his staff are generally of poor quality and any prolong absence of
Qavam al-Molk would his interests suffer from their administration.
From British view point, the presence of Qavam al-Molk in Shiraz “use to calm
excitement of factions, incitement by U’lama and to suppress the extremists and
democrat hot beats and against Anglophobe plotters and propagandists. Whether, the
Military Command in Fars was ready to exercise those functions and not pandering to
`nationalist’ sentiments of democrat and priestly politician of Shiraz.
Qavam al-molk besides being hereditary chiefs of the Khamseh confederation, he
was hereditary entrusted with the Governorship and administration of nearly the whole
of eastern Fars to the territory behind the coast range of the Persian Gulf, including
Fassa, Darab, Lar, Bastak Sabeh, down to the confines of Bandar Abbas and Lingeh
(42).
Chick suggested the British Minister to make inquiries about the “plans” may
include the replacement of the deputies of Qavam al-Molk in these districts by Military
governors. Then, he added: “We shall need to study the results of the change”. Chick
pointed out: the virtual “exile” of Qavam al Molk from Shiraz is incurring a certain
responsibility as regards foreign relations. He went on to say that in the absence of
Qavam al-Molk, “we can only and shall look to him and his officers” in Fars to make
good influence guiding the Shirazi elements towards moderation and a better
understanding towards Great Britain and British interests.
The visible backing was given to Sowlat al-Dowleh by the Minister of War
and his officers. Consul Chick pointed out that: “The effect of the elimination of
Qavam al-Molk on the position of Sowlat al-Dowleh in the province. An indefinite
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prolong action of Reza Khan-Sowlat al-Dowleh entente, unholy alliance would be open
to misconstruction”. For Qashqa’i chief abusing his position, the assistance and
consideration shown by the force to Sowlat al-Dowleh in the past two years conveyed a
certain impression to the minds of the most residence of Fars.
In October 1923, on seasonal migration of the Qashqa’i to the south, towards
winter quarters, Sowlat al-Dowleh made the occasion near Shiraz for a demonstration,
in the shape of manoeuvres and many officials and notables of Fars were guests. Sowlat
al--Dowleh if courted still by military authorities, was acute enough to see that after the
Bakhtiyari Khans his turn would come to put his house in order, and shape his course
accordingly.
The policy of Reza Khan towards Sowlat al-Dowleh remained “the velvet glove
„and the “steel hand" was not disclosed. Though, Sowlat al-Dowleh received the
support of Government in his action in relation to the A.P.O.C. in Bidkarz in September
1923 and his candidate for Majles in Jahrom in November 1923, there was sign that he
was uneasy at the ultimate intentions of the Reza Khan and the army.
Sowlat al-Dowleh was called upon to pay arrears of revenue amounting to
300.000T compromising for the payment of 130.000T by instalments and full revenue
for the year 1923, British Consul in Shiraz understood that the Central Government
under the chair of Reza Khan were making enquiries the validity of the grants on which
he holds, some say illegally “the large domains from which he draws his wealth, If so,
he may before long illustrate in his person the justice” (43).
Early August 1923, Prince Nosrat al-Dowleh was appointed the governorgeneral of Fars .He arrived in Shiraz and finished the election. The two magnates of
Fars, the chiefs of Qashqa’i and Khamseh, were elected to the fifth Majles. “Each from
identical motives of neutralising in Tehran the latent hostility and influence of the
other, while as representatives of the nation protecting themselves from pressure by the
Central Government, had themselves elected for district and tribal constituencies”, both
appeared “to have repented of the intentions to proceed to Tehran and to have resigned
in favour of the runners up” (44).
The power of army increased in Fars and the Persian Gulf ports by recruiting
about 2.000 officers and men from Kerman. In the minutes of Foreign Office to this
report was pointed out that: the Minister of War is clearly becoming stronger in the
south and the tribal organisation, even of the Kashgai, is being shown up as largely
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bluff, but as Mr Chick remarks, a military tyranny working as master rather than
servant of civil Government is a disagreeable prospect (45).
The Governor-General of Fars, Nosrat al-Dowleh, skilfully checked the military
interference in civil affairs. The détente of early part of 1923 converted into a
tranquillity in Fars. The Government of Behbahan and Kohgiluye, after thirteen years
of Bakhtiyari rule, was replace under the Governor-General of Fars, at the end of the
year 1923. The detachment in Behbahan and Kohgiluye was organised by the
Divisional Command in Isfahan. About 300 men were sent to Fars. The peasantry and
the populance as a whole enjoyed the security as well as the travellers and caravans due
to the military force and later Road-Guard service along the main roads in Fars. They
“played in making their presence felt in several parts of the province and in
intimidating bands of highway robbers” (46).
The knowledge of a strong Central Government in Tehran, a considerable body of
troops in Tehran and Isfahan, the re-establishment of Central Government in almost all
other provinces had its effect on tribesmen and bandits. The military attitude was stiffer
towards Qavam al-Saltaneh. He voluntarily surrendered the old mountain and field
guns lent to his father in 1916 by the British Government. Qavam al-Molk undoubtedly
contemplated that the Central Government deprive him of his hereditary Government of
eastern Fars and Khamseh confederation. He intended to travel to Europe in autumn
1923, but the Minister of War Finance ordered him to recover revenue from eastern
Fars.
In November 1923, some 500 men with guns and machine guns went to Dashti to
collect arrears and current taxation. The detachment met with no opposition from the
chieftains and they compromised at the scheduled rate for two years. In December
1923, it was ordered to the inhabitants of Shiraz to surrender their fire arms or obtain
licenses. The numbers of arms were small. An expeditary detachment, about 600 men
left Kazerun via Mamassani with the object to the disarmament of the Boir Ahmadi and
Kohgiluye tribes. For some time, the army intended to proceed to disarmament of
Qashqa’i and Khamseh tribes, but even the military officers were anxious that the
operation be successful. They believed that the modern weapons may be hidden for the
time being (47).
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11.5. More Harmony in 1924

On contrary to the British Minister in Tehran Sir P. Loraine, the British Foreign
Secretary, Lord Curzon had no confidence in Reza Khan. He doubted that the Loraine’s
approach in Persian policy and the Loraine’s support of Reza Khan’s centralisation
policy would secure the British interests in Persia. However, less than three months of
Reza Khan Premiership, the cabinet of Conservative Government was replaced by the
Labour Party in January 1924.
The year 1924 was a crucial year in Persian history. It was also very important on
future of Reza Khan. General speaking the international situation was in favour of him.
Ramsay MacDonald, the leader of the Labour Party chaired the new British Cabinet as
well as Foreign office. MacDonald had a different approach in British oil policy in
Persia in 1914. The change of cabinet in London made it necessary for Loraine to
return home for a more clearance in Anglo-Persian relations and it was an opportunity
to arrange his private affairs as well.
Loraine asked Reza Khan for a long private conversation prior to his departure, to
know the view of the Persian Prime Minister on the question of Anglo-Persian relation
in future to assist him in his discussion in London with the British Prime Minister,
Ramsay MacDonald. He met Reza Khan and they discussed about various questions. A
number of outstanding questioned between the two Governments settled through a
Mixed Commission and in regard to others got much nearer to definition (48).
Those days, the partisans of Reza Khan did endeavour to demonstrate their
opposition to the Qajar dynasty and Ahmad Shah and the idea of Persian republic
announced by the corners close to him. It was an opportunity for Reza Khan to
materialise his personal ambitious in the absence of Ahmad Shah.
Loraine, who had left Tehran for England for a leave of absent, in London he
defended the centralisation policy of Reza Khan from British point of view. Ramsay
MacDonald and then his Conservative successor, Austin Chamberlain, approved the
views of Loraine and supported the Government of Reza Khan in Tehran. In less than a
month to the begin of spring and the Persian New Year, Reza Khan told quite privately
to the British Military Attaché, change would come, but in a perfect order and without
bloodshed and eventual result would be republic (49).
As a result of anti-republican demonstration and opposition by various social
groupies and classes, Reza Khan told the assistant military attaché of British Legation
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in the middle of April 1924 that “the republican movement received a set back and he
did not succeed in his efforts to establish a republic in Persia. Though, he was very
much depressed and disappointed with the way matters had gone, Reza Khan was still
the strongest man and the outstanding personality in the country in the middle of June
1924. Reza Khan intended to employ new methods to achieve his goal. He wished the
change should come quietly. Reza Khan had to reshuffle his cabinet and introduce into
it certain of routine hereditary politicians in return for their support. He had forbidden
his partisans to pursue the matter in the face of resistance offered by the clergy”(50).

11.6. Government and the Tribes in 1924

Question of tribes and their future reached to its zenith phase in 1924. The
number of regular forces was increased and the size of the army expanded and new
detachments of Government troops were formed and garrisoned in outlying parts of the
country. A law of compulsory military service was ratified by the Majles in 1924. The
army was equipped with new weapons and the fighter plane arrived in the Persian
army.
The policy of disarmament the tribes and re-establishment the civil and military
control of Central Government all over parts of Persia co-ordinated with the question of
Khuzestan after the Shalil incident. The submission of the Bakhtiyari, Posht-kuh,
Lorestan and Boir-Ahmadi chiefs, disarmament of their tribes and opening of four
roads from north-west, north, east and south-east to Khuzestan were the next intentions
of the Persian Government to break the barriers between Khaz’al and central Persia in
1923.
The Lor tribes in Lorestan ignored the authority of the Central Government for
many years. The occupation of Lorestan was taken placed in winter at the end 1923.
Military operation, however, continued the whole of the year 1924. A part of tribes in
Lorestan were disarmed. The route between provinces Lorestan and Khuzestan was
opened in the last months of 1924. At this year, the Persian army occupied Posht-huh
and the road was opened to the Government force from Kermanshah to Khuzestan.
The numbers of military force were increased and the size of the army expanded.
New detachments were formed and garrisoned in the years 1924 and they were
equipped with new weapons. The fighter plane arrived in the Persian army and in
Lorestan and the other tribal areas bombarded the insurgent tribesmen. The commercial
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routes and main roads were administered by road guard for some time. The security on
the roads maintained well during the years 1924. In few instances, the bandits and
tribesmen pillaged caravans, “but in many cases, the properties stolen were recovered.”
The road guard administration still needed funds and right type of man to be improved,
Wrote Loraine (51). Military operations and disarmament of tribes continued in
Lorestan, Posht-kuh and the other tribal areas.

11.6.1.

Khaz´al in Winter and Spring 1924

At the beginning of March 1924, British Political Resident in Bushehr, Colonel
Trevor, visited Mohammareh and his old friend, Sheikh Khaz’al,. Trevor wrote:
Khaz’al was seriously perturbed and in a depressed mind state of at the line of the
Persian Government who take every possible step to undermine his authority and
reduce his position of local autonomy. Short time ago, he had received a telegram from
the General Officer Commanding the western army, the province of Khuzestan was
included, stating he intended to pay a visit to Mohammareh.
This had revived the Khaz’al’s apprehensions and he seized the opportunity to
explain all his fears of the Central Government and his expectations from the British
Government and their representatives as well as the Persian Government. First of all he
mentioned of his services to the British Government, especially during the in protection
of refinery in Abadan and oil pipeline to secure the protection of British Government
and preserve for him an autonomy position. The local British officials such as Cox,
Wilson and Trevor who knew the services were leaving the region. Khaz’al asked,
Trevor, to bring his case to the notice of British Government.
Khaz’al also pointed out that he compiled the wishes of Central Government,
chiefly because British advised him. He agreed to the dispatch of a small number of
troops to Dezful and Shushtar where the country was in perfectly good order and troops
were not required. He paid great arrears of revenue and agreed to pay a large sum
annually as indirect revenue. Finally, he asked Trevor would the British Government
preserve him in his former position.
Khaz’al had heard that the Persian Government contemplated appointing a
Deputy-Governor and a Kargozar (a representative of the Foreign Ministry) to Abadan.
Though, he heard, then, that no such appointment was contemplated at that moment,
but he was of opinion that the matter was not postponed for a short time. Khaz’al also
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was anxious of the visit of the General Officer Commanding. He would not object to
the visit if he paid a visit with no more than hundred men. He suspected of him if would
came with considerable force. He did not what to do if they make an unprovoked attack
on him.
Trevor pointed out that the same impression prevailed amongst the entourage of
Sheikh Khaz’al as well. The long years' adviser of Khaz’al, Haji Rais was also of
opinion that the Prime Minister, Reza Khan, seeking an opportunity to reduce the
Khaz’al’s power. Khaz’al considered that the hostile attitude of the Persian
Government is due to his friendly terms with the British. Trevor was of opinion that
while this is one of the causes of hostility, but the principal is that Reza Khan, the
Persian Prime Minister desired to concentrate all the power in his hands and was
jealous of semi-autonomous Sheikh’s and Khan,s and desires to suppress them.
In this respect Trevor’s firm conviction was that Reza Khan desires to reduce the
power of Sheikh Khaz’al and reduce Khuzestan to the level of ordinary Persian
province. He would take every opportunity of achieving his object. What attitude the
British Government intends to adopt to give effect to the assurances of 21 November
1914. The question depends on the interpretation of what “doing our best “consists.
Trevor realised that it was a very delicate thing to decide, but he pointed out that
if British stand by watch the Persian Government reducing Khaz’al’s local autonomy,
British attitude will have a deplorable effect locally. Trevor added in an enclosure to
British Charge d’Affaires that in view of the friendly attitude of Khaz’al and his
assistance during the war and since British shall be able to something tangible to help
him to retain his position of local autonomy ........otherwise it will confirm the Khans
and tribes in the view.....that it does not pay to be friendly with the British (52).
Esmond Ovey, the British Charge d’Affaires, responded: in view of the
assurances given to the British Legation by Reza Khan as regards his future attitude to
Sheikh Khaz’al, the Persian Government has done nothing since then and there do not
appear any especial grounds for the Sheikh’s nervousness (53). As regards the proposed
appointment of a deputy governor to Abadan the idea came from Acting Minister of
Interior and not from the Persian Government Immediately abandoned the idea (54).
Indeed, both Khaz’al and Trevor correctly predicted that Reza Khan and his
cabinet intended to reduce the position of Khaz’al by smoothly establishing the
government offices in centre and southern Khuzestan. Colonel Baqer Khan, the Officer
Commanding of the Persian troops in Shushtar in his first visit in the middle of October
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1923 told Sheikh Khaz’al that the Minister of War was anxious to send a Persian
officer to Ramhormoz to be attached to the Bakhtiyari Ilbegi there and another officer
to Ahvaz to act in a similar capacity.
Then he asked Khaz’al if he would raise any objection to the presence of a
Persian officer in Ahvaz. Khaz’al replied that „the Minister of War had hitherto insisted
that the detachment sent to Arabistan“, the nature of personal guard if he send an
officer to Ahvaz now it would had a misinterpretation and might cause trouble. Headed
it would be time enough to consider a step of this sort when his own personal relations
with the Minister of War had been put on a firm basis (55).
Khaz’al insisted several times that “a personal meeting between himself and
Sardar Sepah was essential” for a genuine entente “after which he would be prepared to
assist the Sardar Sepah to secure even the throne if he desired it” (56). Reza Khan on
one ground or another avoided a meeting and report reached Sheikh Khaz’al from
Tehran that Reza Khan harboured sinister design against him (57).
The Justice Department began to summon Arabs living in territory of Khaz’al to
attend at court of Justice in Shushtar, a salt monopoly given to an Iraqi subject by
Ministry of Public Works without consultation with Khaz’al. It had been agreed that all
the indirect taxes were be collected by Sheikh, but steps were taken to assess the value
of date’s gardens of Khaz’al with a view to further taxation. It was said the commander
of the Persian troops in Khuzestan incited one of the Sheikh’s sons to kill his father
promising to install him in his father’s stead (58). Then, Sheikh Khaz’al put no more
faith in the promises of Reza Khan’s cabinet nor did the Bakhtiyari Khans. Peel wrote:
Khaz’al relies only on the good faith of British Government and he listens to the advice
of British representatives and refuses, therefore, to lend his support to the rebellion's
element in Lorestan and Bakhtiyari.
He was forced to watch the gradual crumbling of the barrier between himself and
the armed force of the Central Government, without being able to take step to save
himself. He Know if the army can force a passage to Dezful from Lorestan, garrisons
will forth with be dispatched to Ahvaz, Mohammareh and Abadan and he himself
reduced to a mere cipher and British Government could not intervene effectively on his
behalf (59).
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11.6.2.

Bakhtiyaris in Winter and Spring 1924

After the failure of the Persian Government’s plan in Lorestan in 1924, and the
treat of immediate resignation of the Ilkhani and Ilbegi, Reza Khan, the Prime Minister
and the Minister of War, consented to resolve the Janaki section “once more to
Bakhtiyari Government” (60).
The Bakhtiyari Khans recovered much of their moral and a revision of feeling
exhibited by the inhabitants of Chahar Mahal, Faridan and Isfahan in favour of the
Bakhtiyari Khans. The tribesmen threatened to oppose by force the penetration of
Persian troops to Chahar Mahal “with or without the assistance” of the Khans. Another
subject which it caused a great anxious among the tribesmen and the Bakhtiyari Khans
was the question of disarmament. They feared to lose their properties and estates
through the Persian Government after the disarmament.
As a result of Amir Mojahed’s intrigues, a memorial was signed by over 1.000
Bakhtiyari tribesmen in Malamir in the middle of May 1924 that they would not hand
over their rifles to the Persian Government and “would disown their Khans” and would
not help the Government against another nomad tribe and they intended to circulate this
memorial among the Qashqa’i and Lor tribes of Lorestan. This action showed that “the
khans could count on a substantial following in an emergency” (61).
The Bakhtiyari Khans as a whole did not mobilise their tribesmen did not make
alliance with the Lors and Qashqa’i to consolidate their position against the Persian
Government. The Bakhtiyari Khans desired “to remain on friendliest terms with His
Majesty, s Legation and they believed that Reza Khan and his cabinet enjoy the full
support of His Majesty’s Government”. Also Sardar Mohtasham, the Ilkhani and Amir
Jang, the Ilbegi, were appointed by Reza Khan and could not count enhance any acts of
rebellion.
The British Consul in Ahvaz believed that there was an economical factor behind
this. The system of Bastegan or armed retainers subsidised by individual Khans that it
was introduced at a time when the Bakhtiyari Khans were master of Persia and its
origin owed “to the jealousies of the Khans and to act struggle for individual
supremacy”. Since 1922, the Khans lost their Governorship and then they were
compelled to pay arrears of revenue. They were not able to abolish the system. They as
well as the Central Government desired to complete disarmament of the tribes.
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The Bakhtiyari Khans prepared to assist the Persian Government in disarmament
of the Lor and Qashqa’i tribes and their own tribesmen. They were not even against
“the appointment of a Persian Governor over the Bakhtiari country “provided the
Bakhtiyari Khans receive a satisfactory guarantee that their personal properties would
not be confiscated by the Central Government.
The Bakhtiyari Khans told the British consul in Ahvaz: “They felt that His
Majesty’s Government were actively supporting the cabinet of Serdar Sepah, and were
in sympathy with its desire to disarm the tribes, and would consequently use their
influence on the side of the Persian Government in any struggle which might take place
between the Khans and the Persian Government”.
If this was the fact they felt they had a right to ask His Majesty’s Government to
use his influence to protect their interests in any scheme for the disarmament of the
tribe“ If the relations of the British and the Cabinet of Sardar Sepah was not as such,
the Bakhtiyari Khans would asked the British Minister make it clear “to the both parties
that he would adopt an attitude of neutrality in this dispute“, then they ,the Bakhtiyari
khans, would take such steps as might necessary to protect themselves against any
attempts of the Central Government” (62).

11.6.3.

The Guards of Honour

In 23 January 1924, the Officer Commanding in Shushtar stated in the presence
of British consul in Ahvaz that a detachment of an officer and fifteen men would be
sent very shortly to the oil-fields, to be increased later on to hundred. Peel explained to
him the danger of collision, but the Officer Commanding troop was confident of ability
to checkmate with British protection any hostile movement of tribes.
Peel considered that opposition measure by British Government and the AngloPersian Oil Company would be unwise and he suggested that British ought to cooperate with Persian Officer Commanding for protection of Company’s property and
reported to the British Legation accordingly.
Loraine wrote to Reza Khan and reminded him of his assurances respecting prior
consultation with British Legation and the A.P.O.C. as reached any measures affecting
security of oil-fields. Whether step announced was actually contemplated and if so
whether Persia accepts responsibility for its consequences (63).
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Meanwhile in 5 February 1924, the British Military Attaché, Colonel Saunders,
met Reza Khan. The Persian Prime Minister was very satisfied with the success of
operations in Lorestan, and opening of Borujerd-Khorramabad-Shushtar trade route for
traffic. Then, he told the British Military Attaché: with regard to the Oil Company, he
repeated the similar view as before that he is anxious to take over the entire
responsibility for guarding the south Persian oil-fields in Khuzestan as soon as possible
and to abolish the present arrangements under which the Bakhtiyari Khans provide
guards and receive a grant money for purpose from the Anglo-Persian Oil Company.
For making the necessary change, Reza Khan, in a way to run no risk of local
disturbance, which would be determined to the working of the Company, he intends to
discuss the whole matter at an early date with the British Minister before taking any
definite steps (64). A week later, in 13 February 1924, Reza Khan had a long discussion
with Loraine. At first, they discussed about the question of guarding the oil-fields in
Khuzestan with the army troops. Then they discussed on the other issues (65).
Reza Khan informed Loraine that no instructions had been issued by him for
guarding of oil-fields by the Government troops. The Officer Commanding in Shushtar
sent a small detachment of troops among tribes to prevent disorders arising out of
quarrel between Haft Lang and Chahar Lang section which might have spread to
vicinity of oil-fields.
Reza Khan considered, however, that tribal guarding arrangement was not
satisfactory and he desired that after exchange of views better permanent arrangements
can be made in interests of both Persian Government and the Anglo-Persian Oil
Company (66). In the minute of Eastern Department has written that on 16 October
1923, Reza Khan told Colonel Saunders that he „ desired to take over the responsibility
for the safety of the oil-fields“ and it does not appear that any objection was raised at
that time (67).
Ramsay MacDonald, the British Prime Minister, wrote: he is glad to learn that the
Persian Prime Minister proposed to consult British Minister in Tehran before making
any change on protection of oil-fields and asked Loraine to keep the A.P.O.C. may
have an opportunity of stating their views. Loraine discussed the matter with Reza
Khan (68). They agreed, both, that the matter should be thoroughly discussed between
British consul in Ahvaz, Oil Company representative and commander of troops in
Shushtar and the final arrangement proposed should be submitted to Persian Prime
Minister and the British Minister before put into execution (69).
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11. 7.

The Army and the Tribes in Fars

The consolidation of military authority in Fars continued and the Persian
Government and the army had the tribal affairs well in hand in this province. Up to the
autumn of 1924, Brigadier (Sartip) F. Zahedi held the Command of the Army in Fars.
As far as British report concerned Zahedi was “an ambitious politician in uniform“. He
was engaged in intrigue against the governor-general and interfered in political affairs
of Fars. This report is an indication of the increasing power of the military commanders
throughout the country.
The Ilkhani of Qashqa’i, Sowlat al-Dowleh, who elected to the fifth Majles from
Jahrom in 1924, remained with his tribe in Fars and did not go to Tehran to take his seat
in the Parliament. He was peremptory summoned to Tehran from the Prime Minister,
Reza Khan in summer. Sowlat al-Dowleh left Fars for Tehran, where he resided since
August 1924. The affairs of the Qashqa’i tribe were being administered by Nasser
Khan, his son, who was appointed Ilkhani of Qashqa’i in autumn 1920. Qavam al-Molk
still continued to rule over the Khamseh confederation in 1924 and stayed in Fars (70).
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11.8.

(1)

Summary

In addition to the dispatch of a military detachment to Khuzestan, the Persian
Government activated the administration of this province by appointing the
determined personalities and empowering them in their office.

(2)

This was alarming to Sheikh Khaz’al. The British Minister pacified Sheikh
Khaz’al and asked him to pay the arrears and annual taxes.

(3)

Sheikh Khaz’al thought if he undertakes certain demands of the Persian
Government, he could maintain his position. With the mediation of British
Legation, Khaz’al and the representative of Finance Ministry reached an
agreement.

(4)

Reza Khan purposed to crush the power of the tribal chieftains. In case of
Bakhtiyari, first he created a division between the leadership of the tribe. He
supported those who were loyal to him against the others who had a hostile
attitude towards the establishment of the Persian authorities and Persian Army.

(5)

Secondly, Reza Khan supported the discontent Chahar Lang branch against the
leadership. This caused the disquiet of the Bakhtiyari Governors. Then, with
regard to the possibility of conflict between the two sides in the oil-fields, Reza
Khan asked Chahar Lang to recognise the leadership of Bakhtiyari.

(6)

Thirdly, the Government of Kohgiluye and Behbahan was replaced under the
Governor-General of Fars after 13 years of Bakhtiyari rule.

(7)

The civil administration of Fars was gradually undermined by the Army officers.
The Governor-Generals in the province of Fars had to compromise with the
Commander of the Army or resign.

(8)

The chief of Khamseh tribe, Ibrahim Khan Qavam al-Molk, was anxious for his
future. He intended to go to Europe or Tehran, but he did not know what would
happen to his properties. Qavam al-Molk was not sure that the Army
Commanders in Fars would act justice and impartially.

(9)

The policy of Reza Khan towards the chief of Qashqa’i was not disclosed during
the year 1923.

(10) In the first half of 1924, tribal chieftains in the south anxiously looked to the
events. The army forces were fighting in western provinces and were opening the
routes to Khuzestan.
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(11) The harsh behaviour of the army caused resentment in certain corners, but
generally the presence of Government forces brought tranquillity to the roads and
in the provinces.
(12) The Ilkhani of Qashqa’i, Sowlat al-Dowleh, who elected to the fifth Majles from
the town Jahrom, did not go to Tehran and remained with his tribe. He was
summoned to Tehran from Prime Minister, Reza khan. Sowlat al-Dowleh resided
since August 1924 in Tehran, where he was compelled to stay the rest of his life.
(13) With the arrival of Labour Party in power at the begin 1924, the policy of
centralisation of Reza Khan received more friendly gesture from London.
(14) Reza Khan received a setback in republican movement, but very soon reestablished his position and the expansion of Persian Army continued.
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XII:

Insurrection in the South

12.1. Rebellion in Khuzestan 1924

The campaign of the Persian Government to re-establish his authority in the
Northern provinces was successful in 1921-1922, but more than two and half years of
political and military efforts of the Central Government 1922-1924 in the west and
southern Persia, especially in Khuzestan, did not reach to a clear and definite result.
The fighting still continued between the Persian army and rebel Lor tribes in
Lorestan. The chief of great Lor tribe in the border province Posht-kuh ignored the
Central Government and was always ready to participate in a southern tribal alliance
against the Central Government. The Bakhtiyari leadership was divided. Some of the
senior khans, most of the younger Khans and their allies' chieftains in Kohgiluye were
strongly oppose to the presence of the Persian Army in the region (1).
In searching of oil in the south west tribal area, the A.P.O.C. increased its
activities and concluded new agreements with some of these tribal chieftains and
followed the old tribal policy in the west and southern Persia. They received subsidies
and equipped with arms and ammunitions to protect the staffs and the properties of the
Oil Company. Additionally, there were other chieftains, who were not related to the oil
industry, but they had also close relations with the British southern consulates (2). The
war afterwards, the British representatives in Persia played the role of mediator in
differences between the Persian Government and southern tribes namely Sheikh
Khaz’al, the Bakhtiyari Khans and Qavam al-Molk & so on. This was unacceptable
either to the public or the Persian Government.
The station of Persian army and the re-establishment of the Persian Government
authorities in Khuzestan, and Bakhtiyari, the areas of the Anglo-Persian Oil Company’s
activities, were regarded by the British Government and the Oil Company, undesirable
and hazardous to tranquillity. The chief of Mohaysen tribe and the Khans of Bakhtiyari
tribes, who benefited of the situation, supported the British policy.
It is interesting to be pointed out that the Persian Government, who had granted
the oil concession, after eighteen months of political struggle March 1922-October
1923 could only station a detachment to north Khuzestan. The appointment of each
staff to the Government departments in Khuzestan confronted with the Sheikh Khaz’al
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disapproval and British Legation mediated. For the reasons, most of these due course
appointments were postponed or cancelled. The Persian Government was aware of this
close relation, but they did not know the exact nature of the Anglo-Khaz’al relation (3).
Reza Khan, as Prime Minister and the commander of the army, not only intended
to break the military and political power of tribal chieftains, but also he prepared to
topple the Qajar dynasty and break the power of modern organisations in Persia,
Parliament, press and trade union. The army and the police commanders played
important role in the political atmosphere of the capital and the provinces. Reza Khan
formed a network of intelligence among the oppositions.
A republican movement was organised by the Commanders of the Persian Army
and personalities close to Reza Khan. The movement failed in March 1924. Despite the
fact that Reza Khan had the support of the majority in Majles, he could, however,
consolidate his position in less than a month. Very soon, the minority and their ally’s
press, who caused the failure of the republican movement, came under strong pressure
and threat. The oppositions could not express freely their views in Majles and press (4).
Meanwhile, the U.S. Vice-Consul was assassinated by a mob in 18 July 1924. As
a result of this incident, the Sinclair Oil Company of the United State abandoned the
searching and investment in oil in Persia. The A.P.O.C. in Persia remained as the sole
power in oil industry. This event also gave an opportunity to Reza Khan to declare
martial law in Tehran. The political situation became even harder for the oppositions.
The minority interpellated the Government in Parliament. In power struggle, Reza
Khan received the vote of confidence in 9 August 1924 and came out of the political
crisis stronger than before (5).
During these years of the hot political circumstances in Tehran, the expansion of
the army and foundation of new garrisons continued. Reza Khan planed and supervised,
himself, the military campaigns against the tribal unrest and tribal disarmament. Since
the end of October 1923, when Reza Khan formed his first Cabinet, the process of
centralisation and militarisation policy accelerated mainly in tribal areas.
Though, Khaz’al agreed to pay his arrears and current taxes in autumn 1923, but
the re-establishment of the Central Government authority in Khuzestan was not
resolved. It was the right of the Persian Government to station the Persian Army
throughout the country. Khaz’al had no additional right than the other Persian subject.
It appears that there was no place for autonomy for anybody in this regime.
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After the Shalil incident, Reza Khan did certain military preparations to bring
Khuzestan and the other tribal areas under the authority of Central Government. Then,
he sent troops to the provinces adjacent to Khuzestan: Isfahan, Chahar Mahal, Shiraz,
Bushehr, Kazerun, Kermanshah and Khorramabad. The aim was to bring to an end the
tribal unrest in these provinces and open the route to Khuzestan.
Sheikh Khaz’al realised that centralisation policy of the Persian Government
would reach to Khuzestan. Khaz’al was anxious for his future. He became gradually
dissatisfied with the arrangements for payment of revenue, which he had made with the
Persian Government at the end of the year 1923, and regretted of his consent to the
presence of the Persian detachment in Dezful and had little faith in the assurances given
to him by the Persian Government in October 1923. The British Political Resident in
the Persian Gulf, Colonel Trevor, who visited Sheikh Khaz’al in March 1924, found
him nervous and apprehensive (6).
Khaz’al came into contact with the Crown Prince and the leader of minority in
Parliament. They intended to invite the Shah to return to Persia. In real term, the
oppositions had not a stable organisation and financially were in difficult situation, but
they were influential and enjoy of public support. Reza Khan received the information
of this relation. It appears that Reza Khan intended to crack down Khaz’al and the other
tribal chieftains, before the correspondence between Khaz’al, and the oppositions in
Tehran reach to an organised form (7).
Apparently, two events accelerated the tension in Khuzestan. Firstly, the success
of the Persian Army in Lorestan, the clash between military forces and different tribes
in Lorestan continued for several months. On the one side, the lor tribes, who remained
untouched for many decades, were not prepared to subjugate to the authority of Central
Government and on the other side the behaviours of military commanders towards the
tribesmen were arrogant. In summer 1924, the military operations finished in Lorestan
and the tribal unrest was brutally suppressed.
The military operations against the lor tribes in northern frontier of Khuzestan
alarmed Khaz’al seriously. Khaz’al financed, equipped and agitated certain Lor tribes
with the assistant of friendly Bakhtiyari Khans. Now he was the witness of the army
victory and disarmed the tribesmen (8).
Secondly, in the middle of July 1924, Khaz’al was informed that the Farmans
(Royal Decrees) issued by the Shah in 1903, three months later than the date of his
Farmans “revoking all Farmans relating to former State properties in the Gulf ports,
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was held to annul his Farmans.“ The Persian Government also refused to recognise the
sale of some property which Sheikh Khaz’al sold to the Imperial Bank of Persia, on the
ground that the property was not belong to him.
This act was regarded by Khaz’al as a deliberate effort of Reza Khan, the Prime
Minister, to undermine his authority in Khuzestan (9). The vast Government land,
Khalesseh, provided the bulk of surplus revenue for Khaz’al and was essential for
maintaining the loyalty of social base of support of the Arab tribes (10). Khaz’al laid
the matter before his tribes as well as the other Arab tribes of Khuzestan. They promise
in traditional form to support him in his campaign. He began to gather a fighting force
of Arab tribes in Khuzestan (11).
British Charge d’Affaires, Esmond Ovey, warned the sheikh not to be
provocative and at the same time negotiated on this matter with the Persian
Government. The negotiations continued for some weeks. Ovey did not wish that the
Persian Government take this question to Parliament. There was little chance that such
concession would ratify by the Parliament. He endeavoured to Persuade Reza Khan to
pacify the situation. Khaz’al became restless.
Very soon, it was known that certain neighbour tribal chieftains would participate
in this conflict. Some senior Bakhtiyari Khans such as Amir Mojahed and most of the
younger khans and some of the senior Bakhtiyari Khans and their Kohgiluye allies as
well as Vali of Posht-kuh, the chief of Filie tribe, prepared to fight side by side with
Khaz’al against the Persian Government in the south.
Nicols, one of the Managing Directors of the A.P.O.C. in London, telephoned to
Persian Department in Foreign Office that he received a serious telegram from the
company representative at Mohammareh regarding the friction arise between Khaz’al
and the military office of the Persian detachments at Shushtar: He sent the text of the
telegram of 11 August to George Churchill. The Directors of the Oil Company in
London considered the situation in Khuzestan serious. Nicols, therefore, wished to call
the Foreign Office with Sir Arnold Wilson Resident Managing Director who was in
London to discuss the matter with the department. George Churchill explained that it
would better to send a telegram to the British Charge d’Affaires in Tehran in the first
instance and await his reply before taking further action (12).
As a result of friendly co-operation of Sheikh Khaz’al with the British authorities
in the Persian Gulf and Khuzestan especially since 1897, when he succeeded to his
brother, he received several assurance letters in 1902, 1903, 1908, 1909, 1910 and
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1914. After the formation of the A.P.O.C. in 1909, Khaz’al concluded an agreement
with the Oil Company to protect the oil-pipe in southern Khuzestan and oil refinery in
Abadan. Soon, in 1910, in addition to assurance letter, he was decorated and honoured
with the titles K.C.I.E. On the eve of the Great War, in 1914, with 51% British
Government became the great share holder in the Anglo-Persian Oil Company. Again
Sheikh Khaz’al for his services received an assurance letter in 1914 and was decorated
and honoured with the titles K.C.S.I. In each letter, British Government assumed more
obligations toward Khaz’al (13).
As soon as Nichols, of the Anglo-Persian Oil Company, informed George
Churchill in the Persian department of Foreign Office regarding the friction that had
arisen between Sheikh Khaz’al and the military commander of the Persian detachment
in Shushtar, he reviewed the British assurances to Khaz’al as follows: “Our assurances
to the Sheikh are explicit and are worded as follow.
“December 1902. So long as you remain faithful to the Shah and act in
accordance with our advice we will continue to give you our good office and support“.
“December 1908. Undertaking... includes the continuance of the state of autonomy
which Your Excellency at present enjoys“. “October, 1910. His Majesty’s Government
will be prepared to offer you the necessary for obtaining a satisfactory solution in the
event of any encroachment by the Persian Government on your territory and the
recognised rights of your property in Persia”. “Vis-à-vis the Persian Government we
shall do our best to maintain Your Excellency in your present state of local autonomy.”
George Churchill writes: About a year ago we observed symptoms of an
inclination on the part of Reza Khan “to encroach upon the Sheikh’s local autonomy
and we thought necessary to support the Sheikh.“ British Minister made vigorous
representations to the Persian Prime Minister, who was induced to give up any plan had
in mind against Sheikh Khaz’al. For some time, Foreign Office receives local reports
from Khuzestan indicating a move of this kind was not unlikely (14).
In fact, the latest assurance, the assurance of November 1914, became the base of
British internal discussions and decisions on southern Khuzestan at least for a decade.
As a result of the important of this assurance it was reprinted in many occasions in
British reports. The British Resident in the Persian Gulf, Sir Percy Cox writes:

“After compliments-With reference to the assurances conveyed to Your Excellency in my
letter no. 307, dated the 15th October 1910 and having regard to the further valued
services and co-operation which Your Excellency has rendered to the British

428

Government and to British interests in Arabistan and the Shatt -al-Arab, I am now
authorised to assure Your Excellency personally, and do by this writing, that whatever
change may take in the form of the Government of Persia, and whether it be Royalist or
Nationalist, His Majesty’s Government will be prepared to afford you the support
necessary for obtaining a solution satisfactory both to yourself and to us in the event of
any encroachment by the Persian Government on your jurisdiction and recognised rights
or on your property in Persia. In like manner unprovoked attack by a Foreign Power or
against any encroachment by such Power on your said jurisdiction and recognised rights
or on your property in Persia. These assurances are given for yourself and for your
successors from among your male descendants, and shall hold good so long as you and
they do not fail to observe your and their obligations towards the Persian Government
provided always that the nomination of your successors from among your male
descendants shall be subject to confidential consultation with, and the approval of His
Majesty’s Government, and so long as you and they shall continue to be guided by the
advice of His Majesty’s Government and to maintain an attitude satisfactory to that
Government. vis a vis- the Persian Government, we shall do our best to maintain Your
Excellency in your present state of local autonomy “ (15).

The telegram from the representatives of the A.P.O.C. in Mohammareh for the
Managing Directors in London was as follows: On the 9 August, at the request of
Sheikh Khaz’al, J. Jameson of Anglo-Persian Oil Company visited him in Ahvaz.
Khaz’al stated that he was determined resist further interference of the Central
Government, if necessary by force. He was collecting troops and was visiting outlying
tribes. Khaz’al added that he demanded troops withdrawn from Shushtar and Dezful
and return to status que and he would take over customs of Khuzestan. He expressed
bitterness against Reza Khan.
It appears that he endeavoured to identical his down fell and opposition to British
interests by Reza Khan and concluded that intrigue would be directed against safety of
company’s property and employees as means of attacking him. He would not relax his
vigilance to safe guard Company. S.Clegg interviewed the governor-general, who
confirmed attitude of Khaz’al and seriousness of situation. He recommending
modification attitude of Prime Minister and stop intrigue which is responsible for grave
attitude of Khaz’al (16). T. L. Jacks returned to Mohammareh from Baghdad on the 9
August and discussed the political situation in Khuzestan with J. Jameson and S. Clegg.
They agreed serious aspect.
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Foreign Office informed the British Charge d’Affaires in Tehran the gist of the
report accordingly and pointed out that the Oil Company’s local agents considered the
situation serious. Foreign Office added: “we must not lose sight of our engagements
towards the sheikh and if the facts are as reported you should speak to the Persian
Prime Minister and get him to send a suitable telegram to the Military Commander at
Shushtar and another of a reassuring Character to the Sheikh” (17).
In fact as a result of the three local agents of Anglo Persian Oil Company meeting
and discussion on the situation in Khuzestan, they addressed to the Oil Company
London principal and representatives in Tehran and giving them detail information of
the position that Khaz’al was collecting troops and visiting his tribes in person to
strengthening his position and to resist, by force arms, any further attempts to interfere
within his territory and soon.
In view of the foregoing the representatives of the Oil Company in Khuzestan
considered “the situation exceedingly serious”, with regard to the safety of employees
and the pipe-line of the Company. They send a letter to the British consulate in Ahvaz
and informed the consul Peel of the contents of their telegrams to London and Tehran,
then, asked him to acquaint British “Legation with full details of the position to warn
the Persian Government of the serious consequence an open rupture in Khuzestan is
likely to have on the operations of the Company” with the consequent large loss of
revenue to themselves.
They asked that “all precautionary protective measures will be taken in case
disturbances occur” (18). Beside the Anglo-Persian Oil Company’s report, British
consul in Ahvaz added other reasons for the rebellion of Khaz’al. He stated that Sheikh
Khaz’al is not content merely to assume validity of his Farmans, he knows that Persian
Foreign Ministry will not attest his sake of deeds, and the non-interference policy of
Persian Government will at the best no longer than his life time. Khaz’al wanted to
bring matters to ahead and put things on a firm basis for his successors.
He took steps to cement allegiance of his tribes and left for Bani Turuf tribe after
then he would go to Fallahiyeh. His plan of operation will depend, said Peel, on extends
to which he satisfies himself of British interests but he wanted to be supplied with arms
in case of serious developments. Peel was of opinion nothing short of Persian troops
withdrawal or their “encroachments“ or British Charge d’Affaires intervention on his
behalf would restrain Khaz’al at this stage.
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12.2. British Respond

The Oil Company was alarmed by possible danger to pipelines. He, however, did
not anticipate any immediate danger (19). British Charge d’Affaires replied to the
telegram of Peel and repeated to Foreign Office. He criticised strongly the action of
Khaz’al. Ovey stated that he was aware of the Persian Government’s attitude in
connection with the sake of deeds and he realises Sheikh’s anxiety he would call the
Prime Minister’s attention to the grave issues and trust he could prevent Reza Khan
from precipitate action.
Ovey instructed Peel to inform Khaz’al of above and at the same time make it
perfectly clear that if he instead of awaiting results of British support he commits any
rebellious act, British Government would take most serious view of it, and he will be
putting himself in the wrong and prejudice his case with. Then Ovey stating privately to
consul “If Sheikh thinks Prime Minister’s position has been shaken by recent political
developments, he is much mistaken. You must use every argument to keep Sheikh quiet
pending further instructions from Foreign Office while assuring him that we are not be
traging him in any way in his legitimate claim” (20).
MacDonald Stated: “I await further information from you as to facts of situation
and your views regarding their important. You will, however, realise that if facts are as
represented to the A.P.O.C. a very serious situation may be arise. .....The British
interests involved in Arabistan are so great that cannot view untoward developments
there with in difference” (21).
In the next telegram, Foreign Office sent the following message from
Ramsay McDonald to the British Charge d’Affaires “I approve the terms of your
message to the Sheikh of Mohammareh. “The firmans of 1903 granted certain lands to
the sheikh in perpetuity and it would be deplorable if there were now revoked. You
should therefore every effort to induce the Persian Prime Minister to desist from his
present attitude towards the sheikhs” (22).
A week after the first cable from Anglo-Persian Oil Company’s local agents in
Khuzestan, the Directors of the Oil Company in Britannic House-London sent a letter
to Whitehall - Foreign Office and put pressure on British Cabinet. They wrote: Owing
to apprehensions aroused in the mind of the Sheikh Khaz’al by the trend of recent
administrative acts of the Persian Government, the relation between him and the
Government is strained. The Oil Company enclosed for the consideration of British
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Prime Minister, Ramsay McDonald, and a precise of the relations of the Sheikh Khaz’al
with the A.P.O.C. and with the British Government as far as they affect the Oil
Company’s relations with him.
“It will be apparent to you that we have long viewed the recent trend of the
Persian Government’s policy in s.w. Persia with anxiety, and whilst it may be that no
immediate breach of the peace will occur, our experience in Persia taught us that unless
the situation of this kind, in which the interests and ambitions alike of the ruling chiefs
were at state, was promptly deal with disturbance are likely to follow and rapidly
become uncontrollable. In the light of the present situation, we therefore beg
respectfully to represent that in the interests of shareholders, of British trade and
shipping, and of British interests generally.
It is of urgent importance that a pronouncement shall be made by His Majesty’s
Representative in Tehran to the Persian Government to the effect the His Majesty’s
Government view with much apprehension the tendencies of the recent administrative
measures in S.W. Persia which are inconsistent with the repeated assurances given to
His Majesty’s Minister by the Persian Government, and which threaten gravely to
imperil vital British interests in that region.
Further, that having regard to the special nature of those interests, both, political
and commercial, and to the responsibility which His Majesty’s Government have
repeatedly assumed, at the request of the Persian Government, of recommending to the
Sheikh of Mohammareh at the acceptance of proposals of the Persian Government
which would otherwise have been rejected by him (e.g. establishment of Belgian
customs in 1902 the location of Persian troops at Shushtar in 1923 and the increase of
revenue payments 1924). His Majesty’s Government now feel bound to ask the Persian
Government to take such steps (including of the confirmation of the Sheikh's Farmans)
as well as allay the latter’s apprehensions and restore his confidence in the good will of
the Central Government and his loyalty, of which he was repeatedly given convincing
proofs.
“The above representation is made with great diffidence for the consideration of
Mr. Secretary MacDonald and it is hoped that prompt action may be taken. We are
most unwilling to contemplate the possibility of a situation which might involve a
request on our part for intervention by the Air Headquarters at Baghdad, but in view of
the position so far as known to us, we would ask that Air Marshal Commanding in
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Baghdad may be informed of the state affairs, in order that he may be able, if needs be,
to take military action at short notice” (23).
Again two representatives of the Anglo Persian Oil Company, Jameson and
Jacks, met Sheikh Khaz’al in 16 August in Ahvaz. Khaz’al said that it is impossible for
him to withdraw from his attitude towards Persian Government until his rights as well
as the right of his friends Bakhtiyari “Khans through Amir Mojahed, Kohgiluye chiefs,
Vali of Posht-Kuh and Sowlat al-Dowleh Qashqa’i were recognised. “They completely
distrusted Prime Minister and could not accept assurances from him. He only would
accept conditions from the Persian Government were complete withdrawal of
detachments from north Khuzestan, revision of his revenue and return to status que.”

12.2.1.

Oil Company and Khaz’al

Khaz’al promised the representatives of the Oil Company to keep them informed
-------- and “no action on his part calculated his position with British Government.“
Khaz’al “mentioned in event of open breach he contemplated getting into
communication with the Shah inviting him to come to Mohammareh as his guest in
connection with scheme for an independent south Persia which is dependent upon reply
from people with whom he is communicating” (24).
The agents of the Oil Company met the governor-general in Khuzestan. He stated
that he had dispatched from telegrams to Prime Minister urging moderation in
seriousness situation in Khuzestan before too late. Jacks and Jameson stated that the
recall troops in Shushtar appear certain and cancellation of Khaz’al’s Farmans account
for his determined attitude and had strengthened with his tribes (25).
The British Charge d’Affaires instructed Ryan, the Vice-Consul that he almost
persuaded Reza Khan, to confirm the Farmans. The news of warlike attitude of Khaz’al
infuriated the Prime Minister, but provided Khaz’al would send a humble apology, the
British Charge d’Affaires in Tehran, Ovey, was confident that Prime Minister would
get telegraph confirmation. Finally the Reza Khan informed Khaz’al in 21 August 1924
that “he corrected the mistake and only meant to remind him that the terms of his
Farmans forbade sale of his properties to others” (26).
The Commander of the Persian detachment in Shushtar, who was not in harmony
with Khaz’al, changed by the order of Reza Khan, the Minister of War and he
appointed Major Reza Qoli Khan as the new commander of the force in Shushtar. None
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of these actions changed the decision of the Khaz’al. He thought that the correction of
the previous telegram was due to the weakness of Reza Khan. On 25 August 1924,
Khaz’al received enclair telegram from Prime Minister enquiring reasons for his silence
with regard to friendly message sent to him through governor-general. Apparently, the
language of this telegram was hard.
Khaz’al continued to collect cavalry and infantry inside Khuzestan. Certain
Bakhtiyari khans as well as the governor-general in Khuzestan and the new commander
of the Persian detachment in Shushtar joint Khaz’al (27). The following day Ryan met
Khaz’al and advising he should not precede Ram Hormoz said Anglo Persian Oil
Company telegram, and emphasising that the position of Amir Mojahed with the
Persian Government rendered essential if he commits himself, he would prejudice
himself with British Government. Khaz’al was annoyed but the A.P.O.C. local agents
learned that the visit cancelled (28).
British Consulate in Mohammareh and the Imperial Bank received deputation,
merchants regarding safety merchandise stop Bazaar business stagnant on rumour that
Khaz’al was moving tribes into Dezful. It was also rumour that the Kohgiluye tribes
killed three Cossacks strong of Persian force proceeding from Behbahan and were
about 80 km from Ramhormoz. In those days, Khaz’al dispatched motor boats in
Fallahiye to add with arms and ammunition to Ahvaz (29).
The A.P.O.C. informed the British Foreign Secretary that the Oil Company in
London instructed local representatives in Khuzestan to impress strongly on Sheikh
Khaz’al the necessity of avoiding action which would only compromise the position of
himself and his friends in southern Persia without improving the situation. They
acknowledged the efforts of British Government and the improve of situation in
Khuzestan, but they added that the Oil Company are still apprehensive of continued
tension between Khaz’al and Central Government which may at any moment lead to an
renewed crisis.
The latest information indicated that the exchange of telegrams between the two
sides did not allay the fear of Khaz’al and the arrival of Amir Mojahed Bakhtiyari at
Ahvaz in 30 August, 1924 neutralised such belief (30). Khaz’al continued to collecting
force. Some of the Government officials in the north and the south of Khuzestan joined
Khaz’al voluntary or reluctantly. The others came under strong pressure and some of
the heads of the Government’s offices were expelled (31).
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12.3. Reshuffle of Persian Cabinet

From the middle of July, Reza Khan negotiated with the British Legation on the
question of Khaz’al’s Farmans and the security of the oil-fields and simultaneously he
prepared the Persian Army for a campaign in the south. Reza Khan was also in struggle
with Majles for his survival. Finally in 9 August 1924, he received the vote of
confidence, but his second Cabinet collectively resigned. Twenty days later, on 29
August 1924, Reza Khan introduced his third Cabinet to Crown Prince.
In this Cabinet, Hassan Moshar al-Molk was appointed as the Minister for
Foreign Affairs. British Charge d, Affaires believed the new Persian Foreign Minister
showed constant goodwill in the settlement of various questions. Ovey added he did to
certain extend this satisfactory willingness to meet British Government to buy? British
support in the unfortunate question arising from the rebellion of Sheikh Khaz’al.
Moshar al-Molk endeavoured to find out whether British Government was displeased
with the Persian Government (32).
Ovey had a positive view on the new Persian Cabinet. The second consideration
in this Cabinet was the presence of a Bakhtiyari Khan, Sardar Ass’ad as the Minister of
Post and Telegraph. It is a safe guess that Reza Khan intended to bring the Bakhtiyari
Khans or in any price some of them in his side in his campaign. At the end of August
1924, Reza Khan personally paid a visit to Khorramabad in Lorestan and studied the
situation of the army, the operations and disarmament of tribes (33).
Ovey informed his superior that there have been rumours in circulation with
regard to the British design, include the demand by British Government for northern
Oil concession. He went on to say that there is still an unfailing source in certain
quarters the constant stream of anti-British innuendo (34). For this reason the Persian
Foreign Minister went straight the British Charged, Affaires for enquiry.

12.4. Declaration of Rebellion

On 11 September 1924, Captain Peel, the British consul in Ahvaz, informed the
Legation in Tehran that Sheikh Khaz’al was determined to overthrow Reza Khan, the
Prime Minister (35). At the same time, he said that he would abandon his “defence
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measure „if, “(a) he received written guarantees of safety for himself and his
supporters, especially Amir Mojahed, (b) all Persian troops were withdrawn from
‘Arabistan, including Behbehan. (c) his revenue arrangements reverted to the pre-war
basis, (d) he received more specific confirmation of his firmans, and (e) the British
Government guaranteed him against unfriendly acts by Riza Khan in the future” (36).
Khaz’al intended to make his position safe and stable once forever. The chiefs of
Arab tribes in Khuzestan assured him of their loyalty and support. The second step was
an alliance of southern chieftains. It appeared that the Bakhtiyari khans would join the
rebellion. For the reason, that the Bakhtiyari Khans and tribesmen were dissatisfied
with the tribal policy of Reza Khan. Additionally, the Resident Directors of the Oil
Company and the southern consulates encouraged them. Amir Mojahed and then some
junior khans with their cavalries joined the Sheikh.
He supported by the Gholam Reza Khan, the Vali of Poshtkuh and some of the
tribes in Lorestan. Khaz’al sent several telegrams to the Shah in Paris and informed him
of the situation and invited him to return to Persia. He suggested that the southern
forces would accompany the Shah from the west to Tehran.
British Political Resident in Bushehr received a sensational report on 10
September from a British inspector that the tribesmen were confronting military from
Behbahan at Zaidun. Fighting had not commenced and orders were sent from Shiraz
and Ahvaz restraining leaders of opposing parties (37).
On September 16, 1924, Khaz’al cabled to Foreign Legations as well as the
Persian Parliament through the Turkish Embassy. Some days later, Majles received a
telegram from Amir Mojahed on behalf of the Bakhtiyari Khans and headmen and a
telegram from the Arab tribal chiefs in Khuzestan with the almost the same contents
(38). The news of formal proclamation of rebellion by Khaz’al coincided with the
return of Reza Khan to Tehran from his journey to Lorestan, where he appreciated and
encouraged the operations of the army against the tribal unrest.
In his letter, Khaz’al considered Reza Khan usurper and aggressor, who had
driven the shah from the country. The aim of southern movement was to overthrow the
prime Minister, to safeguard the integrity and liberty of the country, the definite
establishment of constitutional principles and the return of the Shah. Colonel Reza Qoli
Khan, Officer Commanding troops in Khuzestan declared himself to be on the side of
Sheikh Khaz’al. With the exception of about 200 men sent to Behbahan, Reza Khan
promised to delay counter-measures to allow British Government to mediate (39).
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On September 23, 1924, a declaration was published by the southern alliance.
They announced of formation the Committee-e Qiyam-e Sa’adat (Committee of
prosperity insurrection) and invited the Persians throughout the country to join them in
defending of Constitutional monarchy and prevent of the re-establishment of despotic
rule (40). Khaz’al sent an emissary to Shi’ah’ U’lama in Najaf and Karbela in
Mesopotamia to obtain their support of the rebellion. He also sent an especial envoy to
Paris to induce the Shah to return.
Victor Mallet wrote in the minute to the telegraphs of Ovey to Foreign Office
(41) that Khaz’al seems determined to secure the over throw of Reza Khan and was
preparing to resort to civil war and his conspirator include, Amir Mojahed, a rascally
Bakhtiyari, the governor-general of Khuzestan, the officer commanding of detachments
in Shushtar. They hoped to drag in the Shah as their catspaw.
Moshar al-Molk, the Minister for Foreign Affairs in the new cabinet of Reza
Khan, wrote Mallet, seems not willing to play traitor to his Prime Minister. The
governor-general of Khuzestan advised to Colonel Prideaux that Ovey should take a
hand in a political intrigue. The British ought not to do.
As far as British Documents indicate, Sir P. Loraine had reached into conclusion
in his negotiations with Reza Khan that British Government can do business with him.
In his return to London in leave of absence, Loraine defended the centralisation policy
of the Persian Government under Reza Khan. The new British Prime Minister and the
Foreign Secretary, Ramsay MacDonald, the leader of Labour Party, approved the view
of Sir Percy Loraine on this matter.
British Charge d’Affaires, Esmond Ovey, and the British Legation in Tehran
strongly supported centralisation policy of Reza Khan. Ovey was the witness of the
events and political crisis in Tehran in summer 1924. Reza Khan came out of the power
struggle stronger than before. British Government and the Legation in Tehran,
however, endeavoured to pacify the Persian Prime Minister on southern rebellion.
Soviet Russia supported the centralisation policy of Reza Khan and prepares to
assist him if he requested. From Soviet viewpoint the success of Reza Khan does not let
the return of British force to Persia. Reza Khan found this factor useful in his goals
against oppositions. The danger to oil-fields is not to be minimised, and fighting breaks
out near the oil-fields British may have to face the question of trying to find troops to
protect them from the conflicting armies. Prideaux was include to show much sympathy
with the local (i.e. Sheikh’s) point of view and should be told to use stronger language
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to Khaz’al because he put himself in the wrong and cannot expect British to give him
support in all of the four demands.
Ovey endeavoured to negotiate on the line of (42) Reza Khan to give written
guarantees of safety of life and property for Khaz’al, but Amir Mojahed to leave Persia.
More specific confirmation of the Farmans for him, Sheikh cannot expect Reza Khan to
agree the withdrawal of troops from north of Khuzestan. He might try to get him to
agree not to reinforce existing detachment. As regards the taxation of Khaz’al, British
did their best for him last year and they could not assist him to upset the Agreement.
Mallet suggested to authorise Ovey to attempt on above lines with Reza Khan and
convey a message to Khaz’al telling him: British cannot hold responsible for the
consequences if he does not modify his war-like attitude and sends Amir Mojahed out
of his territory (43).
Prideaux, the British Political Resident in Bushehr, informed Ovey of the
situation in Khuzestan. It is hoped that deputation headed by Governor-General of
Khuzestan, Theqat al-Molk consent to visit Ahmad Shah to persuade him to come into
Bakhtiyari country. Theqat al-Molk told Prideaux in an interview that British Legation
to convey impression to Moshar al-Molk, Foreign Minister and other politicians that
British Government are more sympathetic towards Khaz’al than toward Reza Khan, If
this done the Prime Minister’s majority in Majles will become a minority. British
Government should also promise to effect reconciliation between Ahmad Shah and
Moshar al-Molk.
It was reported that Amir Mojahed left Ahvaz for Ramhormoz on September 14,
to organise defensive measures and Khaz’al intended to go to Zeydun to supervise its
defence. The son of Khaz’al and the other subordinate said that they would disown him
if he submits to further humiliation at the hands of Reza Khans (44).
The British Charge d,Affaires replied immediately and informed Ahvaz consulate
and Whitehall of his view by stating that he was a palles at liberty with openly
suggestions of British Political Resident at Bushehr that British Government should lent
to plot over turn Reza Khan and recall Ahmad Shah, an entirely internal matter of
Persians. The policy of British Government is to protect the just claims of Khaz’al, but
to deter him by every means from such a move as he contemplated. He is responsible of
war in which he is convinced that the moment is opportune and the Persian
Government is powerless for the time being.
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Khaz’al can be forcibly restrained from open hostility by threat to send or
actually dispatch of warship to Mohammareh, restraining him from further foolishness
pending negotiating of settlement. The Persian Government has not taken any
movements troops which could be interpreted as commencement of serious offensive
operations against Khaz’al. Reza Khan is expected to return very soon and he would
have to defend himself by war where he is ready (45).
Victor Mallet wrote in his minute to the telegram of Ovey: the moment is arriving
when British shall have to abandon the purely neutral position hitherto adopted in the
quarrel between Reza Khan and Sheikh Khaz’al and the effort was directed towards the
reconciliation to save the face of both parties. Now Khaz’al put himself in the wrong
and is on the verge of open rebellion against the Persian Government, though, he
remains nominally loyal to Ahmad Shah.
From time to time, British protected Sheikh Khaz’al from unlawful encroachment
by the Persian Government, but British Government has never undertaken to back him
to extend his sphere of influence at the expense of the Persian Government which he is
attempt to do. If Foreign Office “follow the advice of the A.P.O.C. and back the sheikh
through thick and thin, we shall completely destroy the gradually increasing confidence
of Persians in the disinterestedness of His Majesty’s Government“ (46).
“The time has come to tell the Sheikh quite clearly that if he now take up arms
against the Persian Government, shall consider all our former under takings and letters
to him as cancelled “ Half the trouble, said Mallet, is due to the fact that the Sheikh has
received, if not encouragement, at least sympathy in his attitude from the local
managers of the Anglo-Persian Oil Company. Colonel Prideaux, influenced probably
by their attitude and also by the traditional Pre-War British policy in south Persia,
seems entirely to fail appreciate the position.
Mallet suggested to inform the A.P.O.C. that Foreign Office consider the Sheikh
to be in the wrong and we (British) are not prepare to take a hand to overthrow Reza
Khan. “If the A.P.O.C. authorities at Mohammerah could be told by their London
headquarters to hold out to the Sheikh absolutely no hope of British support, he may
begin to see reason, it present he’s probably puzzled by the Oil Company speaking with
one voice and our Consular officers with another” (47).
The A.P.O.C. was informed that the situation in Khuzestan was affecting the
Bakhtiyari position. Amir Mojahed received strong support from tribesmen. The
Ilkhani, Amir Mofakham, and Ilbegi, Amir Jang, informed British Consul-General
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Isfahan that the Bakhtiyari tribes are completely out of hand, consequently, they
intended to resign. Bakhtiyari tribesmen were disgusted with Amir Jang who may
march to Khuzestan against Sheikh Khaz’al and causing inter-tribal fighting with
consequent, said the Anglo Persian Oil Company agent, danger to oil-fields.
The Oil Company cannot be placed reliance on sincerity of promise made by
Reza Khan. The Russian consul in Ahvaz through medium of Governor-General
approached consul Peel with object of combining efforts to cause Khaz’al desisted from
present attitude (48).
The Oil Company in Khuzestan, were of opinion that Reza Khan conscious of
danger to his position and necessity of retaining friendly relations with British Minister
in Tehran to enable him withdraws from present impasse. The concentration of
Government troops continued in Shiraz and any attack on Khaz’al forces was likely to
be made from Behbahan. The Governor-General of Khuzestan and an officer
commanding of troops in Shushtar had thrown in lot with Khaz’al (49).
Meanwhile the Under-Secretary of Foreign Office, Sir Lancelot Oliphant, had a
long visit from Nichols, a Director of the A.P.O.C. and Dr. Young, the Resident
Political Advisor, who was at that time in London in18 September 1924. Oliphant
writes: “I invited their view. Mr.Nichols explained that in the opinion of the company,
they were at present living on a volcano and that it was essential that something should
be done. How long was the situation to be allowed to drag on? Dr. Young expressed the
view that it was impossible to throw over the Persian Prime Minister in favour of
Sheikh Khaz’al. (This appeared to me as a great admission for one so intimately
connected with oil affairs in Arabistan).I explained to Mr. Nichols that so far as I was
in a position to advise my chiefs, I trusted that nothing rash would be done and that the
longer we could play for time the better.“
He, then, read to them the draft telegram to his “surprise, and little satisfaction,
was assured that they both thought it met the requirements of the case completely” (50).
From Foreign Office point of view whether it is successful or not, it is at any rate
satisfactory to find that “we shall not be subjected to criticism by the Oil Company in
view of their concurrence in its terms” (51).
British consul in his return to Ahvaz from Tehran, met Sheikh Khaz’al and the
others and then prepared a memorandum on the situation in Khuzestan and the position
of Sheikh Khaz’al in particular. He wrote: after the Great War, Khaz’al dreamed of
increased power, but he filled with alarm and despondency of British troops departure
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from Khuzestan in 1919-1920, the withdrawal of British political representatives from
Shushtar and Dezful in 1922-1923, the rise of Reza Khan and the start of Central
Government’s expansion power and the dispatch of Persian Government troops to
Shushtar and Behbahan.
By the arrival of Government’s troops, he was anxious to overthrow and deprived
from his hereditary rights and privileges. It needed finally a personal visit from British
Minister, Sir Loraine, Ahvaz to convince the sheikh, albeit reluctantly that his safest
course was to become the “friend of our friend“ that British Government could give no
more binding guarantee than it had given in 1914. A letter from Reza Khan to the
British Minister is a sufficient evidence of his friendly disposition.
Peel reported to the British Legation that Vali of Posht-kuh was starting offensive
and resistance of Lors was stiffening, Bakhtiyari tribes solidly on side of Khaz’al,
centralising of Reza Khan failed. If British Legation continues to support him in face of
opposition of south result will be collapse against Loraine’s sounded warning in 1922.
If, policy of neutrality is adhered to sending British troops to Khuzestan will never
arise.
In his minute of September 24, wrote Mallet: if we are forced by circumstances to
bring pressure to bear upon Sheikh Khaz’al, we shall to certain extend lose prestige
amongst the Arab chieftains in the Persian Gulf. If we stand by and allow the Persian
Government to oust Khaz’al, we should equally be regarded by the Arabs as having let
the Sheikh down, but at the same time getting less credit from the Persian Government.
If the Bakhtiyaris are joining Khaz’al we ought to lose no time in bringing him to the
senses (52).
It was clear to Mallet and the Persian Department in Foreign Office of the
telegrams from Consul Peel in Ahvaz and from the Anglo-Persian Oil Company’s
representatives at Mohammareh that Sheikh Khaz’al attitude was viewed with more
sympathy locally than by British Charge d’ Affaires, Ovey, in Tehran.
Peel thought that the Reza Khan’s centralising policy failed definitely and if
British stand aside in this quarrel, Reza Khan will be beaten, but Foreign Office had no
indication from Ovey that this appreciation of the position was correct. Peel reported
that there is no question of Khaz’al’s taking the oil-fields unless attack and Ovey
informed Foreign Office that Reza Khan made no preparations and unlikely to attack
Khaz’al for some time.
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British Government was prepared to mediate on preventing a disastrous outbreak
of civil war in the neighbourhood of the oil-fields. Foreign Office showed sympathy
with Khaz’al in attempting to obtain at least two of four conditions. It is absurd, wrote
Mallet, for Khaz’al to pretend the small detachments at Dezful and Shushtar as a
menace to his position. They are outside his territory and since his previous year had
not been seriously reinforced (53).

12.5. Isvestia and Khuzestan’s Affairs

Foreign Office was informed from Moscow that the official press undeterred? By
dementi of Persian Embassy, continue to publish telegrams emanating from Tehran on
insurrectionary movement in Khuzestan led by Sheikh Khaz’al and supported by Great
Britain. Isvestia wrote in 21 September 1924 that Khaz’al formed a committee applied
to British Legation and Majles that they set the task of overturning the Central
Government and bringing back the Shah.
In spite of the fact that British intermediatries, the reconciliation between Khaz’al
and Reza Khan did not take place. Isvestia continued to write: “the movement of
Sheikh Khaz’al, who is entirely under British influence, is an instance of the duplicity
of British policy and indicates an endeavour to destroy military means the national
progressive forces of Persia. The Moscow Mission stating it is not clear whether this is
from Tehran or a contribution from Rothstein’s department (54).
Peel reported: Bakhtiyari tribesmen may give trouble, unless at once Amir Jang,
the Ilbegi, resigns and Sheikh Khaz’al would welcome presence of British Warship
here. He added: the only satisfactory solution is acceptance of Khaz’al demands or
resignation of Reza Khan. Khaz’al then soon would come to terms with the GovernorGeneral in Khuzestan. With regard to Peel’s reports, the Persian Department in Foreign
Office concluded that the Bakhtiyari tribesmen were more inclined to resent the
interference of the Central Government than the Khans. The tribesmen incited by Amir
Mojahed are now disinclined to obey their tribal governors.
The Ilkhani and Ilbegi were both appointed by the Persian Government from
among few Khans who went over to the side of Reza Khan. The Ilbegi, Amir Jang, was
the brother of Sardar Ass´ad III who was a member of the Cabinet of Reza Khan.
Foreign Office was of opinion that the Bakhtiyari Khans as well as Khaz’al restrained
from quarrelling with Reza Khan for fear of incurring the displeasure of British
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Government. Peels hold the view that to restrain Khaz’al and Bakhtiyari Khans „further
would be too definitely taking sides in order to prop up Reza Khan.
In his minute of 30 September 1924 to this report, wrote Victor Mallet: It is
difficult for British representatives on the spot to look on this struggle without being to
certain extend prejudiced by personalities engaged in it. From British point of view the
quarrel between Reza Khan and Sheikh Khaz’al is an attempt by a powerful Persian,
enjoying a certain measure of local autonomy, to increase his own position an authority
at the expense of the Central Government held their hand on account of British wellKnown relations with Khaz’al, but the Persian Government cannot be expected to do so
indefinitely.
Mallet continued to say: “we ought not to insist with Reza Khan upon the
acceptance of all the Sheikh’s demands----If anyone is to be forced to give way, it
should be the sheikh, who has put himself in the wrong , but the Persians are adopts at
compromise. Ovey may be able to negotiate a settlement”(55). Oliphant wrote: “I
entirely share Mr Mallet, s view”

12.6. Majles and Khaz’al

On 30 September 1924, the speaker of National Assembly replied to the
Committee:
“I inform you that the present government, headed by Reza Khan, Sardar Sepah,
enjoys the full support and confidence of the Majles. Any person, who should rise or
take an action against the Government would naturally be considered as an outlaw by
the Majles” (56).
Some previous days the speaker of Majles replied to the Arab tribal chiefs. He
appreciated their patriotism, but he pointed out that the Cabinet of Reza Khan enjoy the
support of Majles almost the same line then was written to Khaz’al. The envoy of
Khaz’al came to Paris and stayed there for some time. He did his best to meet the Shah,
but Ahmad Shah did not prepare to receive the envoy. The Shah, however, remained
silence on the subject of rebellion. The Shi’ah’ U’lama rejected strongly any rebellions
against the Central Government and they supported the Government in an open
declaration.
On October, 2, Consul Peel cabled: furnishes evidence in support of statement
that Persian Prime Minister sent an emissary to Sheikh Khaz’al and reports of a
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confidential message from leading Bakhtiyari khans to support Sheikh unless it is
contrary to wishes of British Government (57). Oliphant wrote: the difficulty of
arriving at a just appreciation of this quarrel is shown by the conflicting reports by
Foreign Office local officials in Persia as well as by the representative of Anglo-Persian
Oil Company of the dispatch of an emissary and this is disbelieved in Tehran.
On 3 October, Peel reported that the Persian Prime Minister is in difficulties, but
Ovey who was in the spot explained that this is not so, and the A.P.O.C. in London
received a telegram from the representative of the company corroborating Ovey’s view
and depicting the situation in the capital as entirely in favour of Prime Minister. British
Foreign Office should adhere making on more effort to make the Sheikh see reason
(58).
Fairley, the representative of Anglo Persian Oil Company in Tehran cabled to
London Britannic House October, 3, 1924. He stated:

“It is not correct that Reza Khan is weak and likely to resign or to forfeit the
confidante of Majles. It is not correct that Persian public opinion is in favour of the
Sheikh of Mohammerah, except in latter vicinity. It is unlikely that Reza Khan would
employ two merchants to conduct negotiation with the Sheikh of Mohammerah such as
terms of settlement. It is even very doubtful whether Reza Khan would have any such
negotiations with the Sheikh of Mohammerah in view of his rebel telegram to Majles
etcetera’s.“ “The rumour is circulated by persons desiring a breakdown of negotiations
for a peaceful settlement and interested in fomenting Civil War.” “There is likelihood
that, even if Reza Khan was eliminated, the administration at the army will continue the
present policy regarding the Sheikh of Mohammerah, which is backed by public opinion.
It is urgently important, that an immediate settlement be conducted” (59).

On 3 October 1924, Salar al-Dowleh, the uncle of Ahmad Shah arrived in Ahvaz
from Europe with the intention of utilising the situation. Peel reported that he attempted
to induce him to leave Persia. Salar al-Dowleh cabled to British Legation in Tehran that
he has sworn to assist Sheikh Khaz’al and he would raise the western tribes. He would
only desist provided the British Government guarantees his livelihood. The tribal chiefs
gathered at a big conference to consider the telegram addressed to them by Majles, and
renewed an oath of fidelity to Sheikh Khaz’al. Sheikh pointed out the impossibility of
British support. The chiefs replied that they have no quarrel with the British provided

444

the British does not quarrel with them. Finally, the chiefs replied to Majles by a
telegram denouncing Reza Khan.
Meanwhile an emissary was sent to Khuzestan. Fairely considered it as a
Bolshevik intrigue (60). Some days later, the representative of Anglo Persian Oil
Company in Mohammareh cabled that the emissary is known as a representative of
large financial interests and consequence unlikely to be under Bolshevik influence.

12.7. Qashqa’i, Khamseh and Rebellion

Ismai’l Khan Sowlat al-Dowleh, the virtual Ilkhani of the tribe Qashqa’i, was
elected as the deputy from the city of Jahrom in 1924. He hesitated for some months to
leave his tribe and the province of Fars. He had a friendly relation with Sheikh Khaz’al,
but he did not accept his invitation to join the rebellion in Khuzestan. Reza Khan sent a
friendly military mission to Fars to persuade Sowlat al-Dowleh to accept his
constituency and resided in Tehran. Sowlat al-Dowleh consented to the suggestion, left
his tribe for Tehran, since August 1924 (61).
Sowlat al-Dowleh was regarded among the southern Persians and political circles
in Tehran “as pure patriots whose efforts and sacrifices had delivered” Persia “from the
British yoke”. He was one of the few tribal chieftains, who supported the efforts of
Reza Khan in re-establishing the power of Central Government. For a time when the
Persian army was not enough strong to bring all the local powers under his supervision
and Sowlat al-Dowleh was in a strong position, Reza Khan signed first a favourable
impression and made him sure of his support. (62).
Isma’il Khan Sowlat al-Dowleh was a real hostage in Tehran and could move
only with the permission of Reza Khan. He realised that his relations were carefully
watched. He endeavoured to show his loyalty to Reza Khan and at the same time he
opened close relations with the prominent Persian statesmen and politicians such as
Mostowfi al-Mamalek (63).
At the beginning of October 1924, there was an unusual activity in military
circles in Tehran and simultaneously Reza Khan instructed Isma’il Khan Sowlat alDowleh to mobilise his Qashqa’i tribesmen. British Military Attaché in Tehran
reported: Sowlat al-Dowleh offered 100 savars(cavalries) to the Prime Minister to assist
in operations against Sheikh Khaz’al (64). Almost the same time, General Officer
Commanding left the town Kazerun for the town Behbahan and Nasser Khan the
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Ilkhani of Qashqa’i instructed the chief of the Dareshuri tribe of Qashqa’i, who were
the nearest to Behbahan to supply 200 cavalries to General Officer Commanding on his
arrival to this town. (65).
Mirza Ibrahim Khan Qavam al-Molk the chief of Khamseh confederation
continued his rule over the tribes in 1924. The families of Qavam al-Molk were a part
of high ranking of the Government’s administration in Fars. Usually, they did not
participate in military campaign against Central Government. Ibrahim Khan Qavam alMolk had no especial relation with Khaz’al and interest in Khuzestan. The Khamseh
confederation resided in eastern of Fars, far from Khuzestan. Additionally, it is not
known as if Khaz’al requested any assistance from Qavam al-Molk.
This was Reza Khan that asked twice hundred tribal cavalries of Khamseh
confederation. Certainly such small force could not be very effective in a possible
confrontation. This was only a sign of solidarity with Central Government. Qavam alMolk did not respond to the request, but when Reza Khan arrived in Shiraz, Qavam alMolk entertained the Prime Minister and then accompanied him from Shiraz to
Khuzestan via Bushehr in November 1924. Qavam al-Molk accompanied Reza Khan to
Mesopotamia. In Baghdad, Reza Khan let him to return to Shiraz via Bushehr at the end
of December 1924 (66).

12.8. British Political Resident

The British Political Resident in Bushehr, Lieutenant-Colonel Francis B.
Prideaux was of opinion that Sheikh Khaz’al without assistance of Lor tribes and
Bakhtiyaris must eventually be defeated and with their support Khaz’al can defy the
force of Government for a long time and probably until treasury is quite empty (67).
Colonel Prideaux, discussed with Senior Naval Officer and two other ship Commanders
on the use of a Warship in Mohammareh for protection of British interests and a form
of threat to Khaz’al.
Senior Naval Officer discussed this proposal with Consul Peel and Air Group
Captain in Basreh. Air Force only prepared to guard pipe line and pumping stations
from a point (35 miles-56 km) north of Mohammareh up to Meydan-e Naftun with
assistance of two brigades from India. They would like Navy to guard Abadan,
Mohammareh and first 56 km along Karun. Any move of threating nature against
Khaz’al by Navy would have far-reaching consequence. Khaz'als with his army lives in
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120 km island and British communities at Ahvaz, Meydan-e-Naftun. British
intervening stations would be hostage of his power.
On 6 October, Peel reported: a threat of use of force against Khaz’al convert
Arabs from friendship to bitter enmity, with disastrous consequences to the British
interests (68). The British Prime Minister, Ramsay MacDonald, stating the efforts of
British Government succeeded in delaying hostilities. He could not too strongly
emphasise the reluctance to proceed to any military or naval intervention. „ At the
most, such intervention could only take the form of British lives and vital interests and
the warship in Basreh was to be regarded for such purposes.
“There can be no question of a military expedition to subdue the Sheikh.
Government, if you did action by the Sheikh’s rebellions attitude, can count on His
Majesty’s Government a straining from assisting sheikh in any way. “ Therefore British
Charge d’ Affaires should make it clear to the Persian Prime Minister of War their
responsibility, if he under takes armed action in Khuzestan. If Khaz’al “persists in
rebellion, he will forever forfeit all sympathy and hope of diplomatic support from
British Government” (69).
With regard to his meeting with Reza Khan the day before, on 9 October 1924,
British Charge d, Affaires replied to Consul Peel. He stating: Reza Khan would
guarantee life and property of Khaz’al and if present dispute is settled, he did not desire
to increase the actual strength of garrison in Dezful and Shushtar. Ovey was of opinion
if Khaz’al comes to Tehran, it is possible to conclude an agreement to extend over a fix
period and a fix payment and the British Government should in some way act as
sponsors for good faith of each party. British Charge d, Affaires added Khaz’al cannot
escape some form of apology or regret.
An alternative is the visiting of capital. Reza Khan, the Prime Minister, and the
British Legation would give him guarantee of safety and his son, Abd al-Hamid can
carrying on for Khaz’al in his absence. Reply of Majles to Khaz’al “revolutionary call
was sent some days ago“, he should take opportunity to cable to Prime Minister and
stating that he was misled by intriguing person and he is loyal and carry out orders of
the Persian Government (70).
The same day, Ovey sent another telegram to Ahvaz and London. He pointed out
that the enemies of the Persian Prime Minister are very active, but he has had new lease
of life in the past two months and he is determined more than ever to assert himself.
From view point of his own prestige, Reza Khan cannot accept conditions and
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humiliating himself (71). British Charge d, Affaires took another step and sent a
message to the British Consul in Ahvaz and asked him to translate into Persian send it
Khaz’al from Ovey or read it to him personally.
It was becoming increasingly evident to the British Charge that Khaz’al had been
misled with regard to attitude of British Government, “His Majesty’s Government
while anxious and determined to protect in every way possible your just rights and
privileges, are absolutely opposed to any attempt by you to gain by force fundamental
modifications of existing arrangements,-------Mediation by Legation is only way in
which an honourable settlement can be reached and by which immensely important
British interests in Arabistan and your own future prosperity can be protected. His
Majesty’s Government will not hesitate to protect those interests if, endangered by
every means open to them” (72). “Door of peace is still open do not be misled by any
intrigues, rumours, stories or telegrams” (73).

12.9. Persian Forces in the South

The Persian Government determined to station and increases the army
detachments in western provinces, Kermanshah, Lorestan and Posht-kuh, to the
northern Khuzestan. Some of the chiefs of Lor tribes resisted to the Government’s
forces. In October 1924, the force of Vali of Posht-kuh fought two battles with
Government troops in 50 km from Kermanshah. The result was 200 casualty by Vali’s
force and very heavy casualty by Government troops. Vali was one of the allies of
Sheikh Khaz’al.
In the second half of October 1924, the British Military Attaché met the Prime
Minister. He reported the military situation in Persia with regard to the information of
the Persian Government and British authorities in the south on the military measures
were taken by the Central Government. A force of 600 men arrived in Shiraz from
Isfahan on 11 September and another force in 12 October 1924. A force of 200 men
sent to Behbahan during September Reinforcements were dispatched from Shiraz to
Behbahan already about 1000 infantry, 3 Machine guns and 1 mountain gun between
12 and 20 October 1924.
A detachment of 120 men arrived in port of Deylam at the end of September,
intended to send to Zeydun near Behbahan. However, they were still at the end of
October in this port. Four hundred eighty infantries, one mountain gun and three
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machine guns were sent from Isfahan to Chahar Mahal to reinforce the Government
force of about 200 men supporting the Ilkhani and Ilbegi and the other loyal Bakhtiyari
khans. The number of troops available in Isfahan was about 2.300 and in Shiraz 1.500
men.
A force of about 250 cavalry and 1.500 infantry with 12 machine guns left Tehran
for the south in 14 October 1924. This column left the city of Qom in 21 October and
its destination was to be Isfahan. They may be used for an advance through Bakhtiyari
land or may proceed to Shiraz and Behbahan (74).
General Officer Commanding the South Division received order to prepare a
landing ground for aero planes at Behbahan. Reza Khan promised the British Charge
d’Affaires that no forward movement beyond posts previously occupied by
Government troops in Khorramabad, Chahar Mahal, Behbahan and port of Deylam
without warning to British Legation.

Reza Khan instructed Officer Commanding

troops at Behbahan to issue warning to local chiefs that the Government force prepared
to commence campaign against Sheikh Khaz’al’s force. The Persian Government will
accept responsibility for protecting pipe-line and oil-fields as soon as their troops are in
possession of them (75).
Reza Khan was of opinion that the loyal Bakhtiyari Khans with supporting the
Government troops can protect oil-fields and assert the authorities of the Central
Government. The information from Consul Peel indicated that unless Khaz’al climbs
down, Reza Khan may meet with more serious opposition in Bakhtiyari than
anticipated. The internal tribal fighting may break between the supporter of Khaz’al and
the Government.
British Military Attaché had the impression that Reza Khan talked in most
warlike and determined to exterminate Khaz’al even if he had to rise large loan and
largely increase his forces, however, he definitely assured Ovey that he would not
attack unless British Government failed. (76).
Peel reported that Khaz’al can mobile 25.000 Arabs. The unity among the tribes
surprised Khaz’al himself and this encouraging him to maintain his defiance. Khaz’al
increased his forces in Zeydun to 8.000 men. Reza Khan believed as soon as
Government troops begin, the majority of Arabs would come over to the side of
Government. Meanwhile the Oil Company informed Foreign Office: It is said that Reza
Khan ordered the Commander of Government force in Behbahan to attack Zeydun. He
repeated the same instruction to Arab tribes as well as the notables in Behbahan
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districts. Mahmud Khan Dalun received instruction from the Commander of troops in
Behbahan to attack Ram Hormoz (77).
Since 21 October Ovey had endeavoured to prevent an outbreak of hostilities
before the arrival of Loraine in Persia. Foreign Office was of opinion that Khaz’al was
given a reasonable opportunity of settlement when Reza Khan made the proposals.
Khaz’al refused to take the first step by sending a conciliatory cable to Persian Prime
Minister. Reza Khan, therefore, did not postpone mobilisation of his forces in view of
the winter. Khaz’al put also himself in the wrong by planning a rebellion and insisting
on No 2 and 3 of the four conditions (78).

12.10.

Bakhtiyari Khans and Rebellion

At begin of summer 1924, the problem of Chahar Lang was solved and reached to
an agreement. This branch of tribe returned to Bakhtiyari tribe. Very soon a new
trouble arose. Amir Mojahed and certain Haft Lang Khans refused to recognise the
authority of the Bakhtiyari Ilkhani and Ilbegi, Sardar Mohtasham and Amir Jang, who
achieved to this position with the consent of Reza Khan. The military expedition to
Chahar Mahal the situation in Bakhtiyari went from bad to worse. General speaking,
the Bakhtiyari Khans were not in favour of Persian Government’s centralisation policy.
Reza Khan, however, succeeded to weaken the position of Bakhtiyari Khans in the tribe
and in the state as a whole in 1922-1923. Reza Khan won the support of certain Khans
and he appointed the Ilkhani and Ilbegi of this group. With regard to the presence of
Persian force close to the boarder of Bakhtiyari land and division between the ruling
families, the situation was in Bakhtiyari tense, when Sheikh Khaz’al declared rebellion
in Khuzestan.
Amir Mojahed was one of the dissatisfied Senior Khans, who in earliest time
came to see Sheikh Khaz’al. He instigated Khaz’al in continuation of rebellion and
participated in the Committee-e Qiyam-e Saadat without hesitation. He encouraged the
others Bakhtiyari Khans to bring their forces and join the rebellion and Sheikh Khaz’al
prepared to pay generously (79). Morteza Qoli Khan with a large number of Bakhtiyari
cavalries came to Khuzestan and then Shahab al-Saltaneh joined them. Of the
Bakhtiyari Khans in Bakhtiyari land, Amir Jang the brother of Sardar Ass’ad III, who
was in the cabinet, Sardar Fateh and Sardar Eqbal Amir Jang with their 400 men were
definitely for Reza Khan (80).
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The supporters of Reza Khan were not in a strong position inside the tribe in
summer-autumn 1924. It appears that the appointment of Sardar Ass’ad III Bakhtiyari
as the Minister of Post and Telegraph by Reza Khan was with the political
consideration. The senior Bakhtiyari Khans in Tehran endeavoured to prove that they
had no engagement what so ever in southern rebellion and were ready to follow the
advice of Reza Khan (81). Certainly the events of previous years as well as the strong
position of Reza Khan after the Parliamentary crisis affected in their decision. Sardar
Zafar was among the influential Bakhtiyari Khans, who resided in Bakhtiyari land,
when Khaz’al declared rebellion. Sardar Zafar, was an ambitious man and had no
sympathy for Reza Khan. He came to correspondences with Khaz’al (82).
The Bakhtiyari Khans promised him the Ilkhaniship of Bakhtiyari and financial
support. He sent his son with a message to the British consul in Isfahan that he was
anxious to act in accordance with British Legation’s desire, but force of circumstances
compelled him to join the other and go south. Even the A.P.O.C. in Khuzestan received
information that on 13 October 1924, Sardar Zafar, left Malamir where he intended
proclaiming himself Ilkhani and Shahab al-Saltaneh, who had arrived in Ahvaz from
Europe, intended proclaiming himself Ilbegi of Bakhtiyari.
Meanwhile, Sardar Ass’ad the Minister of Post and Telegram, sent several
telegrams to his uncle, Sardar Zafar,(certainly with the approval of Reza Khan) and
asked him to stay there until he reaches there. The Prime Minister instructed Sardar
Ass’ad and the senior Khans in Tehran to gather in Isfahan and discuss their affairs
with the Interior Minister. They left the capital on 23 October 1924 (83). The Ilkhani
and Ilbegi as well as Sardar Zafar and the other Bakhtiyari Khans in Bakhtiyari land
were also summoned to Isfahan.
At the meeting most of their differences were discussed and as expected Sardar
Ass’ad and the senior Khans recommended Sardar Zafar and Sardar Jang as the Ilkhani
and the Ilbegi (84). This suggestion was accepted by the Khans and signed in 29
October. Amir Mojahed was the only Senior Khan, who did not participate in the
meeting in Isfahan, with his Bakhtiyari followers went for Behbahan. Some of the
khans of Kohgiluye and their tribesmen joint him.
Peel reported that Morteza Qoli Khan and forty subordinate chiefs of Bakhtiyari
tribes refused absolutely to accept Sardar Zafar and Sardar Jang as tribal Governors and
would oppose by force any attempt on the part of latter to proceed southwards (85). “
The situation remained thus pregnant with danger until the British Minister arrived in
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Ahvaz in November 1924 and persuaded the Sheikh to submit to the Persian
Government“. Morteza Qoli Khan and “his Bakhtiaris announced likewise their wish
to submit“.
On 5 November, Reza Khan left for the south. In Isfahan, the new Ilkhani of
Bakhtiyari waited to meet him. Sardar Zafar received what he requested, but he was in
Charge to pacify the Bakhtiyaris and prevent of their fighting with the Government’s
troops (86). Then, while Sardar Zafar, the Ilkhani, returned and was in Bakhtiyari land,
he received a telegram from the Persian Prime Minister saying if he wants troops, they
would be sent from Isfahan (87).

12. 11.

Towards Ahvaz

Reza Khan prepared the army in more than three months and it was aimed to
concentrate the Persian forces around the province Khuzestan. He mobilised first the
southern and then the western Divisions by sending more military equipment and new
forces. He sent a force from Azarbaijan through Kermanshah to suppress the wellequipped force of Vali of Poshtkuh. The roads were gradually opened from
Kermanshah via Poshtkuh to Khuzestan, from Tehran via Lorestan to Dezful, from
Shiraz via Behbahan to Khuzestan and from Chahar Mahal to Ram Hormoz. The tribal
barrier between Tehran and Khuzestan was broken and Persian army was moving
towards Khuzestan from several directions (88).
The negotiation between Reza Khan and Sheikh Khaz’al through British Charge
d’Affaires did not reach to any specific arrangement. Khaz’al neither prepared to
apologise nor to disband his forces. In his last meeting with Esmond Ovey, in 4
November 1924, Reza Khan argued that the negotiations of the British Charge
d’Affaires having broken down , he should be given a free hand to defeat Khaz’al. Reza
Khan was absolutely confident that he could do. Ovey persuaded Reza Khan that,“ as
he had waited so long, he could wait another week, and give Sir P. Loraine a chance of
bringing the Sheikh to reason” (89).
British Government was in favour of reconciliation between the two sides without
the arrival of Persian Army in Khuzestan. Reza Khan agreed to postpone the military
campaign in Khuzestan until the arrival of British Minister in Ahvaz. He, however,
considered the situation so serious that he did not postpone his journey to the south
(90).
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On 5 November, 1924, Reza Khan left Tehran for Isfahan. Mohammad Ali
Foroughi, the Finance Minister, was appointed as the Acting Prime Minister in the
absence of Reza Khan. The Prime Minister was accompanied by a number of high
ranking officers and officials.
When the news of Reza Khan’s departure towards the south reached London,
British Prime Minister, Ramsay MacDonald stated that Khaz’al’s “attitude is
disappointing, but there still appears to be some hope in the fact that the Persian
Government so not seem anxious to precipitate a conflict” He added that “Sir P.
Loraine should see the Sheikh at the earliest opportunity, and should endeavour to
induce him to take whatever steps may be necessary to satisfy the amour-propre of
Reza Khan and amble the projected Bushire meeting to be held ” (91).
Reza Khan was on his way to Isfahan that the Conservative Cabinet returns to
power in 7 November, 1924. Austin Chamberlain, the Foreign Secretary instructed Sir
P. Loraine to proceed with the utmost dispatch to Baghdad and Mohammareh.(92).
In Isfahan, Reza Khan repeated his promise to the British consul-general to
postpone the military campaign in Khuzestan, but he complained bitterly of constant
importation of arms and propaganda of pro-Khaz’al’s Iraqi newspapers (93). He stayed
in Isfahan some days and then left the city for Shiraz. Reza Khan was on his way to
Shiraz that Sir P.Loraine reached in Ahvaz and met Sheikh Khaz’al. Reza Khan arrived
in Shiraz on 14 November 1924 (94).

12.12.

Return of British Minister

Sir Percy Loraine, who was in leave of absence in England, on October 29, 1924,
some days after his marriage, left for Paris with his wife. Before leaving London he was
supplied with a file of the relevant papers showing the course of events and
negotiations up till 26 October. In his short staying in Paris, he met Ahmad Shah.
Apparently, the Shah could not persuade the British Minister to secure his life and
position if he would return to Persia (95).
During his voyage from Marseilles to Alexandria, Loraine was able to study the
correspondence. the “salient points“ appeared to him was: The Persian Government
was resolved to carry out the intention, since 1922, of asserting its authority over the
province of Khuzestan in one form or another; Sheikh Khaz’al put himself in the wrong
by his overtly rebellious and defiant attitude and was unfaithful to his promise to be
453

guided by the British advice. “The situation, as regards British action, was governed by
the policy of neutrality, with a bias in favour of the Central Government, laid down by
Mr. Ramsay MacDonald ” (96).
The Loraines resided in the British Residence in Cairo by Lord Allenby for some
days and then in 7 November 1924, they went to Jerusalem as the guest of Sir Roland
Storres, British Governor of the country. The same day was to administer an oath to
the Conservative Cabinet under Stanley Baldwin in London. The instructions of new
British Foreign Secretary, Austen Chamberlain reached Loraine in Jerusalem to
proceed to Khuzestan with all haste and carry out the proposal of the Esmond Ovey, the
British Charge d’Affaires in Tehran.
He should talk to Sheikh Khaz’al and persuade him to make submission to Reza
Khan, the Persian Prime Minister and the Minister of War. It appeared to Loraine to
constitute a fresh development in the attitude of British Government and a variation of
the previous proposal which was approved by the British Government just before he
left England. Hurriedly, Loraines left Jerusalem for Baghdad, where many telegrams
waited of him. Foreign Office instructed Loraine:
“We have all along strongly discouraged the idea that the Sheikh should leave as
he offers to do. Our attitude towards both the Sheikh and the Persian Government is
clearly defined.--.Our efforts have been directed to preventing an outbreak of hostilities
before your arrival. The Sheikh was given a reasonable opportunity of settlement when
Reza Khan made the proposals. Unfortunately he has so far refused to take the first step
by sending a conciliatory telegram to Reza Khan. As a result the Persian Prime Minister
appears unwilling to risk postponing mobilisation of his force any longer in view of the
approach of winter” (97).
The Foreign Office held the view that sheikh put himself in the wrong by
planning a rebellion. It may indeed be necessary to speak strongly to Khaz’al, because
clearly Reza Khan cannot be expected to ignore the implication of the Sheikh’s
telegram’s to Majles and foreign legations, and will not so far humble as to meet the
sheikh without some preliminary expression of regret from His Excellency.
Chamberlain added: Loraine can point out to Khaz’al that British Government has not
forgotten his service during the Great. For this reason, they were still doing their best to
help him out of difficulty. British Foreign Secretary instructed Loraine without any
detail to persuade Sheikh Khaz’al to make the first move towards reconciliation. They
expected that then Reza Khan would ready to listen to him.
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Immediately, British Minister arrived in Ahvaz from Baghdad on 13 November
1924. Loraine met the Sheikh and asked him to send a telegram to Reza Khan and
apologise for his actions. Loraine himself drafted the text of the telegram for Khaz’al,
who sent it the day after to Shiraz (98). “The situation was in Khuzestan pregnant with
danger. British Minister persuaded the Sheikh to submit to the Persian Government.”
Morteza Qoli Khan and “his Bakhtiaris announced likewise their wish to submit” (99).

12.13.

Reza Khan in Shiraz

Reza Khan arrived in Shiraz on November 13. He received a telegram from
Khaz’al, who apologised for his past conduct (100) and requesting an opportunity to
meet him. Reza Khan replied: he accepts the apology of Khaz’al on condition of his
definite submission. (101). The British Acting Consul in Shiraz also brought a message
from British Minister. He asked Reza Khan to stop military advance towards
Khuzestan. Loraine argued the presence of Persian forces in the province would cause
the collision in oil-field and oil-installations and mentioned of British-Khaz’al
relation.(102).
Simultaneously, Reza was informed from Tehran that Reuters Agency has
reported that the British Minister as the representative of the British Government
intends to mediate between the Persian Government and Sheikh Khaz’al in Bushehr. At
a public meeting in Majles the policy of Reza Khan was criticised and some days later,
in a secret session the leader of minority asked why the British was allowed to interfere
in the Persian domestic affairs and the question of Sheikh Khaz’al. (103).
It is considered probable that if Reza Khan proceeds with Bushehr conference, he
will fall, wrote British Charge d’Affaires Monson. Persian U’lama in Iraq issued
proclamation calling upon all Persian Muslim to oppose Sheikh Khaz’al (104). Reza
Khan denied the report of Reuters. In an official statement from Reza Khan published
by the Military Governor of Tehran, he denied rumours about peace with Sheikh
Khaz’al and the intervention of others. Reza Khan stated he will do what he considers
in the interests of the country whether peace or war without advice from anyone (105).
There would be no meeting in Bushehr or anywhere else. In reality, despite the
pressure from Majles and Russian protection, Reza Khan had revealed on many
occasions to the British authorities a strong inclination for a peaceful solution and the
mediation of British Minister (106). It was reported that the Persian forces occupied
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Dehmolla and Hendijan in the south-east Khuzestan. The Qal’evand tribe defeated the
rebels near Dezful in northern Khuzestan. Several Arab sheikhs had taken sides against
Sheikh Khaz’al and the Arabs Bani Turuf and Hovizeh burnt the palace of the sheikh
and caused panic. (107).
Reza Khan left for Bushehr on November 15 and military advance towards
Khuzestan continued. He stayed in Bushehr for almost ten days between 17 and 26
November 1924. British Political Resident, Colonel Prideaux and Oriental Secretary,
Godfry Havard, who followed Reza Khan from Tehran and now was in Bushehr, went
to see him (108). Havard negotiated with Reza Khan on Sheikh Khaz’al’s affairs many
times and finally they reached to understanding and certain arrangements.
Before the news of the more assuring Character negotiation of 25 November in
Bushehr reach Loraine, news arrived from Tehran of the issue of an official declaration
stating that as Reza Khan’s demand for an unconditional surrender by Sheikh Khaz’al
had met with no response, the Persian Prime Minister intended to March into
Khuzestan as the Commander of the Imperial troops. Loraine wrote: he came into
conclusion that Reza Khan had chosen war than peace and friendly mediation to affect
his purposes. In 24 November, 1924, he, therefore, made certain recommendations to
the British Government as regards measures with which to confront this new situation
and to provide protection for the lives and properties of British subjects in Khuzestan in
the event of hostilities (109).
He suggested political and military measures including the station of a British
Battalion in Basreh. In his telegram, Loraine pointed out: “In view of situation arising
out of Reza Khan’s announced intention to march on Mohammerah I have request
H.M.S “Crocus” to stand by at Abadan. Please request Admiralty to order at least one
more warship to stand by in these waters if possible at my disposal as developments
cannot now be foreseen” (110).
With regard to the British difficulties in Egypt as well as the international and the
Soviet Union reaction, British Foreign Secretary, Austen Chamberlain, informed
Loraine that the British Government are oppose to military intervention in Khuzestan,
because it should be taken place in a large scale. However, two gunboats was sent by
the British Navy to Abadan (111). Chamberlain responded:

“Situation created by Reza Khan’s breach of faith, altogether serious, appears
to be from point of view of British interests and more particularly safety of oil-fields no
worse than it would have been if crisis had broken out at any time during the past
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negotiations. The question how far in fact British material interests are likely to be
seriously affected owing to outbreak of hostilities requires further elucidation. Even if
Persian troops approach pipe-line and oil-fields it is by no means certain that they will
damage them. The main danger which we foresee now as in the past is retreating Arabs
may damage the pipe-line and pumping stations. This is a risk which we have always
known might have to be run and which we must face. Without resort to force, we can do
no more at present than warn both sides to refrain from doing damage. At regards
warships for Abadan Admiralty have instructed commander-in- chief, East Indies, to
meet your demands.
As stated in my predecessor’s telegram of October 9th, I cannot emphasise too
strongly the reluctance with which Majesty’s Government would embark upon any
military intervention in Arabistan. In order to afford complete protection to British
interests, such as intervention would to be on a very large scale would entail action and
obligations that would have grave reactions on general policy of His Majesty’s
Government, which could only be faced if absolutely unavoidable“ (112).

In continuation of his previous telegram in same day Chamberlain stated:
“The Sheikh of Mohammareh by dispatching to Reza Khan a submissive
telegram (of November 14) from Mohammareh put himself in the right. And it is Reza
Khan, who is now to blame for the danger situation which had arisen. His Majesty’s
Government are most anxious, particularly at the present moment, to avoid embroiling
in south Persia, but they were impressed by the importance of abiding by their
obligations towards the Sheikh of Mohammerah” (113).
It is necessary that it should be brought home to Persian Prime Minister that His
Majesty’s Government takes the most serious view of the manner in which he has
deceived and broken faith with them. They consider that the time has arrived when no
good purpose can be served by not informing the Persian Government officially of their
definite obligations towards the Sheikh of Mohammerah.
You should therefore arrange to have placed in the hands of Reza Khan as soon
as possible a communication containing the substance of the letter of November 21st,
1914, from Sir Percy Cox to the Sheikh of Mohammerah in the form embodied in my
immediately following telegram. I suggest that you should have this message formally
handed, in writing, either by Resident at Bushehr or consul in Shiraz, wherever Reza
Khan may be. Mr. Monson should simultaneously communicate to a similar note to the
Persian Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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You may reinforce this message to Reza Khan by a personal communication from
yourself, explaining that His Majesty’s Government have all along endeavoured to
mediate in order to prevent outbreak of hostilities, and that they have abundantly
proved their good faith to the Persian Government by inducing the Sheikh of
Mohammerah to take their advice and submit himself to the Persian Government.
That His Majesty’s Government are still desirous of doing everything in their
power to secure settlement of dispute satisfactory to the Persian Government, but that if
the Persian Government persist in attacking the Sheikh, That His Majesty’s
Government reserve to themselves the right to take such necessary measures as they
may think fit in pursuance of their assurances to the Sheikh (114).
John Monson, the British Charge d’Affaires (15 November-15 December 1924)
handed over the text of the British assurance to Khaz’al of 1914 to the Persian Minister
for Foreign affairs. British Foreign Secretary also threatened the Persian Government
that the British reserved the right “to take their own measures if, when and how they
consider necessary to protect lives and properties of their subjects. The Persian
Government prepared a note to protest to the British Government and reject the British
interference in the Persian internal affairs, but Reza Khan instructed the Persian Cabinet
to return the British note to the British Legation (115).
Much excitement caused in the city and among the parliamentarian by the
rumours of the presentation of notes by the British and Soviet Legations on the
situation of Khuzestan. It is said that the Persian Government was informed that the
Soviet Government sent two corps of its troops on the Persian frontiers to assist the
Persian Government in the west and the north if the southern trouble extending. Soviets
were in favour of complete occupation of Khuzestan by the Persian army and “against
the granting of lenient terms to Sheikh Khaz’al” (116).
Persian Government denied that they have received any note from British
Legation. With regard to Reza Khan-Godfry Havard understanding, and intensification
of the anti-British sentiments in Tehran after the publication of the British note and the
reaction of Soviet press and Government, Loraine requested the suspension and the
cancellation of Foreign Office telegrams. Foreign Secretary approved (117).
On 25 November 1924, British Oriental Secretary reported of his last negotiation
with Reza Khan, the Persian Prime Minister in Bushehr. This report let Loraine hope
that after all the way to a peaceful solution was not yet barred. The declaration of Reza
Khan was really meant to stifle the opposition and silence his critic in Tehran. Reza
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Khan assured Havard that only the newspaper accounts of the projected meeting in
Bushehr had made it impossible to hold it. He pointed out that his public statements
were not to be taken seriously.
He would take only ten or twelve of his personal entourage and be the Sheikh
Khaz’al’s guest in Mohammerah, provided the Sheikh sent a further message of his
complete submission. The presence of Sir P. Loraine would be welcome on that
occasion, but he urged that the British Minister‘s presence not to be made public
beforehand (118).
On 27 November, Sir P. Loraine sent a message from Baghdad, to the British
Oriental Secretary, Godfry Havard, now in Bushehr. First, he congratulated Havard for
his success and then informed him that he was advising the Sheikh to send the
requested telegram. Loraine asked Havard to inform Reza Khan secretly the gist of
above mentioned instruction of Chamberlain. Loraine told Havard: you should inform
Reza Khan privately that he told British Government that Persian Prime Minister had
chosen war despite British friendly and pacific efforts and advice. British Government
still desire peaceful settlement and shattered their confidence in his good faith.
Loraine emphasised that British Government determined to protect British
subjects and the vital interests and to see Khaz’al receives a fair deal and no attempt to
humiliate him publicly or privately or to exact material penalties for him. And „ not
make any exaggerated demands similar to those which he out lined to the British
Consul in Shiraz (119).
Reza Khan left Bushehr for the Deylam port near the eastern border of the
Khuzestan province and not far from the Persian military camp. As he landed on
Deylam on 27 November 1924, he received the Khaz’al submission telegram. Reza
Khan accepted his submission and pointed out that he has not any intention against him,
his aim is to safeguards the centralisation policy and finally agreed to see him (120).
The day after, Khaz’al disbanded his force and asked the chiefs of Bakhtiyari not to
confront with the Government forces.
On 30 November 1924, Loraine sent a telegram to Foreign Office on the right of
Persian Warship in Shat al-Arab water way. In respond to his telegram, on right of
Persian Warships to sail through Shat al-Arab: Foreign Office stated: “There are no
adequate grounds for protesting against the passage of the Persian Wwarship through
the Shatt el- Arab. “Foreign Office also pointed out that Admiralty’s information from
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Port Said is to the effect that „Pehlevi“ is unarmed and has crew of only fourteen”
(121).
Reza Khan announced in 27 November and 1 December that the Persian columns
of the Isfahan troops arrived in Behbahan through Bakhtiyari land and three parties
from Azarbaijan reached Kermanshah. Meanwhile it was reported that 1.000
Government troops reached Dezful on 30 November and expected to be followed by
more shortly. These troops passed through Lorestan and at the same time Anglo-Persian
Oil Company received a telegram, reassuring as regard the safety their property (122).
In his minute of 3 December 1924, Victor Mallet wrote that Khaz’al was not in a
position to a military resistance to the Persian Government army and he hoped on
British support. Foreign Office took the policy wait and see the success of diplomatic
solution without resort to threat by Loraine. Mallet continued to say: the departure of
Khaz’al from Khuzestan would cause a period of lawlessness among the Arab tribes
and would damage to the British reputation all over the area. In case a guerrilla war in
neighbourhood of pipeline, British should be justified in sending troops to Khuzestan.
He added „ It might be well to ask the India Office whether they could arrange for a
battalion in readiness in India to embark at short notice if require to do so (123).
Osborne suggested in his minute that the request to India Office should go forward and
he added “we should prepare in the department a memorandum on the various methods
of implementing our pledges in various possible contingencies” (124).
Despite the fact that the British authorities showed great anxiety, the meeting
between Reza Khan and Sheikh Khaz’al was taken placed much easier than expected.
Khaz’al insisted on leaving Ahvaz for Mohammareh provided meeting at mohammerah
can be arranged with least possible delay and troops do not advance beyond Dezful.
Consul Peel was hopeful to cope with situation. Loraine prepared to arrange a ship
taking off in Bushehr and bring Reza Khan to Mohammareh. Khaz’al prepared to go to
Hendijan by sea provided Reza Khan promises to return with him to Mohammareh.
Reza Khan decided to meet the Sheikh in Ahvaz.
On December 4, one of the sons of Khaz’al went to welcome Reza Khan near
Hendijan in eastern Khuzestan, where he resided. The day after, Reza Khan left for
Ahvaz with few of his entourages and reached Ahvaz in the afternoon (125). To the
advice of Loraine, Khaz’al apprehensions yielded and left Mohammerah. He arrived in
Ahvaz at night. Loraine left Basreh for the same place the following morning day as it
was planned (126).
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Khaz’al informed the British Minister of War his meetings with Reza Khan on
December 6 and 7. Khaz’al and the rebel Bakhtiyari khans were pardoned. Amir
Mojahed, however, was asked to leave the country for some time. Loraine informed
Foreign Office that Khaz’al was quite well received by Reza Khan this morning and the
business talk would take place the following day. The same day, December 6, in the
afternoon, Reza Khan met Loraine, but he did not want news of their meeting to get
about (127).
Reza Khan told Loraine that there had been too many people about to admit of
any real discussion. The British Minister explained the attitude of British Government
that the position of Khaz’al „ should be substantially maintained“. Reza Khan assured
Loraine without resort to pressure. Reza Khan wanted to maintain Khaz’al in an
effective authority in a „manner as to disarm his critics in Tehran“. Reza Khan
promised not move troops farther than Dezful-Shushtar on the one hand and Ram
Hormoz on the other.
Sunday morning in December 7, in the second meeting Reza Khan and Khaz’al
swore friendship on the Qoran. Government troops would remain at Shushtar till the
spring if by then pacification of Lorestan is completed main body would withdraw. The
Persian Prime Minister appointed a governor at Ahvaz, but this would be restored to the
Khaz’al in spring.
Though the question of police, jurisdiction and taxation would be discussed in
detail between Sheikh Khaz’al and Reza Khan, the Governor had no authority to
interfere with Khaz’al’s authority over Arab tribes. It was ordered to the Persian official
including military officers to work in harmony with Khaz’al. In a meeting with Reza
Khan in the afternoon of 7 December 1924, Sir P. Loraine welcomed the result of the
Reza Khan and Sheikh Khaz’al negotiation and stated:
“It was in accordance with the desire of His Majesty’s Government to see a
united, stable and friendly Persia, and it seemed to me (Loraine) wholly compatible
with Persia’s own best interests. I wished all the friends of England in South Persia to
be the friends of Tehran, to stand by and help their own Government; I wished the
Persian Government, who had many anxieties, to feel that the south was safe, loyal and
peaceful, so that, should danger arise from other quarters, the south could be relied on.
The line indicated therein, I am persuad, the one most constant with our abiding
interests, for a stable and united Persia is a far more valuable asset to us than a weak
and divided one. To bring the south into agreement with Tehran, to make Serdar Sepah
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himself realise that, so far from supporting a separatist policy in the south we are
genuinely desirous of uniting the south with Tehran, and to carry this policy into effect
gradually, will make not only Persia’s position, but also our own far stronger than
hitherto and will give us the best guarantee obtainable in present circumstances against
any attempt by Russia at absorption or aggression.
What it amounts to is making Serdar Sepah and his Government a present of our
friends in the south, and of the so-called “ southern alliance“ the principal members of
which are the Sheikh of Mohammerah, the Bakhtiari khans, the Vali of Posht-i-Kuh and
Kawam-ul-Mulk (128).
Reza Khan appointed Brigadier General Fazl -allah Khan as the GovernorGeneral of Khuzestan, Brigadier General Mohammad Hassan Mirza as the MilitaryGovernor of Kohgiluye and Bakhtiyari, Brigadier General Abol-Hassan Khan as the
Military-Governor of Poshtkuh, Colonel Abd-al-Ali Khan as the Military Governor of
Dezful. On December 8,1924, the Bakhtiyari force of about 800 men under the
command of Amir Mojahed were defeated in eastern Khuzestan by the Persian troops
and entered the town Ramhormoz. The same day, Reza Khan left Ahvaz for northern
Khuzestan.
He visited Dezful, Shushtar and the Bakhtiyari oil-field “Sardar Zafar was to
winter quarters when Reza Khan arrived there. Amir Mojahed was persuaded to go to
Europe (129). Reza Khan returned to south-west Khuzestan. On 15 December 1924, he
left Persia for Iraq through the port of Basreh to visit the holy Shi’ah cities Karbela,
Najaf and Kazemain and meet the Shi’ah U’lama. In less than three weeks, on
December 24, when Reza Khan was still in Iraq, British consulate in Ahvaz informed
the Legation that two hundred troops reached Ahvaz of whom fifty left for
Mohammareh. Three hundred more were expected shortly. Half of them would go to
Mohammareh.
A Deputy-Governor was appointed to Mohammerah and a military DeputyGovernor will be appointed to Abadan. British Consulate pointed out: “These measures
constitute flagrant breach of solemn promises given to you by Prime Minister here” he
added: there is every indication that this occupation is intended to be permanent and
authority of Sheikh Khaz’al over towns and tribes in southern Khuzestan has already
reduced to nil and he was completely pessimistic to his future. Reza Khan, the
Commanders of the Persian Army, did prepare to secure any places even for the loyal
tribal chieftains in the Persian power politic.
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12.14.

Reza Khan and Peacock Throne

The peaceful settlement in Khuzestan consolidated the position of Reza Khan
inside the country and his relation with foreign powers. British Government and even
the Managers of the A.P.O.C. realised that their interests would be better safeguarded
by Reza Khan and the Central Government than the tribal chieftains (130).
Great Britain and Soviet Union, both, for different reasons, supported the
centralisation policy of Reza Khan at this juncture. American advisors also assisted the
Persian Government to implement the financial and administration reforms throughout
the country. The relation of Persia with the European countries as well as Turkey was
in a good shape.
With the end of semiautonomous hereditary governorship of Khaz’al, the Central
Government re-established throughout the country. Now, the Persian Army also
dominated the power in south-west Persia. After the submission of Sheikh Khaz’al and
his allies Bakhtiyari Khans in Khuzestan and the station of Persian troops in provinces
in south-west provinces of Persia at the end of the year 1924, Reza Khan returned to
Tehran triumphant in January of the year 1925. He began to consolidate his position by
imposed his will to be appointed as the commander of the army by the Persian
Parliament, a position in which was belonged to the Shah according to constitutional
law.
In the provinces, the commanders of the army imposed their wishes on local
affairs. The civil administration and the local powers lost gradually their influences.
Reza Khan tided his relation with the Commanders of the Army and relied on their
support in his struggle for the Peacock throne. The previous instructions of the
Commanders of the army in the provinces were to pave the way for a republic. It was
significant that now they were secretly warned after his return from Khuzestan of
probable impending changes in internal and foreign policy (131).
Reza Khan intended to access to the highest rank position in the country. He had
previously in 1923 failed to recognise the power of influential groups as well as public
opinion in republican movement. This time, after his success in Khuzestan, he prepared
first to expand his relation with the influential strata and personalities. The Shi’ah
U’lama in Persia and Iraq had denounced the rebellion of Sheikh Khaz’al and his allies
and supported the Persian Government. Reza Khan visited Karbela, Najaf and
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Kazemain in Iraq to express his appreciation and to secure the support of the U’lama to
his plans for a change of dynasty (132).
Reza Khan followed the same policy in his return to Persia. He met the influential
U’lama in Tehran, Qom many occasions during the year 1925. Reza Khan participated
in religious ceremonies and endeavoured to remove the suspicious of Shi’ah clerics
(133). Reza Khan had previously opened a close relation with the single influential
moderate nationalist fraction in Majles in 1924. He consulted with them on important
state’s affairs. In his return to Tehran at the beginning of the year 1925, and in
continuation of mentioned private secessions, Reza Khan met these Deputies after his
return.
With regard to his differences with the Shah and Crown Prince, said Reza Khan,
he could not work with them and he did not feel himself secure in his position. Reza
Khan pointed out that the Shah has the power to appoint another ranking officer in his
place. With their support, the Persian Parliament ratified an article that Reza Khan was
recognised as the Commander in Chief of the Persian Army on February 1925. A
military Rank that belongs to the Shah of Persia. Reza Khan was determined in his
decision and it was only a smooth step towards sovereignty.
In summer 1925, Reza Khan improved his relation with one of the influential
Deputies in Majles, the head of minority, Seyyed Hassan Modarres, The Prime Minister
met the head of minority many occasions and holds consultation with him on important
political issues privately. Reza Khan reshuffled the Cabinet and appointed three new
ministers acceptable to both sides in new cabinet on 10 August 1925. Very soon, the
brought up the future of Qajar dynasty. During the months August, September and
October a huge number of telegrams were send from the provinces to the Persian
Parliament against Qajar dynasty.
British consulate in Tabriz reported on 8 October 1925 that Military authorities
and Police compelling people to telegraph to protest against the return of the Shah. It
was reported from Rasht on 9 October 1925, that Military authorities were pressing
U’lama and merchants to send telegrams against Shah. It was reported from Kerman on
17 October 1925, that agitation against return of Shah was being led by chief Mullah
here, who was under guidance of officer commanding, but people generally were at
heart indifferent. It was reported from Isfahan on 29 October 1925, that commandant of
troops here had drawn up anti-Qajar telegram, which he was getting merchants, editors
and Mullahs to sign. Similar telegrams were received from Khuzestan and Azarbaijan
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(134). Additionally, wrote Loraine, Reza Khan himself started disturbances with the
intention of scaring the Shah into staying abroad (135). With such preparation, Majles
deposed Ahmad Shah and his dynasty and entrusted the provisional leadership of the
State to Reza Khan on 31 October 1925. Reza Khan Pahlavi succeeded to the throne by
the Constituent Assembly on 16 December 1925.

12.15.

Consolidation of Position

In the year 1925, the policy of strengthening the authority of the Central
Government in tribal areas continued. Destroying the semi-autonomous tribal systems
and extending the Central Government administration to the tribes was pursued with
varying success throughout the year [1925]”(136). Destroying the semi-autonomous
tribal systems and to extend the Central Government administration to the tribes was
pursued with varying success throughout the year [1925]” (137).
The power of few remaining important tribal chieftains such as Sowlat alDowleh, Sheikh Khaz’al, Sardar of Bojnurd, was definitely broken. Military operations
were taken placed against the rebel Lor tribes in Lorestan, Arab tribes in Khuzestan,
Turkmans and Baluch tribes of Sarhad. Military operations and disarmament of tribes
continued in Lorestan, Posht-kuh and the other tribal areas.
The commercial routes and main roads were administered by road guards. The
security on the roads maintained well during the years 1924-1925. In few instances, the
bandits and tribesmen pillaged caravans, “but in many cases, the property stolen were
recovered” The improvement of road guard administration still needed more funds and
right type of man (138).

12.16.

Disarmament and Tribal Chieftains

The disarmament of the tribes and settled population continued without delay.
Reza Khan felt confident that the southern tribes (Qashqa’i, Bakhtiyari, Khamseh and
Boir Ahmadi) would disarm without fighting. He presumably to the Qashqa’i, Khamseh
and Bakhtiyari tribes (139).
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12.16.1.

Tribal Chieftains in Fars 1925

Reza Khan decided to clip the power of tribal chieftains including Sowlat alDowleh and disarm the Qashqa’i tribe (140). The aim of Reza Khan was to end the
power of the ruling clan of Qashqa’i. The Shahilu families were in power in Qashqa’i
tribe at least since 18 century. On 12 April 1925, the newspaper Shafaq-e Sorkh
published an article about Sowlat al-Dowleh. He was accused as having committed
many crimes and shed to blood of many innocent persons for the sake of his own
avariciousness. It calls on the Prime Minister to break the power of these tribal chiefs.
He added that there will be no difficulty as the subordinate khans of Qashqa’i will
readily co-operate with Government in getting rid of him. British Military Attaché
comments, that “It appears likely that this article was inspired by Prime Minister.....“
(141).
It was known that Ali Dashti the editor in chief of the Shafaq-e Sorkh newspaper
was a staunch supporter of Reza Khan. The principal khan of Qashqa’i sent telegrams
to Majless and the Prime Minister making complaints against Sowlat al-Dowleh. They
expressed hope that he would not be allowed to return to a position that he could
continue to oppress them (142).
Reza Khan felt confident that the southern tribes would disarm without fighting,
he presumably, to the Qashqa’i, Khamseh and Bakhtiyari tribes. Amir Lashkar
Commanding the Southern Division and the chiefs of Qashqa’i tribes had some
conversation regarding the handing in of their arms. Provided the neighbouring tribes
disarmed, it was expected that the Qashqa’is would not object it (143). The
disarmament of Qashqa’i was too indefinite. Some sections handed in arms without
opposition (144). Two weeks later, in his visit to Tehran, the Chief of Staff of the
Southern Division discussed plans for disarmament of Qashqa’is with the Government
(145).
“On the 3rd and the 5th July 1925, the Amir Lashkar ( Major General) of the
army issued notices to the people of southern provinces generally and to the owners of
village property in particular, giving twenty five days grace for all arms to be
surrendered under heavy penalties for weapons discovered subsequently by in former“
(147). The army began to disarm the Qashqa’i and Khamseh tribes and the villagers
near the district of Shiraz.
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In the middle of July 1925, about 3000 rifles were collected from Qashqa’i
tribesmen, said the chief of the staff of Southern Division. Qavam al-Molk stated: the
number of rifles was collected from Khamseh tribes was at 1.200. British Consulate in
Shiraz were of opinion that in both cases represents a very small fraction of a moderate
estimate of the riffles in possession of these tribes (148).
Meanwhile an important event was taken place on the tribal affairs of Fars in
1925. On August 1925, the Ilkhaniship of Qashqa’i tribe was entrusted to a Military
Officer (146). A Military Governorship was created for the Qashqa’i tribe with the
approval of Reza Khan, the Prime Minister and the Commander of the Persian Army.
Nasser Khan, who was the nominal Ilkhani of Qashqa’i since 1920, after the departure
of his father from Fars and residence in Tehran in August 1924, the affairs of the
Qashqa’i tribe was administered by him, was dismissed and ordered to reside in the city
of Shiraz the capital of the province of Fars.
He had no permission to leave the city, where neither was the winter quarter nor
the summer quarter of the Qashqa’i tribe. The Financial Department appointed three
revenue agents, the first one stayed in the northern districts of Fars, the second resided
in Firuzabad and the third one migrated with the tribes to collect the taxes from tribes
and the village headmen who use to pay their taxes to the Ilkhani.
In September 1925, the collection of arms still continued slowly. The following
figure was given by the chief of the Division Staff: (a) 3.200 by the Qashqa’i tribe, (b)
4.000 by the Khamseh tribes, (c) 1.200 by the district of Shiraz.
Some of the sub-tribes of Qashqa’i and Khamseh as well as lesser tribes had not
surrendered their arms. It was intended near future to send troops to Dashti, Dashtestan
and into Lorestan. British consul in Shiraz writes: “a large pro portion of the weapons
surrendered by tribesmen and villagers are of older and obsolete types, newer patterns
being hidden“. “The measure as a whole has been carried out without the dispatch of
troops to districts at all“. “As a rule, the overlord of tribe or district has sent out his
representative, accompanied income cases by two or three settlers, to receive the rifles,
only in case of the Kashqa’i was a senior military officer posted nominally to assist the
Ilkhani with some thirty men at first” (148).
It was a remarkable phenomenon, when the troops were on disarmament duty,
they had not attacked and that measure as a whole carried out without dispatching of
troops to the districts at all. The villagers around the cities were well content with the
disappearance of weapons. The people could travel throughout the country “without
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seeing a single armed man“. Meanwhile the Government prohibited the carrying and
having of arm. It could carry the arm only with permission. The disappearance of the
arm from the scene secured the society to some extend at all. Annual reports ChickClive 1925, British military and political opinion had looked upon disarmament of Fars
as an operation of extreme difficulty if undertaken under British control, wrote British
consul in Shiraz (149).
During the year 1925, the family of Ilkhani and the tribe Qashqa’i were under
permanent pressure. It appears he endeavoured to pacify the difficult conditions. As far
as a the report of British Legation concerned, during the year 1925, Sowlat al-Dowleh
showed his readiness to reconciliation with British Legation and Sheikh Khaz’al
mediated on this matter. This suggestion was in accordance with the British tribal
policy in the south.
Meanwhile after disposal of Qajar dynasty in autumn 1925, Qavam al-Molk, like
Sowlat al-Dowleh, elected to Constituent Assembly. As a member of the Constituent
Assembly in autumn 1925, he went to the Persian capital to participate in the
Assembly. British Minister thought that the opportunity might be used to affect
reconciliation between Qavam al-Molk and Sowlat al-Dowleh through the British in
Tehran, “which ought to smooth things for our (British) interests in Fars” (150).
Qavam al-Molk reconciled with Sowlat al-Dowleh at a luncheon in the British
Legation the last days of the year 1925. Ibrahim Khan Qavam al-Molk the chief of
Khamseh confederation continued his rule over the tribes in 1925 and retained his
power and position. Mirza Ibrahim Khan Qavam al-Molk, as the head of Khamseh
confederation and the owner of many villages, farms and gardens, realised the gradual
strength of Central Government and his establishment in the province of Fars and the
south as a whole. He considered that his governorship and his estates in violation. In
order to save his estates and its revenue from Government’s army, in June 1925, he put
himself under British protection.
He approached the British Consulate in Shiraz with an “extraordinary proposal
that he should make over all his estates to run by the consulate or by anyone, British or
Persian, appointed by the British authorities in Persia. He himself to receive an income
from the proceeds of the estates, the balance of the revenue from leases”. “In his idea,
he would under such an arrangement be able to leave and Fars, knowing that his
interests were protected.”
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British advised him to shape his suggestion into bringing trained agricultural
experts. It was sanctioned the engagement of expert, but rejected by the Prime Minister,
Reza Khan. Qavam al-Molk sent representatives with a military escort to begin the
disarmament of the confederation of Khamseh tribes. The disarmament and the
collection of rifles from villages of Kazerun and Marvdasht of Fars began in summer
1925 (151).
During August 1925, Ibrahim Khan Qavam al-Molk suggested to Reza Khan to
leave the governorship of Khamseh confederation and the Eastern regions of Fars to
improve his loyalty to Central Government. Reza Khan, however, asked him to
continue his job. The Khamseh tribesmen expected the termination of hereditary rule of
Qavam al-Molk family, but at this juncture Ibrahim Khan Qavam al-Molk played his
role royally to Reza Khan.
It appears that Qavam al-Molk hold his job because it was the policy of Reza
Khan not to fight at once with several united oppositions. He used to send out one after
the other. For the reason he ordered the appointment a military governor in Qashqa’i,
but he kept Qavam al-Molk in his post, in spite of his resignation’s offer as the
governor of eastern region of Fars in August 1925.
In September, Qavam al-Molk realised that there was a movement by Reza Khan
and his assistants to deposit the Qajar dynasty. He put himself at the head of the
movement in Shiraz and the deposition effected and lead to Tehran a group of deputies
from Fars to the Constituent Assembly , pledged to nominate Reza Khan Pahlavi the
Prime Minister and the Commander of the Persian Army as the Shah“. Qavam al-Molk
spent lavishly in entertainment in Tehran in honour of the new Shah’s accession.
Apparently, he won the confidence and the approval of the new sovereign. Finally as it
was mentioned Qavam al-Molk reconciled with Sowlat al-Dowleh at a luncheon in the
British Legation the last days of the year (152).

12.16.2.

Bakhtiyari Khans in 1925

Amir Mojahed, who was one of the Bakhtiyari Khans directly responsible for the
Shalil incident and the first Bakhtiyari Khan, who allied with Sheikh Khaz’al in
rebellion against Reza Khan and invited the other Khans to join them in summer 1924,
was forgiven if he leaves the country. Walter Smart, the acting Consul in Damascus,
Syria, reported that about the middle of February 1925, Amir Mojahed during his
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passage through Damascus went to see him. Amir Mojahed asked him to report that he
was ready to serve, whenever his assistance required.
Amir Mojahed said that his properties had been sequenctered, but then given back
as a part of arrangement, whereby he was to leave the country peacefully. He was
anxious that the military might make trouble for his villages and render the collection
of revenues impracticable. Amir Mojahed asked whether it would be possible for the
British Minister in Tehran to recommend to Reza Khan with a view to obviating the
molestation of agents in Charge of his properties in Bakhtiyari. Meanwhile, he
informed smart that he intends to see Armitage-Smith and call at the Foreign Office in
London (153).
Captain Peel, the British Consul in Ahvaz reported in the middle of February that
Sardar Zafar the Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari was in Malamir one of the winter quarter of
Bakhtiyari. He failed to square the Commander in Chief of Southern Division over the
Janaki tribe of Chahar Lang question. The latter wanted 10.000T for concluding the
deal, but the Ilkhani was without the funds (154).
There are many reports from British authorities in southern Consulates of these
years that they accused Military Officers to the rapacity and arrogance. This was an
indication that the military and political power changed from the traditional forces to
new comers. The Military Officers were in a strong position in Khuzestan and
Bakhtiyari and some of the officers abused of their position against the tribal chieftains
as well as tribesmen and ordinary people.
One of the aims of the Persian Government in the south was to substitute direct
Government responsibility for protection of the oil-fields and pipe line instead the
Bakhtiyari khans and Sheikh Khaz’al. The station of a detachment of regular troops in
Shushtar at the end of the year 1923 followed by stationing a force of 600 men in the
garrison of Behbahan close to the Bakhtiyari land and Khuzestan. The situation,
however, indicated that more troops and forces should station in those districts for the
protection of the Anglo-Persian Oil Company’s interests.
The question of responsibility for the protection of oil-fields became merged
gradually in the whole question of the future status of Sheikh Khaz’al and the
Bakhtiyari khans (155).

At the end of the year 1924, though the Persian troops

stationed all over the region and Khuzestan, but the security of the oil-fields, oil pipe
and oil installation remained theoretically as before.
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In the year 1925, the governorship of the tribe Bakhtiyari remained as before.
Sardar Zafar was the Ilkhani and Sardar Jang was his assistant or Ilbegi. Sardar Ass’ad
III was also unchanged as Minister in the Persian Cabinet. The disarmament continued
in Bakhtiyari and a proportion of rifles were already surrendered. Some negotiations
between the Persian Government and the Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari on disarmament of the
tribe were taken placed. Reza Khan asked the Ilkhani whether he needs troops for this
purpose (156). The Bakhtiyari Khans were still responsible in protection of the oilfield, but the Bakhtiyari road was policed by “the imperial authorities, and according to
recent travellers in a quite efficient manner” (157).

12.16.3.

Khuzestan and Sheikh Khaz’al in 1925

The station of military in southern Khuzestan was proceeding steadily in January
1925. Military detachments were posted at the headquarters of all the tribes, who
previously owned allegiance to Sheikh Khaz’al. The control of Sheikh Khaz’al over
these tribes lapsed. Ahvaz, Mohammareh and Abadan each had their Military Deputy
Governors. The police force was being taken by Persian officials. Sheikh Khaz’al and
his son were deprived of all the power and practically retired into private life (158)
New municipalities were “being set up and controlled by locally elected committees”
and arrangements were being made for opening of courts of justice in Ahvaz,
Mohammareh and Abadan.
Brigadier General Fazl-allah Khan, the Military Governor of Khuzestan stated
that the Persian Government has no intention of restoring Sheikh Khaz’al to his former
position. The organisation of Administration’s departments was undertaken by Persian
officials on line of being permanent (159). The Arab tribal chieftains, who suffered of
Kaz’al’s rule and then co-operated with the Military Commanders now they were
placed in Charge of the tribes. The political position of Sheikh Khaz’al step by step had
been weakening. The development of the situation in Khuzestan indicated that Reza
Khan would not fulfil his promise to the British Minister.
For a long time, Loraine was of opinion and suggested to Sir W. Tyrrell, the
Under Secretary in Foreign Office, from Baghdad on November 1924, a settlement that
would liquidate British obligations to the Sheikh Khaz’al by substitution of a Charter
from the Persian Government. This view was supported by Foreign Office and let the
British Minister to negotiate on this matter with the Persian Government (160). At the
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beginning of January 1925, Loraine even anticipated progress in Anglo-Persian
Relations in the following months. (161).
As the news of re-establishing of the Persian authority in Khuzestan reached the
British Legation, Loraine recommended to Foreign Office the policy of wait and see
until spring and at the same time continued to say that he thinks: “if we do not wish to
risk again becoming embroiled in this Khuzestan question, the course which I suggest
is the only possible one”. (Co-operation in the south against the possible threat from the
other side) Loraine made a recommendation an extract from a minute written by
Havard the Oriental Secretary to the diary from Ahvaz.
“In view of the new order of things which, so far as we can judge, has come to
stay, the Sheikh cannot possibly expect all his old authority to be restored to him, and I
think we should be wrong in trying to obtain it for him. His position was incompatible
with the present centralisation, and he would be well advised to adapt himself gradually
to the new conditions. We have a strong Central Government, and the Foreign Office, it
appears to me, wishes to support, but if we ask the Persian Government not to treat
Arabistan in the same way as any other part of Persia, that Government will suspect us
and probably refuse to listen to us, .......Therefore, on the assumption that we are going
to have permanently a strong Central Government, the best thing the Sheikh does is to
adapt himself to present circumstances” (162).
Although certain arrangements were made at the end of the year 1924, and it was
expected that Sheikh Khaz’al return to power in spring 1925, but Reza Khan did not
prepare to return to old system. There were all indications that Reza Khan permitted
neither in southern Khuzestan nor in other provinces that the political and
administration run by the tribal chieftains. Even, the governors of the tribes were and
often replaced by military officers.
During March 1925, Reza Khan endeavoured to persuade Sheikh Khaz’al to
come to Tehran. He told British Legation a visit offered of finally settling the question
of Farmans and the properties. Sheikh Khaz’al did not prepare to go to Tehran. He
informed Reza Khan that he wished to divide up his properties among his sons. He also
asked permission to travel abroad for treatment. Meanwhile towards the end of March
the British Consul in Ahvaz, Captain E. Peel, vacated Ahvaz Consulate and Herbert
Monypenny was sent to Ahvaz as the new British Consul.
Monypenny was received by Reza Khan before leaving for Ahvaz. Reza Khan
requested Monypenny to convey a personal message to Sheikh Khaz’al to assure him
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that the Prime Minister “wished to regularise and legalise through Majles the Sheikh
position as regards his properties and that this could be done if the sheikh were in
Tehran.“ At the beginning of April, Reza Khan asked Sir P. Loraine to use his influence
with Khaz’al and induce him to come to Tehran. British Minister agreed and on 14
April 1925, telegraphic invited him, but he was still reluctant to come to Tehran.
Reza Khan received information that Sheikh Khaz’al intended a permanent
retirement to his Iraq properties near Basreh, where he was busily repaired and
renovated his house. This would create a difficult position for the Persian Government.
On the night of 19-20 April 1925, Sheikh Khaz’al and his eldest son were suddenly
arrested by the military authorities in Mohammerah and taken by car to Ahvaz. “It
transpired that on the morning of the 19th April, Mr. Monypenny had delivered the
Minister’s message, but that the sheikh had definitely refused to come to
Tehran...........and had reiterated his request for permission to go abroad.” He was
brought to Tehran via Khorramabad under escort and arrived in Tehran on 10 May.
He was considerately treated on his journey and received well by Reza Khan and
a house and garden outside the city was placed at his disposal. It was officially stated
that the Prime Minister summoned Khaz’al to Tehran to discussed future arrangements
for the control of Khuzestan and the settlement of his properties, but he failed to obey
(163).
Sir P.Loraine received the news about the Sheikh in Shiraz. In his return to
Tehran, before the arrival of Khaz’al, he met the Prime Minister. Reza Khan pointed
out that there was a certain amount of propaganda going on in the Arab press even as
far away as Egypt in connection with the Sheikh, and that he was obliged to withdraw
the bulk of his force from Khuzestan he felt that he could not leave the Sheikh there, or
as near there as Basreh possibly trying to create reactions in his own favour, without
incurring considerable risk and possible great expenditure, if he had to dispatch troops
again to that region.
He therefore felt that he had no option, but to bring the Sheikh to Tehran.
Additionally, the display of authority in the south put Reza Khan in a stronger position
to assert the authority of the Persian Government in the north to counteract Russian
influence (164). The effect of the new regime in Khuzestan on the interests of the
A.P.O.C. was a direct reaction on British interests.
The A.P.O.C. found its relations with the Persian military authorities in
Khuzestan “quite satisfactory“, “and its operations were continued in absolute
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tranquility”. At all events showed to the Company and the British Legation that Reza
Khan was to permit no interference with the exploitation of the oil-fields and assured
their protection.

British Minister could not neglect this important aspect of the

situation, when Reza Khan brought Sheikh Khaz’al to Tehran (165).
Though, the arguments of Reza Khan about Sheikh Khaz’al sound to listen. The
success of the Persian Army in tranquillity in Khuzestan was admirable, but Loraine
was of opinion that the action of Reza Khan had placed him in a position of extreme
embarrassment. The Sheikh had suffered a public humiliation and could not be
repaired. In other words Loraine was not pleased with the new situation. It had gone
beyond his wishes and he was not in a position to change it. The situation was
frustrating
Chamberlain studied the case of Khaz’al carefully and with precautions
considered that the time of these assurances is over. He wrote: we live in a world
different from the world that these assurances were given. It is a fact that with the
convenant and League of Nations, the implementation of previous policy is almost
impossible. Chamberlain asked his Under-Secretary to inform Loraine that his views
and acts in this difficult subject had been having the full support of the Foreign
Secretary and he would finish it successfully. Loraine was decorated with K.C.M.G.
(166).
At the end of the year 1924, there were 8000 Persian troops in Khuzestan. Six
months later, however, it was reduced to almost 750 men in the garrisons of
Mohammerah, Ahvaz and Shushtat-Dezful. The Military Governors were appointed
over the Arab tribes. After the removal of Sheikh Khaz’al to Tehran in April 19, the
Arab tribesmen were suspicious of the military forces. Three months later, on the dawn
of 24 July 1925, 400 Arabs broke into Mohammareh, temporarily immobilised the
small garrison and occupied the town for some ours. The Persian army had only forty
men in the small garrison and fighting continued between the troops and the rebels
throughout the day.
It was rumoured that Sheikh Khaz’al had been assassinated in Tehran. Arnold
Wilson, the Resident Director of the Oil Company, requested the British High
Commissioner in Iraq the urgent dispatch of a gunboat and British troops to protect the
Oil Company’s interests. Arnold Wilson also informed the Persian Commander in
Ahvaz over the telephone. He placed his motor transport at the disposal of the Persian
Commanders. During the night the Persian troops reached Mohammareh and the
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following morning restored the situation. By midday the Arab rebels were driven from
the town. It was found unnecessary the arrival of British force from Iraq. During
subsequent days reinforcement arrived from Ramhormoz and Bushehr. The rebellion
was quelled rapidity by comparatively small forces and easily the Persian troops reestablished their superiority over the tribes. This indicated “well for the efficacy of
Persian methods in tribal warfare” (167).
Two questions remained to be answered. First of all, Arnold Wilson, the Resident
Director of the Oil Company, ignored the independence of Persia, when he requested
British authorities in Iraq to send troops to Persia. Reza Khan protested to the action of
Wilson. British Minister endeavoured to convince the Persian Prime Minister and at the
same time he informed the British Consul in Ahvaz that British force have no right to
arrive on the Persian territory unless the written consent of the local Persian authorities
requested (168).
It is interesting that Wilson expressed his opposition to the instruction of Loraine
privately and in a letter. The Directors of the A.P.O.C. in London supported the view of
Wilson and wrote officially to Foreign Office that British Minister in Tehran with
approval of British Government has given instructions to the British consular officers
...that in no case is the assistance of British armed forces to be invoked for the
protection of British lives and properties in Persia territory unless the written consent
...obtained.
The Company continued to say: “The standing orders above referred to radically
modify the previous existing understanding for the protection of the lives of our
employees and of our oil-fields, pipe-line and refinery by His Majesty’s armed forces in
case of need. In view of our reasonable apprehensions, we beg that His Majesty’s
Government may consider afresh the recently enunciated policy” (169).
Second question was the grounds of rebellion. As far as the British documents
indicate British authorities mentioned various factors as the background of the outbreak
at Mohammareh in 24 July 1925. Loraine writes: it appears that economic nature
caused by lack of rain and consequent failure of the corps. This coincided with a
transitional period in the method in Khuzestan. They had no time to win sympathy of
the inhabitants or to gain necessary experience to establish confidence. The visit of a
financial commission in searching a new source of revenue hitherto little known caused
the anxiety of Arab population (170).
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British Consul in Ahvaz, Herbert Monypenny, concluded that the removal of
Sheikh Khaz’al and its substitution by a Government of official and officers that was
not yet sympathetic to local population and the new regime could not deal satisfactory
with the partial famine. New tax on date palms increased their apprehensions. The
Sheikh’s tribal leaders and headmen (ex-Gholams) were removed and replaceed by men
of inexperienced and no influence and enemies of the Sheikh.
The Ex-Gholam wrote to the chiefs of Ka’ab, Howizeh and Bani Turuf urging
them to rise against the military. The former agreed with them. It appears, therefore,
that the revolt was the natural outcome of the general discontent prevailing among the
Arab tribes of Khuzestan and that Dehdashti and a small intriguers sought to instigate a
general revolt to synchronise with the local trouble which was brewing at Mohammerah
and which was a spontaneous and unorganised outburst against the intolerable
condition. The plan for a general revolt was no doubt hastened owing to the knowledge
that the local garrison of Persian troops had been reduced to about forty men (171).
One year after the event at Mohammareh, it was reported that the Arab tribes “
were further agitated by the intrigues and incitement of the agents of parties, whose
interest it was to create trouble for the Central Government or to provoke disorder that
would affect British interests and Anglo-Persian relations (172).

12.17.

British Policy in Persia 1925

The briefly plan of British Minister was to build up a stable Persia bound to
British by ties of common interest in whatever interval remain, before the resurrection
of Russian power. If British can get America to associate in such programme so much
better, if not “let us it ourselves” (173).
Loraine intended to secure British long term interests in the south and at the same
time to reduce British obligations. British Government was confronted with difficult
circumstances in Egypt after the murder of Sir Lee Stack in autumn 1924. Loraine
endeavoured “to secure from the Persian Government a Charter for the Sheikh,
guaranteeing his main interests and personal tranquillity, which would act as a
substitute for, and might even permit the withdrawal or lapse of, the former British
undertakings to the Sheikh” (174).
He put forward a tribal policy and approved by the British Foreign Secretary that
to draw all the great tribal chieftains in the south and south-west of Persia with whom
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British Government had long-standing friendship and influence, Sheikh Khaz’al, Vali
of Poshtkuh, Bakhtiyari Khans and Qavam al-Molk and the others “Into close amity
with and support of the Central Government under Reza Khan, so that the latter should
feel the south solid behind them, and thus have their hands free to meet any dangers
which might menace them from north, the probability of such danger being in direct
ratio to consolidation at home of the Soviet power and to the intensification of the
Soviets’ efforts, thereby rendered more possible, to reduce the northern provinces to
state of economic, and the Tehran Government thereby to a state of political,
dependence”.
British Foreign Secretary, Asten Chamberlain approved Loraine suggestion and
informed him accordingly.
“I share your view that the policy of His Majesty’s Government in Persia should
be to discourage separatist movements likely to weaken the central authority of the
Persian Government, and am of opinion that the policy outlined in your dispatch, of
rallying the tribal chieftains of South Persia to support of Persian Government, is best
calculated to improve the relations of His Majesty’s Government with that
Government. The chieftains themselves will thus be led to realise that their traditional
friendship with His Majesty’s Government is fully compatible with their duly as loyal
Persian subjects ” (175).
In December 1925, as far as British Documents are concerned Qavam al-Molk
and Sowlat al-Dowleh reconciled in British Legation. Sheikh Khaz’al was also present
there. Loraine wrote that they “have understood and realised that our policy is to help
and befriend Persia, and not fractions of Persia, and that our good opinion of them
mainly depends on their faithfulness to their own Sovereign and Government. It has
taken a long time to make this point of view prevail, but it is now being grasped (176).

477

12. 18.

(1)

Summary

Reza Khan expanded the army garrisons in the west and the south of Persia. He
sent more troops to these provinces in the years 1922 -1924.

(2)

The Persian Army had some success in Lorestan in the years 1923-1924 and the
routes in adjacent provinces to Khuzestan were opened. Sheikh Khaz’al was
anxious of the army operations in Lorestan.

(3)

Khaz’al protested to the appointment of civil staffs for the Government’s
department in Khuzestan and finally the gradual efforts of Central Government in
re-establishing his authority in Khuzestan caused a formation an alliance of
certain southern tribes in the west and southern Persia against Reza Khan in
summer 1924.

(4)

The rebellion was rejected by the Persian Parliament and Shi’ah U’lama in Najaf
in Persia and Mesopotamia as well as media and the public.

(5)

The chief of Qashqa’i and some of the Bakhtiyari Khans did not participate in
rebellion and even supported the Persian Government. The chief of Khamseh
remained neutral and then accompanied Reza Khan in his journey.

(6)

British Legation, southern consuls, British authorities in London, the Resident
Directors of the A.P.O.C. as well as the representative of the Company in Tehran
and Directors of the Oil Company in London had different interpretations of the
situation.

(7)

Finally, British Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary, Ramsay MacDonald, asked
the British Minister in Tehran, Sir Percy Loraine, who was at that time in
England, to leave for Khuzestan to pacify the rebells and mediate between the
two sides.

(8)

Persian Army was dispatched from Shiraz, Isfahan, Kermanshah and Lorestan
towards Khuzestan. Then, Reza Khan, the Prime Minister and the Minister of
War, joint the force in the south-east border of Khuzestan.

(9)

Khaz’al and his allies submitted and with the mediation of British Minister their
life and properties were secured.

(10) The Persian forces arrived in Khuzestan from three directions. Reza Khan
appointed Military Governors for the province and the cities of Khuzestan.
(11) Reza Khan visited Iraq to develop his relations with the Shi’ah Ulama Karbela
and Najaf.
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(12) In the year 1925, the authorities of Central Government stabilised inside tribes
and the semi-autonomous tribal system was destroyed in many areas.
(13) Several tribal chieftains including Sheikh Khaz’al was called and brought to
Tehran.
(14) The process of disarmament continued and many rifles were collected from
tribesmen.
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XIII. Conclusion
In the classical Persian works on politics and Government’s theory, it is essential
to have a permanent army as an important factor on continuation of the political power.
In practice the Persian dynasties followed the mentioned view. For many centuries the
Persian Government organised an army of cavalry forces including tribal unites and
infantry forces mainly from peasant origin. Usually the Persian forces were able to
defend of the borders and secure the tranquillity in the country.
The use of artillery in the Persian army began in the 15th century. The modern
army unites were organised in the first half of the 17th century. However, as a result of
internal power struggle among the tribal confederations and short duration dynasties in
the 18th century, the Persian Government could not modernise and expanded the Persian
army in a world level.
In the first half of the 19th century Persia confronted first with the invasion of
Russian and then British forces, the two new powerful neighbours. The expansion
policy of Russia and Great Britain caused a series of confrontation and wars. Persian
army resisted severely to the Russian attack for several years, but finally was defeated.
Persia suffered territorial losses due military failure and had to grant also certain
commercial and judicial privilege rights.
The two colonial powers occupied new areas in the northern and eastern region in
second half of the 19th century and reduced Persia to the present size on the eve of Great
War. The Persian Government could not fully modernise the army due to internal and
external obstacles. At the last decades of the 19th century, the Persian army lost
gradually its capability.
During the years 1896-1921 as a result of economy crisis, internal political
upheaval, the Anglo-Russian colonial policy in partition of Persia, the situation in Persia
went from bad to worse and made the Central Government weaker than before. The
Persian Army also began to decline.
The Persian revolution 1905-1911, caused the political and military confrontation
between the constitutionalists and the despotic elements. Despite the fact that the
constitutional groups succeeded to establish a modern Government, but they were not in
a position to defend of the country against foreign aggression. The occupation of certain
areas of Persia by the Russian and British 1909-1914 and the occupation of neutral
Persia during the War 1914-1918 by the forces of belligerents ruined the military power
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of the Central Government. For the reason, the Persian Government determined to
organise a modern army in these years, but due to the Anglo-Russian opposition, the
idea postponed for some years.
The Russian revolution in 1917 changed fundamentally the political situation in
Persia. German Government also responded positively to the desire of Persia in BrestLitovsk. German and Russian recognised the independent and integrity of Persia and the
Bolshevik Government withdrew the Russian troops from Persia. The Bolshevik
Government also annulled and disclosed the Tsarist agreements with Persia and the
other countries about Persia in 1918.
With the victory of British in Mesopotamia 1917 and the presence of British
troops in Persia, the political officers of the Persian Gulf School and the British
Residency in Bushehr became more active in the regional British policy. In the absence
of Russian, British sent more troops to Persia and also organised new forces under
British command in 1918. British Government sent military forces and missions via
Persia to Caucasus and Central Asia and gave military and financial support to the antiBolshevik movements in these areas.
There was a struggle between the moderate nationalist Persian Cabinets and
British on the future of Persia. The two sides were united on necessities of financial and
administration reforms as well as organisation a uniform modern army. There was a
difference between the Persian Government and the British. The Persian Government
intended to invite advisors from different industrial countries as they did in previous
times. British Government endeavoured to establish an advisory system in Persia under
British military and civil advisors.
In the first half of the year 1918, British Legation in Tehran succeeded to topple
the moderate cabinets and bring finally a pro-British Cabinet to power in summer 1918.
Then, Sir Percy Cox, the British political Resident in the Persian Gulf, was sent to
Tehran. After the Armistice, British forces did not evacuate the Persian territory and
even recruited new forces in Persia. British of the Persian Gulf School did their best in
this region to materialise the dream of Curzon in creating an Empire from Burma to
South Africa.
With the Curzon’s approval, Cox concluded the agreement 1919 with this friendly
cabinet in Tehran, whose existence was due to the British strong support. This
agreement was a developed form of the agreements 1907and 1915, but this time, British
would receive a monopoly position on Persia similar to a protectorate. The aim was to
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establish an advisory system. It was foreseen the administration reforms and organising
a uniform army under British advisors with additional power. Consequently the Joint
Commissions were set up in 1920.
The failure of British expansion policy in Russia 1918-1920, saved also the
independence of Persia. Russian Bolshevik returned to the old border in Asia in spring
1920, and opposed to the British supremacy in Persia and asked the evacuation of
British force from the Persian soil.
The United States and France the allies of British also rejected the Anglo-Persian
agreement 1919 and supported the Persians, who could not freely express their views in
their oppositions to the agreement 1919. After the War, the United States of America
arrived in international politics and challenged the monopoly market of the colonial
Powers. The United States wished to have more economical activities in Persia
particularly in oil industry.
In spite of the internal and the international opposition, as a result of Curzon’s
insistence on continuation of his policy, the political situation in Persia reached to
stagnation. The coup d’état of 21 February 1921 was a military respond to the situation.
British military officers in Qazvin and British Legation in Tehran, apparently without
the knowledge of Foreign Office, financed and supported Persian Cossack, who
occupied Tehran in 21 February 1921 almost bloodless.
It was aimed to secure the capital against possible occupation of Tehran by the
Gilan Republic with the assistance of Russian Bolshevik. Then the organisation a
uniform army and administration reforms came again into discussion to strengthen the
Central Government and to suppress the Bolshevik and the tribal unrest. The Coup
Cabinet was only about hundred days in office, but the process of administration
reforms and the organisation of the army accelerated in the following cabinets in the
years 1921-1925.
Since 1906 and formation the Constitutional Monarchy in Persia a modern nationstate building was in process and the Persian Cabinets determined to modernisation the
Persian administration and military to strengthening the power of the Central
Government. The administration reforms and organisation a modern army, however,
postponed due to mentioned internal and foreign obstacles.
After the war, despite the fact that the Persian Cabinets were not in an appropriate
financial condition, but since 1921 the army found the priority in budget distribution.
The Persian Parliament responded positively to the Persian Government and ratified the
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bills. This time, the process of the nation-state building was in a better condition. An
American mission was invited in 1921 to modernise the Persian financial system. The
mission under Dr. Arthur Millspaugh began to modernise successfully the financial
department in 1922. The financial reforms as well as the administration reforms were
implemented and the modern education system was developed throughout the country.
In 1921, the size of Cossack force expanded to 17,000 and Reza Khan the
Minister of War sent the Persian Cossacks to the Northern provinces against the Soviet
Republic of Gilan and the Jangal movement. The rebellions were also suppressed in
Khorassan and Azarbaijan. With the success of the Persian forces during the year 1921
the Persian Government re-established its power in the Northern provinces.
In 1922 the Minister of War organised an army from the available modern Persian
forces, the Persian Cossack, Gendarmerie, the Central Guard and the others.Then, the
army detachments were sent and stationed in the west, south-west and south-east. Reza
Khan expanded step by step the size of the Persian army.
The army Divisions were formed in Tehran and the other cities. With the gradual
station of the Persian army detachments throughout the country, the power of the
Central Government re-established. In many areas the Persian Army confronted with the
tribal unrest and the opposition of tribal chieftains.
In the Persian history, especially in the second millennium, there was always
confrontation between two power centres: the Central Government and the nomad
tribes. The Central Government endeavoured to bring the tribes under its surveillance
and nomad tribes, who resided in remote area, were practically semi-independent unites
and centrifugal elements.
The chieftain of a tribe was appointed from the ruling family by the Government
with the approval of the Shah. The support of Government gave legitimacy to the chief
of tribe against his rivals and claimants. The Government paid attention to loyalty and
capability of a chief as if he could run the affairs of the tribe. It was expected that a
chieftain secure tranquillity in the tribe and maintains in a peaceful relation with the
neighbour nomads and settlers.
The tribal chieftains had a strong military position in Persia. A chieftain had the
authority of a ruler, a commander, a tax collector and judge. Certain nomad tribe
chieftains provided cavalry for the Government as a part of their responsibility. The
cavalries served under the command of a member of ruling family. The nomad cavalries
were a part of the Shah’s army without causing any expenditure for their maintenance.
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At the same time, the tribal chieftains of the border areas were responsible to
defend of the country’s borders for many centuries. The nomad tribes were the first
barriers against foreign invasion. Some of tribal chieftains were the hereditary rulers of
the border cities and provinces. Since 18 century, the tribesmen were gradually
equipped with fire arms. The new weapon increased the fighting potential of the tribes.
With the arrival of the two colonial powers into Persian political affairs in the
19th century a new factor appeared between the Central Government and tribes. Russia
and Great Britain as two great political and military powers opened friendly relation
with some of the tribal chieftains. They were in a position to instigate and equip the
tribes against Central Government. Despite the mentioned fact that the Central
Government was still in a position to take military expedition against the tribal unrest
and suppress the uprising.
In the second half of the 19th century the two powers developed their commercial
and economic relations in Persia. They, both, gained various concessions including road
construction, Banking and exploration of mines. Also Russian and British extended
their relations with tribal chieftains in the second half of the 19th century and the first
decades of the 20th century
Since the opening of Suez Canal in seventieths of the 19th century, British
enterprise developed their trade and economic activities in southern Persia. British
enterprises opened several branches of Imperial Bank of Persia, Telegraph House and
Lynch Transport Company in southern cities and ports. The commercial routs in the
southern Persia, Bushehr-Shiraz- Isfahan, Bandar-e Abbas -Shiraz and Mohammareh–
Hamadan, passed through tribal areas.
A new short route also was constructed between Mohammareh - Isfahan via
Bakhtiyari land. A British company participated in construction of Bakhtiyari
commercial route in the last decade of the 19th century to connect the central Persia to
the southern ports in Khuzestan. The chieftains of the Bakhtiyari were responsible for
the security of the Bakhtiyari road. For the reason, at the beginning of the 20th century,
most of the tribal areas in the southern Persia could not be considered as the remote
areas.
Some of the great and lesser tribes in the south-west of Persia co-operated with
the British enterprises particularly the Oil Company. The chiefs of the tribes concluded
agreement with the British to form watch guard and secure the safety of the companies.
British oil concessionaire began his activities in the south. In 1908 the oil was
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discovered in commercial level in winter pastures of Bakhtiyari tribe. The Oil Company
concluded two agreements with the Bakhtiyari Khans in 1905 and 1909. The Oil
Company also concluded an agreement with the Sheikh of Mohaysen tribe in 1909
including formation of a watch guard to protect the staffs, pipelines and the installations
of the Oil Company in Abadan. They received arms and ammunitions as well as
financial support from the British Government and Oil Company.
The Anglo-Persian Oil Company was formed in 1909 and some years later on the
eve of the Great War in 1914 the British Government became the greatest share holder
of the Company with %51 of the shares due to the important of the Persian oil for
British Navy and British Empire. The output and production of oil and refinery of
Abadan increased each year and the important of oil became obvious during the Great
War. The Oil Company expanded its activities in other tribal areas in the south-west
Persia after the war.
The strategically importance of Persia as well as production of oil caused the
neutral Persia became the theatre of the War in 1914-1918. The belligerents persuaded
the tribal chieftains to co-operate with them in the War. They financed and equipped the
tribes with arms. There were certain tribal chieftains, who participated voluntarily in the
war chieftains with their tribesmen.
In the southern region, the tribes were divided between the two sides. The ruling
families of several tribes also were divided and followed different directions. The
participation of the tribes in the War and their co-operation with the belligerent troops in
Persia caused the lost of Central Government’s power in the provinces and disruption of
trade and agriculture throughout the country. In the weakness of the constitutional
Government, the tribal chieftains expanded their political and military influence in the
provincial level.
Nomad tribes also participated actively in the constitutional revolution in the years
1907-1911. Some of the tribal chieftains were in favour a Constitutional Government
and the other fought against it. The influential Bakhtiyari Khans supported the
constitutional movement and conquered Isfahan and Tehran. For the reason during the
1909-1922 the Bakhtiyari Khans participated in the national politics as the chief of the
cabinet and minister.
The Bakhtiyari Khans were also appointed as Governor-General in southern and
central provinces. The Bakhtiyari tribesmen accompanied their chieftains as their
retinue and fighting force. The Bakhtiyari Khans and the other tribal chieftains, who
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were appointed as Governor had no idea of modern state and tribal relation itself was an
obstacle to the modernity and modernisation. The Persian Government was in a difficult
situation and had to ignore the non-constitutional actions.
The weakness of the Central Government 1896-1921, strengthened the position of
the tribal chieftains. The foreign military and financial support consolidated the position
of the tribal chieftains. Their power was over their tribal capacity. Some of them even
formed private force. Sheikh Khaz’al was the first chieftain in the south who developed
a private fighting force. Sardar Zafar as the Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari organised a force of
his relatives during the Great War.
Some other Bakhtiyari Khans followed the same direction to be able to compete
with him. Qavam al-Molk the chief of the Khamseh tribal confederation intended to
bring a third section of the South Persia Rifles under his Command in 1921 before the
dissolution of the force by the British authorities in Persia. The idea, however, was
rejected strongly by the Persian Government.
In the 19th century, Persia played the role of a buffer state between the two
colonial powers. With regard to the political process in Asia and strategically important
of the Persian oil in British Empire, British Government came to understanding with
Russia. According to the Anglo-Russian Agreements in 1907 and 1915, the zone of
influence policy succeeded to the buffer state policy. The southern tribal chieftains
found a new weight in the British zone of influence policy in Persia.
The future and the role of the tribes was also a question for the Persian
Government and the provincial administrations for some time particularly during the
Great War. The Persian Cabinets determined to organise an army as soon as possible.
The immediate object was the strengthening the position of the Central Government and
the re-establishment of order and tranquillity throughout the country.
With the appearance of the Bolshevik Government and the change of Russian
foreign policy, British Government revised British policy in Persia. It was intended to
bring the country as a whole under British influence in an advisory system instead the
zone of influence. From British view point it was necessary to organise a uniform
Persian modern army at that juncture due to the political situation in Russia, the political
movements and tribal unrest in Persia.
The pro-British Cabinet of Vothuq al-Dowleh July 1918-June 1920 intended to
strengthen the position of Central Government. Vothuq al-Dowleh prepared to suppress
the internal movements as well as tribal unrest. At the same time Vothuq al-Dowleh had
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to agree to a draft of the British Government in which the administration reforms and
the organisation a uniform army would be implemented through an advisory system.
For the reason the Joint Military and Financial Commissions were set up based on
the Anglo-Persian Agreement 1919. The report of the Joint Military Commission
indicates that the Persian Officers in the Commission had the same view on the question
of tribes as British. The nomad tribes were regarded as the most menacing factor to the
internal security. This question, however, was postponed due to the fall of the Cabinet
of Vothuq al-Dowleh.
Practically, Vothuq al-Dowleh and his Cabinet co-operated with the British in
1918-1920. As Vothuq al-Dowleh came to power in summer 1918, he supported the
British military campaign against the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i in Fars, Sowlat al-Dowleh,
who had received a signal from the previous Persian Cabinet and had reacted to the
occupation of Fars by the British forces and the station and aggression of the S.P.R in
this province.
The Governor-General of Fars and British authorities encouraged his brothers and
then appointed as Ilkhani and Ilbegi of Qashqa’i. He agreed to the appointment of
brothers of Sowlat al-Dowleh as the Ilkhani and Ilbegi of the Qashqa’i tribe. Vothuq alDowleh also supported the British and Bakhtiyari campaign against Boir Ahmadi tribes
and the suppression of rebel nomads in autumn 1918.
After the War, the anti-British tribal chieftains lost their power throughout the
country and even were severely suppressed. The friendly tribal chieftains such as
Sheikh Khaz’al, Vali of Posht –kuh, Ibrahim Khan Qavam al-Molk, two Brothers of
Sowlat al-Dowleh, some great and lesser chieftains in other provinces and in the coastal
area were among the personalities, who remained in power. After the Armistice, the
friendly Bakhtiyari Khans such as Ilkhani of Bakhtiyari, Sardar Zafar, remained in their
position and continued their friendly relations with the British Consulates and British
Commanders.
Vothuq al-Dowleh determined to secure the commercial routes from the highway
robbery. In the absence of Persian Army, he asked the Bakhtiyari Governor-General of
Isfahan to disperse and arrest the bandits around the province of Isfahan. The GovernorGeneral and some other Bakhtiyari Khans and a Bakhtiyari force as well as the columns
of the S.P.R. in a military expedition followed the bandits. Most of them were killed and
arrested. The leaders of the bandits were executed in Isfahan in 1919.
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In summer 1919, the Bakhtiyari Khans protested to the agreement of 1912. They
preferred to return to the agreement of 1894 and to appoint a new Ilkhani instead Sardar
Zafar. Their opposition did not reach to any result in this year due to the support of Cox,
the British Minister in Tehran, and the approval of Vothuq al-Dowleh Persian Prime
Minister.
Vothuq al-Dowleh co-operated with the British Legation and Sir Percy Cox on
other tribal affairs question such as tribal taxation. Cox negotiated with Vothuq alDowleh on Sheikh Khaz’al behalf. Vothuq al-Dowleh agreed to reduce a large amount
of the areas and annual taxes of Khaz’al. Before the results of the negotiations reach to a
final approval by the Persian Cabinet, Sir Percy Cox was appointment as High
Commissioner in Baghdad. Vothuq al Dowleh also resigned due to his differences with
Ahmad Shah.
In two years in office the Cabinets of Vothuq al-Dowleh approved British tribal
policy and co-operated with the British authorities in the south. Vothuq al-Dowleh’ and
his Ministers were of opinion that the success of their political aims was depended to
their friendly relation with the British Government.
The occupation of the port of Anzali by the Russian Bolshevik and foundation the
republic of Gilan by the left coalition Government created a new condition in Persia and
brought a considerable change in Persia. The immediate effect of the Bolshevik
invasion was the fall of the pro-British Cabinet of Vothuq al-Dowleh in July 1920. Then
the moderate nationalist Cabinet of Moshir al-Dowleh came to power.
The moderate Government respected the local personalities including tribal
chieftains. The criterion for the moderate Government was the loyalty of the tribal
chieftains towards the Central Government and the tranquillity of tribal areas. For the
reason the Cabinet of Moshir al-Dowleh responded positively to the request of the
notable of Fars and agreed to the appointment of Mohammad Mossadeq, the moderate
politician as the new Governor-General in Fars. The return of moderate nationalists to
power in Tehran and Fars, gave an opportunity to Sowlat al-Dowleh to return to power.
Despite the fact that the British forces and the S.P.R still resided in Fars, with the
approval of new Governor-General Sowlat al-Dowleh, the ex-Ilkhani of Qashqa’i
appointed defacto the Ilkhani of the Qashqa’i. British did not oppose to the appointment
of Sowlat-al-Dowleh due to the British calculation on possible occupation of Tehran by
the Gilan Republic. Sowlat al-Dowleh was the only person in Qashqa’i, who was able to
unify the tribesmen against external attack.
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British authorities agreed to the changes due to the new condition in the north
provinces. It was aimed to strengthen the force of resistance in centre and southern
Persia against the Bolshevik attack. The moderate cabinets were regarded by the British
as the interval Cabinets.
The Bakhtiyari Khans, who were discontent with the agreement 1912 and since
1919 had expressed their view in Bakhtiyari annual gathering, could return to the
agreement 1894 in summer 1920 and reduced the power and income of the Ilkhani and
his assistant,. British authorities agreed to the changes in these circumstances. It was
aimed to strengthen the force of resistance in centre and southern Persia against the
possible Bolshevik attack. The moderate cabinets were regarded by the British as the
interval cabinets.
With the Cossack Coup 21 February 1921 the Military Officers found a new
weight in the Persian politics. During the year 1921 the Persian Government and the
Minister of War were busy with the question of the northern provinces and the
expansion of the Cossack force. The same year certain important incidents occurred in
southern Persia.
In December 1920, Foreign Office came into conclusion to send a political officer
with Persian experience to organise a Bakhtiyari police force and persuade the
chieftains of the great tribes in the south to form a confederation in the south. The aim
was to transfer the capital from Tehran to Isfahan. The force of southern tribes as well
as Bakhtiyari police force would defend the centre and the southern Persia and the oil
industry against the possible Bolshevik attack.
In spite of the Persian Cossack Coup, Foreign Office sent Major E. Noel to Persia.
He reached the winter quarter of Bakhtiyari in April 1921. The protection of oilfields
was a part of the Noel’s proposal. Noel began to study the local situation, but his plan to
organise a Bakhtiyari police force remained unfinished due to the opposition of southern
consulate officers, Resident Directors of the Oil Company. He intended to exclude the
southern consulates from his plan in Bakhtiyari land, where the British Consuls and the
Resident Directors of the Oil Company regarded as a part of their territory. They
regarded Major Noel as a troublesome outsider, who meddles in their internal affairs.
The consular officers in the south were of opinion that the presence and the
intervention of an outsider in southern affairs would interrupt their authority. They
suggested other projects to Foreign Office, but under their supervision.
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Major Noel was aware since the war’s time that the Bakhtiyari Khans were
malcontent with the Anglo-Bakhtiyari agreements 1905 and 1909 as well as the way
that the authorities of the Oil Company in the south deal with them. Noel needed the cooperation of the Bakhtiyari khans for his proposal at this juncture. At the same time, he
was anxious that the Bolsheviks would abuse the discontentment of the Bakhtiyari
Khans and make propaganda against British interest. He confidentially suggested to the
Directors of the Company a revision in the Bakhtiyari agreements in which would
facilitate the organisation of a Bakhtiyari Police Force.
The way that he presented his view, gave an opportunity to the authorities of the
Company in the south. The Directors of the Company in London received a negative
impression and information about Noel’s view and activities. The Directors of the
Company in London were not expected to hear such critical expression even in a
confidential letter. They expressed their dissatisfaction with the work of Noel and asked
his return from Persia. Foreign Office instructed the British Minister in Tehran, Herman
Norman, accordingly. The success of Cossack force in Northern provinces at the end of
summer 1921 was a good reason that the formation of a confederation of southern tribes
no longer needed.
In the same year, the province of Fars was also the witness of new stage of tribal
confrontation and the old rivalry between the chief of Khamseh tribe and the Ilkhani of
Qashqa’i tribe. Since the return of Sowlat al-Dowleh to power, his brothers lost their
political position. Sowlat al-Dowleh was not prepared to give a power share to his
brothers. The chiefs of Kashkuli tribe of Qashqa’i were not in a relation with Sowlat alDowleh, the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i. The chief of the Khamseh, who had gained
considerable influence in Qashqa’i after the war in 1919-1920, with the return of Sowlat
al-Dowleh to power, he could not use his influence on Qashqa’i affairs and Kashkuli
Khans.
The British Consul in Shiraz, Herbert Chick, had the same problem as Qavam alMolk. When Chick came to Shiraz, he wrote, he expanded the Consulate and his
personal relations with the certain tribal chieftains namely the chiefs of Kashkuli tribe
even more than his predecessors. His aim was to consolidate the position of British in
southern Persia. Sowlat al-Dowleh rejected the interference of outsiders in the affair of
Qashqa’i tribe. For the reason Chick was also in a tense relation with Sowlat al-Dowleh.
The Governor–General of Fars, Prince Nosrat al-Saltaneh (1921-1922), who had a
friendly relation with Qavam al-Molk and British Consulate, joint the oppositions of
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Sowlat al-Dowleh in Fars: the chief of Khamseh tribe, the brother of Sowlat al-Dowleh,
the chiefs of Kashkuli tribe and British Consul in Shiraz. They were all united to topple
Sowlat al-Dowleh even in a complot. However, Sowlat al-Dowleh was enough strong to
defend of himself and neutralise the efforts of his rivals and enemies. Beside that he had
the support of the public, press and the Persian parliament.
One of the events that intensified the enmity between the two rival tribal
chieftains in Fars was the dissolution of the S.P.R. The Persian Government rejected to
recognise the S.P.R. as a Persian force and as a part of the Persian army in 1921. British
Government instructed the commander of the force to disband the S.P.R. in three stages
in summer and autumn of the year 1921. The presence of the S.P.R. in the south 19161921 strengthened the position of British consuls as well as the chief of Khamseh and
the other pro-British tribal chieftains in the region.
The chief of the Khamseh tribe wished to keep his superior position in Fars. For
the reason he informed British Legation through and with consent of the British consul
in Shiraz, Herbert Chick, that he is ready to supply the necessary finance requirement to
hold a third part of the S.P.R. or about 2000 men. The suggestion of Qavam al-Molk
was strongly rejected in Tehran by the Minister of War, the Persian Cabinet, and the
Persian Parliament. Qavam al-Molk made, however, Sowlat al-Dowleh responsible for
his failure.
It is true that Sowlat al-Dowleh was against the Qavam al-Molk’ proposal, but it
was the Persian Government and the Minister of War, who were against Qavam alMolk’s proposal or the presence of any other independent military force in the country.
Apparently, neither Qavam al-Molk nor Chick realised at that juncture that the Persian
Government and the Minister of War were determined to re-establish the authority of
the Central Government throughout the country.
Almost the same time a new event happened in Fars. The Oil Company came to
Fars in search of oil after the war. The winter pasture of Kashkuli a tribe of Qashqa’i
was chosen for boring of oil. The Oil Company, however, postponed its activities in the
year 1919-1920 due to the presence of Farmanfarma, the Governor-General of Fars. The
authorities of the Company were of opinion that if Farmanfarma supports the drilling
for oil in Kashkuli winter pasture, he would expect to be given thing. Farmanfarma left
Shiraz in autumn 1920.
One year later, in October 1921, the Anglo-Persian Oil Company concluded an
agreement with the chief of Hayat Davudi with the assistance of British consulates in
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Bushehr and then, the Resident Director of the Anglo Persian Oil Company reached to
an agreement with the Kashkuli Khans near Shiraz. The Kashkuli Agreement was
similar to the Bakhtiyari Agreement and signed in the presence of British consul in
Shiraz without the knowledge of the Persian Government and the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i.
One of the chieftains who, was in the S.P.R. was responsible to organise the watch
guard. British provided arms, ammunition and the annual salary for him.
Very soon, the Political Residency in Bushehr announced to recruit 300 men of
disbanded S.P.R. The chief of the Khamseh tribe also, with the approval of British
consul in Shiraz, transferred 300 rifles and ammunitions to the chiefs of Kashkuli tribes.
It was unusual and strange that the authorities of Oil Company concluded an agreement
with the chieftains of a sub-tribe. In tribal system the chief of the tribe is responsible to
deal with outsiders and he is the only authorised person, who had the right on land and
water in the tribe. With regard to the previous agreements, this subject was known to the
British consulates and the Oil Company.
The aim of British consul in Shiraz, Herbert Chick, was to strengthen the position
of friendly sub-tribe chiefs of Kashkuli. He intended to separate the Kashkulis as an
independent tribe from Qashqa’i tribe with the assistance of the Governor-General of
Fars and the chief of Khamseh and to break the power of the powerful Ilkhani of
Qashqa’i, Sowlat al-Dowleh. The southern British consuls and the Resident Director of
the A.P.O.C underestimated the power of Sowlat al-Dowleh.
Sowlat al-Dowleh, who was informed of the Chick’s relation with the Kashkuli
Khans, endeavoured to reach to understanding with the British Legation, apparently
with less success. After the sign of the agreement, he tried again to reach to
understanding with the Director of the Company. British authorities promised that
Wilson will visit him in near future, the time of visit postponed in several occasions.
Chick advised Wilson not to come to Fars and he hoped that Sowlat al-Dowleh would
be toppled in one way or another and the brothers of Sowlat al-Dowleh would return to
power and due to their weakness they would not create an obstacle for the company.
Sowlat al-Dowleh waited for some time, but without result. He informed the
Persian authorities in Fars and Tehran. The news of the agreement and formation of
watch guard without the knowledge of Persian Government and the news of the other
movements one after the other such as transfer of 300 rifles to Kashkulis and the
announcement of recruit of 300 men of disbanded S.P.R. by the Political Residency in
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Bushehr only a short time after the dissolution of the S.P.R. caused the suspicious of the
Central Government on British policy in southern Persia.
Persian Government protested to the action of southern consulates and the Oil
Company. With regard to the agreement 1901 the concessionaire should ask for the land
and watch guard from the Persian Government. At this juncture the efforts of the rivals
of Sowlat al-Dowleh in the province and the British Legation in Tehran against Sowlat
al-Dowleh did not function. As a result, the Minister of War paid attention to the affairs
of Fars.
He sent an officer to this province to take the command of 400 Persian local force
and asked him increase the force to 1.200 after the dissolution of S.P.R. He intended to
organise a southern division and station 10.000 of the Persian army in the south. The
Persian Government accelerated and developed the relation of Persia with the United
State and invited American enterprises namely the oil companies to Persia.
In summer 1922, with the consent of the Persian Government an agreement
concluded between the A.P.O.C. and the Ilkhani of Qashqa’i. Reza Khan sent also a
military mission to Fars to reconcile between the two great tribal chiefs. Neither Sowlat
al-Dowleh nor Qavam al-Molk take the mission seriously. Very soon, however, they
realised the Central Government and the Minister of War expected that they to come to
understanding and reconciliation. In new circumstances the Central Government did not
tolerate the permanent local conflicts. The number of troops increased in Fars and a
Persian detachment stationed in the garrison of Bushehr.
The Persian Government was discontent with the Governorship of Bakhtiyari. In
absence of an army and a strong Central Government" the Bakhtiyari Khans were
appointed as Governor-General and Governor of the provinces and the cities in the
centre and southern of Persia since the conquest of Tehran by the constitutional forces
in 1909. The Bakhtiyari Governors were accompanied by the Bakhtiyari riflemen.
These men not only did not bring tranquillity to the region, but also caused chaos and
the public feel insecure.
This question was known in the Tehran, but the Persian Cabinets had no other
choice at the time. It was certain when the Central Government could re-establish his
authority; the tribal chiefs would be removed from civil administration. Bakhtiyari
Khans, who gained a high political position in the Persian administration, as a result of
this process first two Bakhtiyari Governors in central cities were replaced by the civil
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administration at the begins of 1922. The Bakhtiyari Khans lost also the Governorship
of the provinces Kerman and Yazd.
The Central Government determined to re-establish his position in the south. An
active Governor-General was sent to Khuzestan in 1921 to take the responsibility of the
Central government after the evacuation of British force. It was decided to send a
detachment as guard of honour to Khuzestan. The Minister of War prepared to station
an army detachment there. Neither British authorities in London and Persia nor Sheikh
Khaza’l and Bakhtiyari Khans were in favour of the Persian force in Khuzestan. The
Persian detachment on his way to Khuzestan was attacked in Bakhtiyari land by the
tribesmen. Many soldiers were killed, injured and looted at the end of July 1922.
The Persian Government postponed the despatch of a new detachment at that
juncture, but at the same time it was prepared to set out a force for Khuzestan as soon as
possible. The strategy of the Central Government remained as before, but its tactics
changed slightly. The Persian troops were sent to Kermanshah and Lorestan to suppress
the rebel tribes and re-establish the authority of the Central Government in this tribal
region and open the routes to Khuzestan. Lorestan was the scene of military
confrontation between the army and the tribal chieftains for some years.
The Persian Government and the Minister of War were suspicious of the activities
of Bakhtiyari Khans and Sheikh Khaz’al and their involvement in Shalil incident. The
Bakhtiyari Governor-General of Isfahan was compelled to resign. A
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Commander close to the Minister of War was sent as the new Governor-General in
Isfahan. Bakhtiyari Khans lost also the governorship of Behbahan and Boir Ahmadi.
The Bakhtiyari Khan claimed that they could not collect the annual taxation from the
tribes of Boir Ahmadi. The province of Boir Ahmadi was annexed to Fars. The
Bakhtiyari Khans lost their governorships outside the Bakhtiyari land as well as other
privileges.
At the end of the year 1922, the Minister of War visited personally the south, the
cities of Isfahan, Shiraz and Bushehr. He increased the size of the Persian forces and
expanded the garrisons in the centre and southern Persia. The number of road guards
was increased and the safety of passengers and the merchandise was improved in
southern roads. The Commanders of the Southern Division became the visible and the
strongest power centre in the south.
The investigation commission on Shalil incident returned to Tehran in 1923, it
was officially known that the Bakhtiyari Khans were involved in Shalil incident. For the
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reason the Bakhtiyari Khans were compensated by Reza Khan a large amount of cash.
The American Financial mission, who studied the financial situation in Tehran in 1922,
they intended to implement their financial reforms. The Minister of War supported the
financial reforms. Tribal taxation was one of the important sources of the Government
income in new financial reform. Reza Khan looked forward to find new financial
sources for the expansion of the Persian Army. The tribal taxation was one of them.
Very soon, the Bakhtiyari Khans were compelled to pay their annual and arrears
taxes in 1923. Sir Percy Loraine, the British Minister in Tehran mediated in both cases
Reza Khan’ agreed to reduce the amount of his huge demand. The Bakhtiyari Khans
lost their prestige and their power.
Sheikh Khaz’al had not paid also his taxes for several years. The financial
department sent a financial claim and asked him to pay his annual and arrears taxes. A
financial mission of the Persian and American went to Khuzestan. The British Minister
in Tehran mediated between the Persian Government and Sheikh Khaz’al. Finally both
parties reached to an agreement in autumn 1923. The lesser and great tribal chieftains
throughout the country had to pay their annual and arrears taxes. This was an indication
of the power of the Central Government.
British Legation in Tehran gradually realised that the process of centralisation
would happen and the Persian Government determined to station the Persian
detachments throughout the country. From British Minister view point a strong Central
Government with an army would be able to secure the tranquillity in Persia and secure
British interests in the south. With regard to the strategically and vital important of the
Persian oil in British policy, a powerful Central Government was in a better position to
safe guard the current of oil instead several tribal chieftains.
The Shalil incident indicated that the British had influence among certain tribal
chieftains in the south. At the same time it was a signal that the Persian Government
intended to re-establish his authority. The British Legation and the Persian Government
began to discuss their differences. The Persian Government pointed out that the Persian
troops would station throughout the country, but they assured British authorities in
Tehran that the Persian Army would secure their interests in the south. For the reason,
the British Minister in Tehran informed his superior in London of new condition in
Persia.
Though, Curzon preferred a combination of zone of policy and strengthening of
the Central Government, but he had to agree to certain request of British Minister.
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When the negotiations in Tehran reached to understanding, gradually Loraine supported
the centralisation policy of the Commander of the Persian Army in one way or another
in 1923-1925.
The British Consulates in southern Persia, in the Persian Gulf and Mesopotamia
as well authorities of the Oil Company in southern Persia were of opinion that the best
way of preserving the British interests in Persia is the continuation the pre-war policy in
relation to southern tribal chieftains. In October 1923, the British Minister went to
Khuzestan personally to persuade Sheikh Khaz’al to a better understanding with the
Central Government and asked him not to oppose to the station a Persian detachment in
Khuzestan. He endeavoured to persuade the Resident Director of the Oil Company to a
new approach in relation with the centralisation policy of the Persian Government.
In a matter of year, the Persian Army pacified the tribes in the provinces adjacent
to Khuzestan. The efforts of southern consulates and the Resident Directors of the
Company in instigation and support of Sheikh Khaz’al and his allies could not stop the
Persian Government military activities. With the rebellion of Khaz’al and his allies in
summer- autumn of 1924, as usual Reza Khan moved against the rebels consist a series
of political negotiations and military actions.
He negotiated with the British Legation on rebellion and the oil process. At the
same time, he increased the military forces in Lorestan and Kermanshah. Reza khan
summoned Sowlat al-Dowleh to Tehran, where the chef of Qashqa’i supported the army
campaign to Khuzestan. Some of the chiefs of Arab tribes in Khuzestan, who were
under Khaz’al’s pressure, were encouraged to revolt against his rule. He succeeded to
neutralise the majority of the Bakhtiyari Khans as well as the chief of Khamseh
confederation. The military forces stationed in the adjacent provinces of Khuzestan.
Meanwhile he continued his negotiations with the British authorities, the Oriental
Secretary and the British Minister in Tehran, who returned from London and arrived in
Baghdad. Finally he mediated between the Persian Government and the rebels. Khaz’al
and his allies of Bakhtiyari surrendered. The military forces moved into Khuzestan from
different directions. The military campaign to Khuzestan finished with few casualties.
An Army Commanders was appointed as the governor-general of Khuzestan. The
high rank officers were also appointed as the governor of the cities. The chief of the
Mohaysen lost his power. Ahvaz became the capital of the province. The army
detachments were stationed throughout the provinces. The Government administration
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established one after another in the cities. The oil industry developed and the
commercial activities increased.
The army began to disarm the tribes as well as the settlers in the villages and the
cities throughout the country. The Central Government did not want any potential tribal
forces and did not let the tribesmen to carry out fire arms. The tribal chieftains lost their
political and military superiority to the modern army and modern political structure.
After the suppression of tribal unrest and the disarmament of the tribes, the
Commander of the Army removed most of the tribal chieftains from the leadership of
the tribes and appointed military officers as the head of the tribes in the year 1924-1925.
The role of the army increased in the provinces particularly where there were a high
percentage of nomad tribes.
It appears that Reza khan had two reasons for his decision: firstly, the tribal
chieftains were still in a position to mobilise the tribe in any circumstances and the
tribesmen could be easily equipped with arms. Secondly, with the new military
governors of tribes, the outsiders and foreign powers had less opportunity to instigate
the tribes against the Central Government.
During the years 1921-1923, the Persian administration, the Persian Cabinets and
the moderate nationalist Prime Ministers, A. Qavam al-Saltaneh, H. Moshir al-Dowleh
and H. Mostowfi al-Mamalek, constantly supported the organisation and the expansion
of the Persian Army, the station of the Persian forces throughout the country namely in
the Province of Khuzestan. They provided the necessary funds for the Minister of War.
As soon as the army detachments stationed in southern cities, they did not hesitate to
push aside the tribal governors, their tribal retinue and tribal force.
The civil Prime Ministers defended the interests of personality such as Sowlat alDowleh against his rivals in Fars, but they were expected the tranquillity in their tribal
area. For example: Moshir al-Dowleh supported the return of Sowlat al-Dowleh to
power, but in spring 1922 he received many complaints about Qashqa’i highway
robbery in Fars. He wrote to Sowlat al-Dowleh and reminded him that he expects the
safety of roads in Fars from highway robbery.
The Persian statesmen had friendly relations with the chiefs of the tribes
particularly the great ones. They endeavoured to be continually in touch with them in
various channels. The representatives of the great tribes in the Persian parliament were
somehow the representatives of the chieftains. The Persian politicians preferred to
strengthen the power of the Central Government. There were, however, variety
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suggestions from partition of the great tribes to disarmament, but in a smooth and civil
form.
In autumn 1923, Reza Khan, the Minister of War was appointed as the Prime
Minister. Reza Khan and his Military Commanders paid less attention to civil
administration. The tribal areas came under the Military Commanders. Their solution
and treatment to the tribal question was rather military than political. The army took the
responsibility to defend of the Persian borders. The Commanders of the Army did not
prepare to divide their power with the other group.

The study of British general and tribal policy in Persia 1919-1925 indicates
British Government stationed British forces and the forces under British Command
throughout Persia in 1918. British Government intended to reach to an agreement with
the Persian Government to establish an advisory system in Persia. Based on the
agreement 1919, the Joint Commissions were set up in 1920 to study the questions of
the administration and financial reforms and the organising an army. The report of the
Joint Military Commission declared that the nomad tribes as the main internal hazard to
the security of the country.
British policy after the war, during the years 1919-1922, when the British troops
stationed throughout the Persia, was to strengthen the Central Government. At the same
time, the friendly southern chieftains continued to be equipped with arms and
ammunition. The southern consulates under the guidance of Curzon and the Oil
Company continued their friendly relations with the tribal chieftains.
There is, however, no evidence that the Acting (later) British Foreign Secretary,
Lord Curzon and British authorities in Persia intended to bring any fundamental
changes in British tribal policy in the south and had no plan to cut their friendly
relations with the southern tribal chieftains. Some of these tribal chieftains depended
financially to the Oil Company. British policy in Persia after the war was a mixture of
two policies: it was intended to strengthen the Persian Government through a British
advisory system and at the same time British Government and the A.P.O.C. intended to
continue and develop her relation with friendly southern tribal chieftains.
British were well aware that the re-establishment of the Central Government’s
authority would weaken the position of tribal chieftains, but at the same time it would
suppress the tribal unrest as well as the Bolshevik and the other anti-British movements
and prevent of their spread to the British Colonies and mandates in Asia.
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Sir Percy Loraine, the British Minister in Tehran 1921-1926, was not against the
continuation of war time’s British policy, but under the internal and international
pressure in post war the British forces were compelled to evacuate the Persian soil. He
was the witness of organisation of the Persian Army and the gradual re-establishment
the authority of the Persian Government throughout the country. The Persian Army
suppressed the power of traditional and modern groups. He realised that the Persian
Army would station in the south and the collision between the army and southern tribes
would be inevitable.
Loraine was of opinion that British should abandon the old tribal policy and cooperate with the Persian Central Government. A stable and friendly Persian Government
would secure British interests. He argued that there is an opportunity for British
investors to participate in modernisation of Persia. The economic ties strengthen a
durable Anglo-Persian Relation and British foreign policy in Persia. He added Reza
Khan is the person, who can man do business with him.
The British Officers in southern consulates and the Resident Director of the Oil
Company Colonel A. Wilson used to develop the British relation with the local and
tribal chieftains. They were of opinion that the British interests would be better
safeguarded if the southern tribes would be supported and equipped with arms. Reza
Khan is in a weak position and could be easily toppled.
Lord Curzon, the British Foreign Secretary, was reluctant to give full support to
the proposal of the British Minister in Tehran. The British relation developed with the
tribal chieftains in the southern Persia, when he was the Viceroy of India 1898-1905. He
was psychologically related to southern tribal question. So long as Curzon was in
power, Loraine could only persuade him partly to his proposals.
Ramsay MacDonald the new British Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary in
1924 had a different political approach. Some months before the rebellion, he had
approved the proposal of Loraine when he returns to London. In the Khuzestan’s
rebellion in 1924 the southern consulates and the Directors of the Oil Company had a
different approach from the British Legation in Tehran. Mac Donald blamed the British
Political Resident in Bushehr and the British consul in Ahvaz for their treatment and
view. He instructed them not to encourage the rebels in Khuzestan and sent the British
Minister to Khuzestan for a peaceful settlement.
The successor of MacDonald in Foreign Office, since November 1924, A.
Chamberlain, from the Conservative party also reached to conclusion that the
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international conditions have changed after the war and the time is over for secret
agreement with local tribal chieftains. The new approach in British Foreign Policy in
Persia in the years 1924-1925, was an indication that the old colonial policy did not
function and did not guarantee British interests after the war in this corner of the world.
After more than a century of struggle the Persian Government succeeded to unify
and modernise the Persian army and after almost three decades disruptions since 1896,
the Persian Government succeeded to re-establish its authority throughout the country.
The Persian Government enjoyed of national support and was under pressure of the
Persian parliament, press and the public to finish this process. From Persian
Government view point, Khaz’al was a Persian subject or citizen similar to other tribal
chieftains without special rights. The southern part of Khuzestan, where he was
appointed as the ruler had the same political statue as the other parts of the country. In
the weakness of the Central Government, he endeavoured to consolidate his position
with the support of British authority in the Persian Gulf.
The Persian Government proved that a strong Central Government would secure
the tranquillity in the country and minimise the Bolshevik menace to the border of Iraq
(the new British mandate) and British colony of India and safeguarded British interests
in Persia. At the same time British would confront with the Persian and international
critic if they persisted to retain their local influence and tribal connections.
The authorities in Soviet Russia reached also into conclusion that a strong Persian
Government would safeguard the border with Caucasus and Central Asia and prevent
the station of British troops in Persian territory. For the reason, the Soviet Government
supported the Persian Army in campaign against southern rebellion.
In the process of the modern nation-state’s building in Persia, there was no place
for the semi- independent tribal chieftains such as vali of Poshtkuh and Sheikh Khaz’al
of Mohammerah. The Persian Army did not tolerate the existence of the tribal unites or
any other local forces in the country.
The tribesmen could only challenge the force of the army in guerrilla form in the
mountains of their tribal areas, where they were familiar with the location and were
ready to fight for their interests against outsider aggression.
The paramilitary nomad tribes were not in a position to use heavy arms. In real
terms the nomads were not professional soldiers and their chiefs were not the
commanders of the army. The compulsory annual migrations limited the power
manoeuvre of tribesmen. The nomad tribes had to migrate twice in a year for fresh
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grazing land in winter and summer quarters. There was usually a long distance between
the summer and the winter quarters.
If the annual migration postponed for one reason or another, this event caused
great losses of animals. This question was known to the both sides (Commanders of the
army and the tribal chieftains). Non- tribal unrest could continue for a long time unless
the Central Government was not in a strong position and unable to send the military
force to suppress the rebellion. This weakness was one of the reasons that the tribal
chieftains preferred to come to understanding with the Central Government.
The tribal structure played also an important role in military confrontations. A
small tribe was based on affinity relation. The tribe’s people of a small tribe had a very
close relation to each other and there was a strong solidarity among them against the
aggression of outsiders. Formation of a great tribe, however, was based on political
relation. There was a lose relation between the branches of the great tribes. The rivalry
and enmity existed usually among the chiefs of the branches of the great tribe.
The chiefs of the great tribes confronted with various internal problems and
rivalry in the tribes. These problems weakened their position in a struggle with the
Persian Army. The Central Government was able to use military force or negotiate and
encourage the internal and the outside tribal rivals.
The confederation of Khamseh was a combination of Persian, Arab and Turkish
tribes and there was no harmony in the confederation. Qavam al-Molk himself was an
outsider. He was an aristocrat and the chief provincial bureaucrat of Fars and the city of
Shiraz, who did not enjoy very much sympathy among the tribe’s people and the chiefs
of the tribes.
The great Qashqa’i tribe was more homogenous than Khamseh and the Ilkhani
clan was a part of Qashqa’i. Despite the fact that Sowlat al-Dowleh was a very strong
chief of Qashqa’i, but he had great differences with his brothers and certain sub_tribal
chiefs of Qashqa’i branches. There was power struggle among the Bakhtiyari ruling
families for several decades. Sheikh Khaza’l ruled for more than a quarter of a century.
He expanded his territory and power, but those Arab chieftains, who lost their power or
suffered under Khaz’al’s rule, were ready to retaliate if they get a chance for.
It is true that the south-west Persia had a great tribal population and potentially
over 200.000 fighting men including 130.000 men of five great tribes, but they were
dispersed in different geographical, political and social conditions throughout the
region. It is also a safe guess that the rivalry between the two chieftains in Fars was an
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obstacle in their military co-operation. Beside that the chiefs of the five great tribes in
the south could not provide sufficient fighting force for a long time.
From five great tribes in the south, the chief of chiefs of Mohaysen, Khamseh and
Posht-kuh and most of the senior Bakhtiyari Khans co-operated with the British forces
and consulates during the war. British Government supported and equipped the
Governors of Bakhtiyari and the other chieftains against their oppositions.
Despite the fact that the modern Persian army was not so efficient and wellequipped as the army in developed states, but still it had more military capability than
the nomad tribes. First of all it was a professional and permanent army and was
equipped with various modern arms. The use of heavy arms and artillery as well as
modern transport and telecommunication developed in the Persian Army.
The uniform army received various trainings including military training and the
use of modern arms. The army put aeroplane in circulation for the military and
telecommunication purposes. For the reason, the Persian army had the military
superiority to pastoral nomad tribes in the country. Additionally, the modern army had
an arsenal and produced itself a part of necessary arms and ammunition.
The army had the political support of Parliament, Press and the public particularly
the settlers, who expected the army to guarantee the internal security of the country. The
Persian particularly the settlers suffered from foreign forces and the internal and tribal
unrest. For almost three decades disorders and highway robbery prevailed in the
country. Security found priority in the eyes of the citizens. With the victory of the army
in suppression the tribal unrest the Commander of the Persian Army gained a stronger
position against his rivals in the army and in his oppositions in the Persian Parliament.
Beside that the Central Government and the Commander of the Army came into
negotiation with the tribal chieftains to settle the questions. In the south, the chief of the
Qashqa’i had a cordial relation with the Persian Cabinets and Parliament. The Minister
of War also assured him of his support as long as the Persian Army as not in a strong
position. Sowlat al-Dowleh and his son contributed a few number of Qashqa’i horsemen
as a gesture in support of the Persian Army’s campaign to Khuzestan. In Majles 1925,
he voted in favour of new Pahlavi dynasty.
The chief of the Khamseh confederation did not take the question of the army
very seriously, but very soon he realised that the time of his supremacy in Fars is over.
Qavam al-Molk came from an aristocrat-merchant Shirazi family and he was a city
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dweller. He was rather anxious about his vast estates in Fars than the Khamseh tribe.
The behaviour of the new comers made him nervous on his wealth.
He remained neutral until the arrival of Reza Khan to Shiraz on his way to
Khuzestan in 1924. He accompanied Reza Khan, the Prime Minister and the Minister of
War. Qavam al-Molk was very active in the following year in favour of Reza Khan’s
kingship. As one of the representatives of Fars Qavam al-Molk did his best in support of
Reza Khan and with a lavish expenditure banquet he showed his enthusiasm to new
Monarch.
The case of Bakhtiyari Khans was more complicated. After Shalil incident Reza
Khan realised that there is a close relation between the British and the Bakhtiyari Khans
especially in the oil fields. The Bakhtiari Khans lost their prestige in the public due to
their participation in the Shalil incident. Now Reza khan intended to show the power of
the Persian Army by breaking the power of Bakhtiyari Khans. He stationed Persian
detachments near the Bakhtiyari land.
He sent Persian detachments through Bakhtiyari to Khuzestan in 1923 and 1924.
He appointed Bakhtiyari Khans, who were loyal to him against the others. Reza Khan
also let the Char Lang branch of Bakhtiyari to revolt against the authority of the Ruling
families. As a result when he urged the Ilkhani and Ilbegi of Bakhtiyari to co-operate
with the Persian Army in autumn 1924, the majority of Bakhtiyari khans did not join the
rebel in Khuzestan.
Sheikh Khaz’al, Vali of Poshtkuh, Qavam al-Molk and the Bakhtiyari Khans
gained more power than their real capacity due to their friendly relation with the British
authorities. They were also supported in various forms and equipped with arms the
years after the war. The mentioned tribal chieftains realised that the British Legation
follows a new approach in Persia in the years 1923-1925. For the reason, they were
psychologically broken and easily surrendered without a real confrontation. The chiefs
of the tribes had the experience of the World War I. They knew the potential power of a
modern army and simultaneously the limitations of the tribe in a long term fighting
especially when they receive no foreign or national support.
The fall of the other tribal chieftains from power and the fall of the Qajar dynasty,
the symbol nomad tribe’s power of in Persia, and the rise of Commander of the Army to
power and the emergence of the new power groups were the indications of a new era in
the Persian history.
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The way that Reza Khan and the army dealt with the tribal question in those years
was rather military than political. The military and the army officers dealt with the
nomad tribes question mostly from the position of strength. They were sometimes even
ruthless in their treatment with the tribesmen and tribal chieftains. The army
commanders had the upper hand in the country and they imposed their view and method
on this subject.
Persia dealt with the question of tribes, disarmament and settlement, earlier than
many other countries. The reasons return to the policy of great powers in opening
relation with the tribal chieftains. They expanded their relations and even concluded
agreement with them. The tribal chieftains were financially supported and equipped
with arms. In the south the production of oil caused the tribal chieftains became more
important in British policy.
The situation of Persia was affected strongly by Europe and European Powers
since the beginning of the 19th century. There was a strong rivalry between Russian and
British. They regarded Persia as a buffer state. With regard to the new comers in the
international scene, the two major powers negotiated on Asia affairs. They concluded
the agreements of 1907 and 1915 and divided Persia into Zone of influence. Russian
and British took steps to implement the agreements namely the station of their troops in
the Persian territory in 1909-1914.
British organised a force in the south under British command in 1916. The two
colonial powers intended to bring the Persian administration under their supervision in
which it would lead to the partition of Persia. British authorities in the south developed
the Anglo-tribal relation in southern Persia especially during the Great War. British
Government equipped and financed the allied chieftains. These actions weakened the
position of the Persian Government. The revolution in Russia 1917 and the new foreign
policy of the Bolshevik and the withdrawal of Russian troops from the Persian soil
changed the political state in Persia.
The situation of Persia after the war was affected strongly by the new international
relations. This time, the new international factors were in harmony with the national
questions and reforms process in Persia. The political changes in these years shaped the
history of Persia in the 20th century. The Revolutions of 1917 in Russia, and a new
approach in Russian foreign policy was an important factor on the future of Persia at
this juncture. The October Revolution stopped the implementation of Anglo-Russian
Agreements as a whole and secured the independence and integrity of Turkey, Persia
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and Afghanistan. The foreign policy of Bolshevik Government in Persia was contrary to
Tsarist Government.
Great Britain endeavoured to create an advisory system in Persia. The Persian
Government intended to organise a uniform army and implement administration and
financial reforms with the British advisors to stop the Bolshevik activities. The project
of advisory system failed due to internal and international opposition, but formation a
modern army was shaped by the Commander of the Persian Cossack in 1922.
The new Post-War condition was an opportunity for the Persian Government to
consolidate his position against local disorder, highway robbery and tribal unrest. The
new international condition secured the integrity of Persia and on contrary to previous
decades Russian and British supported the central Government in Tehran 1924. The
Persian Army detachments were stationed throughout the country and the authorities of
the Central Government re-established. The tranquillity let the administration and
financial reforms implemented the reform process and modernisation of the country
continued.
After the War, those tribal chieftains, who had friendly relation and agreement
with the British Government and the Oil Company, still enjoyed of British support
namely in the tax question. The Persian Government determined to bring the tribes in
Persia under his surveillance and the Minister of War brought to an end the political and
military power of tribal chieftains. The Central Government secured the tranquillity in
the country to the borders of Iraq and India. The oil was under the pastures.
The Commander of the Persian Army guaranteed the current of oil in tribal areas
even more efficiently than tribal chieftains.The efforts and the rebellions of certain
nomad tribes in the following years did not change the tribal policy of the Persian
Government. The tribal chieftains gained rarely a political high ranking position. The
Persian Government was, however, very busy with the question of tribal settlement for
many years. The new generation of tribesmen and their children have been residing in
the cities and rural areas. Each year some families prefer to settle permanently. It was
the end of military and political supremacy of nomad tribes and the sunset of nomadic
way of life in Persia.
With the new administration under Reza Shah as the head of state, the ruling clans
of the tribes lost their political and military power. The Commanders of the Army and
the high ranking officers became the real authority in the provinces and the cities. The
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Army Officers were employed also in civil administration and tribal administration.
They were in origin from different social groups of cities and rural communities.
The bureaucrats were the second important group in the Persian politics in the
following years due to the social and administration reforms. With the centralisation
policy of the Persian Government and the expansion of the army and the civil
administration the modern middle class grew fast in Tehran and the great cities. The
process of modernisation and transformation found priority and it began to perform
under Reza Shah, the first Pahlavi autocrat Monarch.
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XIV. Appendix

14.1. The Persian Cabinets in 1919-1925

Mirza Hassan Khan Vothuq al-Dowleh

26.07.1918 - 24.06.1920

Mirza Hassan Khan Moshir al-Dowleh

28.06.1920 - 24.10.1920

Fath Allah Khan Sepahdar Rashti

25.10.1920 - 21.02.1921

Seyyed Zia al-Din Tabataba’i

23.02.1921 - 28.05.1921

Ahmad Qavam al-Saltaneh

03.06.1921 - 21.01.1921

Mirza Hassan Khan Moshir al-Dowleh

22.01.1922 - 04.06.1922

Ahmad Qavam al-Saltaneh

06.06.1922 - 26.01.1923

M.H. Mostowfi al-Mamalek

14.02.1923 -14.06.1923

M.H.Moshir al-Dowleh Prime Minister

15.06.1923 – 25.10.1923

Reza Khan

27.10.1923- 30.10.1925

14.2. The Governor-General of Fars 1919-1925

Prince Abdol Hodeyn Mirza Farmanfarma

1916-1920

Dr.Mohammad Mossadeq al-Saltaneh

1920-1921

Prince Hossein Qoli Mirza Nosrat al-Saltaneh

1921-1922

Prince Akbar Mirza Sarem al-Dowleh

1922-1923

Prince Firuz Mirza Nosrat al-Saltaneh

1923-1924

Mehdi Khan Dadvar(Vothuq al-Saltaneh)

1924-1925

Haj Nassir al-Din Nuri

1925-1926
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14.3. The Ilkhani and the Ilbegi of Qashqa’i Tribe 1919-1925

Ismai’l Khan Sowlat al-Dowleh

1904-1918

Ahmad Khan Seygam Al-Dowleh

1918-1920

Ali Khan Salar Heshmat

1918-1920

Mohammad Nasser Khan

1920-1925

Military Governor

1925-1926

14.3.1. The de facto Ilkhani

Ismai’l Khan Sowlat al-Dowleh

1920-1925

14.3.2. The Chief of Khamseh Confederation 1919-1925

Ibrahim Khan Qavam al-Molk

1916-1926

14.4. The Governor-General of Khuzestan 1919-1925

Eyn al-Molk

1916-1917

Vaqar al-Molk

1917-1919

Prince Mo’yed al-Dowleh

1919-1920

Vaqar al-Molk

1920-1921

Zahir al-Molk

1921-1922

Moshar al-Dowleh

1922-1923

Theqat al-Molk

1923-1924

Brigadiere General Fazl allah Zahedi

1924-1925
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14.4.1. The Commander of Shushtar Detachment

Colonel Baqer Khan

1923-1924

Major Reza Qoli Khan

1924

Brigader General Abd al-Ali Khan (governor)

1924-1926

14.4.2. The Chief of Mohaysen-Ka’ab Tribes 1919-1925

Sardar Aqdas Sheikh Khaz’al

1897-1924

14.5. The Governor-General of Isfahan 1919-1925

Nassir Khan Sardar Jang

1918-1920

Gholam Hossein Khan Sardar Mohtasham

1920-1921

Major General Mahmud Aqa Anssari

1922-1924

Gholam Reza Khan

1924-1925

Hassan Ali Khan Hedayat (Nasr al-Molk)

925-1926
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14.5.1. The Ilkhani and the Ilbegi of Bakhtiyari Tribe 1919-1925

Ilkhani

Ilbegi

1917-1925

Khosrow
Zafar

Khan

Sardar

Soltan Mohammad Khan
Sardar Ashja’

1917-1919

Khosrow
Zafar

Khan

Sardar

Soltan Mohammad Khan
Sardar Ashja’

1919-1920

Lotf Ali Khan
Mofakham

Amir

Morteza Qoli Khan

1920-1921

Lotf Ali Khan
Mofakham

Amir

Khosrow Khan Sardar Zafar

1921-1922

Gholam Hossein Khan
Sardar Mohtasham

MohammadTaqi
Amir Jang

Khan

1922-1923

Gholam Hossein Khan
Sardar Mohtasham

MohammadTaqi
Amir Jang

Khan

1923-1924

Khosro
Zafar

Khan

Sardar

Nassir Khan Sardar Jang

1924-1925

Khosro
Zafar

Khan

Sardar

Nassir Khan Sardar Jang

1925-1926
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