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The 1953 Coup in Iran
and the Legacy of the Tudeh

Maziar Behrooz

ewly available ClA documentation on the role of the United States and
ZQEE Britain in toppling the nationalist government of Mohammad
Mosaddeq presents a single, all-embracing motive for the coup.! CIA analysr
Donald N, Wilber’s Quertlow of Premier Mosaddeq of Irmu: Nevember 1952-
August 1953 suggests that fears that the Tudeh Party might push Iran into the
Soviet camp—geopolitical anxieties conditioned by the cold war—were of
prime concern to the perpetrators of the plot and the main Jjustification for
Operation TPAJAX.? The new CIA documents arpue that with the deteriora-
tion of Iran’s economy under the nationalists, chaos and collapse were probable
and would ultimately lead to the loss of Iran to the West. The oil issue is
deemed to be of secondary importance in the new documents and is explained
away by pointing to an oversupply of petroleum on the international market.
Other chapters in this volume discuss the political and economic state of
Iran under Mosaddeq, the British and American programs to undermine his
government, and the activities of various Iranisn actors other than the Tudeh.
This chapter evaluates the role and legacy of the Tudeh in the 1953 coup, ex-
amines the parey’s relationship with the National Front and Mosaddeq himself
and the reasons behind its inaction during the crucial August 16—19 period, and
actempts to explain why the parey was so easily tossed aside during the coup.
Understanding the performance of the Tudeh has become even more im-
portant in light of the new evidence. According to the latest documents, the
coup plot was successful only on the narrowest of margins. This suggests that a
concerted reaction by either the nationalist government or the Tudeh (or both)
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could have prevented its success. Hence, a realistic portrait of Tudeh streng
the state of its leadership, and the party’s refationship with Mosaddeq are
focus of this chaprer. Whar assessment can be made of the Tudeh’ organi.
tional strength? Here, the party’s abilities should be viewed from two persp
tives: first, whether the party was a threat to the nationalist povernment—il
55, whether the party had a plan to take over political power; and secon
whether the Tudeh was in 2 position to counter the coup even if it had no pl
to assume state power and was not in a position to do so. Dividing the questi.
into two parts offers the benefic of allowing an assessment of the Tidel's abi
ties on two levels, This chapter argues that while the party had neither a pl.
nor the capability-to secure state power for itselfin 1953, it could have strengt]
ened its position had it reacted differently to the coup. The Tudeh' pOstlre
ward Mosaddeq and the coup was significantly affected by factionalisn and tl
incompetence of its leadership, which translated into inaction and uldmate
the decimation of the parey.

The Tudeh Organization and Its Strength

Established in 1941, the Tudeh had become 1 popular political organization |
the late 1940s. By 1951, when the oi nationalization movement culminated i
the appointment of Mosaddeq as premier, the Tudeh had already managed
survive elimination from the political scene. Following an unsuccessfisl attermp
on the shah’s life in early February 1949, the government declared the party il
legal and forced it to go underground,

With many of its leaders arresced or in hiding around che couniry, and witl
little experience in underground activity, this crisis was the most serious chal
lenge to the party since its establishment. Bur state repression at this point wa:
not systematic, and, compared to the post-1933 period, was clearly less severe
The party’s activities in the early 1950s became semilegal, and it soon managec
to reestablish itself by creating a numiber of front organizations and publication.
designed to fill the vacuum left by its inability to function fully in the open.

By 1950, the party was publishing three daily papers, Razm, Mardons, and
Besui-ye Ayandeh, and had organized its suppaorters under the banner of the Iran-
ian Society for Peace (Jam Tyat-¢ frani-ye Havadar-e Solli). Furthermore, in De-
cember 1950 the Tudeh’s military network managed to arrange for the escape
of key members of the party leadership who had been in jail since early 1949

By 19531, the nationwide Tudeh organization seems to have adapred to irs
semilegal status and become almost fully functional under the new political at-
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mosphere of the nationalist government. The government crackdown, never-
theless, had a number of drawbacks for the party. First, while the Tudeh man-
aged to reorganize itselfas a semilegal force, it was still limited when it came to
participation in legitimate, open political activiry. The party was unable to pas-
ticipate in parliamentary clections or maintain official political clubs or head-
quarters, and its members could be arrested simply by virtue of being associated
with the organization.

Second, some experienced party leaders were forced to flee the country,
which in effect split control of the party into two groups, those who stayed in
Iran and those who left, with real power remaining in the hands of those who
stayed. With the departure of some additional top functionaries in 1952 and the
cumbersome nature of communication berweesl the two groups, the leadership
in Iran ultimately proved unprepared to guide the party during the defining
days of 1951-53.

The third impediment was a psychological one, which may have had a di-
rectly negative influence on the party’s performance during the coup some
three years later and may help ta explain the jeadership's failure to move deci-
sively against the plot. One observer has suggested that in 1953 the top levels of
the Tudeh believed that the party could survive the crisis, much as it had in
19493 Nureddin Kianuri, one of the Tudeh's main figures, points in his mem-
oirs to the leadership’s false sense of self-assurance and even arrogance a5 result
of its ability to recaver from the earlier crisis.’

What assessment can be made of the Tudeh’s strength during 1951-53?
According to one source, @ CIA memorandum dated October 1952 suggested
that the party had about twenty thousand hard-core members with eight thou-
sand based in Tehran.® Other American intelligence reports during this period
confirm this and add that the Tudeh had by then rebuilt its network, drawing it
membership from among intellectuals and industrial workers.® These inelli-
gence reports also note some of the Tudeh's shortcomings, such as the fact that
its appeal was limited to urban dwellers, whereas the overwhelming majority of

lran’s population lived in rural areas where the party had no apparent base.
None of the reports seeni o sugpest that the Tudeh was viewed as an imminent
danger in terms of its ability to topple the Mosaddeq government. Indeed, one
U.S. embassy specialist on the communists has suggested that the party was
“well-organized but not very powerful”and that its significance was greater “in
the minds of certain U.S. officials than in realicy’"’

As far as che Todeh chreat is concerned, there is a clear difference berween

Donald Wilber’s Quertlrow and its appendixes and other American appraisals.

While the sources of information used in the other appraisals seem to be the
same, Wilber makes much of the communist threat and uses it as an important
justification for the coup. Other U.S. intelligence reports generally view the
Tudeh factor as nuuch less threatening than Wilber does. .

Another asset of the Tudeh was its network within the Iranian military. It

should be noted that U.S. incelligence was only partially aware of this network
at the time Qvertlirow was produced in March 1954.% The Tudeh Parry Milicary
Organization of lran, or TPMO (Sazman-¢ Nezami-ye Hezb-e Tiedeh-ye Iran}
was established in 1944, It is also sometimes referred to simply as the Officers
Organization {Suzman-¢ Afsaran).”
. The TPMO has generally been considered to be the party’s strongest card
in the years preceding the coup. Estimates on the number of officers involved
in the nerwork vary. All the estimates on the number of personnel involved in
the TPMO were provided by the shah'’s regime after 1954, as the parry did not
have clear estimates of its own at the tme.'" The official Tudeh estimate of 466
members suggests that 429 people were arrested after the coup and chat 37
managed to flee the country. On August 19, 1953, 243 officers were stationed
in Tehran and only three or four were serving in the shah’s Imperial Guard, the
principal military unit counted on to execute the coup. Most of these person-
nel were in noncombat positions. A high-ranking officer in the TPMO has
since given the number of pro-Tudeh officers as 491, which seems to be the
most realistic figure,'!

Had the party chosen to mke military action, the TPMO could have
counted on some six thousand or more party and Tudeh Party Youth Organi-
zation members in Tehran alone.'? These party estimates are close to U.S, intel-
ligence assessments of the party's strength in the capital. In addition, during
August 1953 an officer in charge of a battalion from Hamadan that was Umo:n_ﬁrﬂ
to Tehran to take part in the coup and another in charge of a nOE@Ed.J:
Chalus were both Tudeh members and able to distribute weapons to the
party.’3

During 1952-53 the TPMO, through irs intelligence network in the
armed forces, helped to uncover plats against the nationalist government. The
TPMO was well aware of the Auguse coup plot and gave the party leaders o
warning to this effect that was subsequently passed on to Mosaddeq (sec
below).

What appraisal can be made of the combined strength of the Tudeh’s non-
military and military components? Some American intelligence reports did not
see an immediate danger in the party’s posture, and at least one Tudeh leader’s




mssesstment corresponds with chis observation. Kianuri states thet not oaly did
the party have neither a plan nor the capacity to topple Mosaddeq, it was not
even strong enough to defend the nationalist government amainst the nc.:.v.:
Clearly, there is no evidence that the party had a plan for securing political
power for itself in the foreseeable future. It is difficult to imagine how 1.5 party
could have ousted Mosaddeq with no plan, no real base in the countryside, and
with approximately five hundred arnty officers and becween six and eight thou-
sand members and supporters in Tehran, 5

Does this mean, however, that the party did not have a realistic chance of
defending the nationalist government against the coup and saving itself? It is
clear that most of the Tudeh officers were in noncombat posts and would have
had limited ability to provide the party and Mosaddeq with rapid milicary
counteraction. It is also clear, however, that these officers were in a position to
aceess and distribute weapons, '™ In their memoirs, TPMO high~ and middle-
ranking members have confirmed their ability to distribute weapons and even
to assassinate key [ranian leaders of the coup.”” Hence, with a disciplined party
membership, backed by military officers with access to weapons, the Tudeh
had a strong hand. It might not have succeeded in defeating the coup, but there
was a strong possibility that it could have, For these party resources to transfate
into meaningful action, however, a coherent and thoughtful leadership—
united and with a vision of how ro prepare the party and its assets—was
required. As we shall see, this was the area where the party had major shore-

comiings.
The Tudeh and Mosaddeq

Wilbers Querthrour makes much of Mosaddeq’s relationship with the Tudeh. It
argues that his tolerance of the party made it possible for the Tudeh to grow in
strengeh and pose the danger that served as the partial pretext for the coup. On
the other hand, any move by the party to counter the coup would have de-
pended very much on the Tudeh’ relationship with Mosaddeq. In the final
analysis, it is difficult to imagine how the Tudeh could have moved against the
coup without some sort of coordination with the Narional Front.

The Tudeh reaction to the oil nationalization movement, led by the Na-
tional Front and Mosaddeq, was, at best, contradictory, in parr because the
party made its decisions with the interests of the Soviet Union in mind, '* A
fundamental difference between the nationalists, headed by Mosaddeq, and the
Tudeh was over their approach to the cancept of nadonal sovereignty. For the
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Tudeh, its fraternal obligations to the Sovier Union, a concept it also referrec
as its international proletarian duty, were of prime significance in formulac
its approach. From the party’s perspecrive these commimments played an insp
tane role in the international battle berween the capitalist and socialist blocs.
this context, if such obligadons came inro conflict with Iran’s national interes
then the lawcer could be, and in many cases were, comproniised.

The nationalists approach was far removed from such a class-based and i4
ological approach. For Mosaddeq, national sovereignty of a couniry like Ira
for so long under foreign domination and occupation, meant national contr
over its resources and politics. In this context, international developmer:
could be addressed only after national interests were secured. The issue of 1,
tional sovereignry remained a major point of friction between the Tudeh an
the nationalists for years,

In the 19405 and early 1950s, national sovereignty was increasingly cor
nected o the oil issue, When nationalization of Iran’ petroleum industr
resurfaced in 1949, tensions between the Tudeh and the nationalises also reap
peared. When the oil nationalization bill was passed in 1951 and Mosaddeq be
came prime minister, the CONMUINISES once more proved unprepared for th
challenge,

The Tudeh entered this new round of crisis by miscalenfating the interng
balance of power in {ran, misunderstanding the new wave of nationalism an.
patriotism unleashed by the oil nationalization act, and, once more, naintain-
ing its close links to Soviet interests,

At this point the cold war was well underway, and the United States and
the Soviet Union were engaged in a competition on 2 worldwide scale. The
victory of the Chinese Revolution in October 1949 and the starc of the Korean
War in June 1950 only added firel and intensiry to the superpower struggle for
control and hegemony. But the situation in Iran was very different from the rest
of the world. Here, by taking on the Brirish Empire, the oil nationalization act
had become a manifestation of the nation’s struggle for its national sovereigney.
The emergence of mass support in urban areas that followed nationalization
further pointed to the popularity of the actions led by Mosaddeq.

Oil mationalization put the Mosaddeq cabiner on 2 collision course with
the British Empire but not necessarily with ULS. interests, or a¢ lease not right
away. Inidally, the Americans, under a Democratic administration, had their
differences with the Bridsh, both on the way the petroleum crisis was being
handled and on the issue of greater profic sharing for the U.S. oil conpanies,
One observer of Iran-U.S. relations described the American approach, under




the Democracs, in the tollowing terms: The Tranun adisinis ration’s policy s
developed by Secretary of State Acheson was to attempt to plzcare the Bricish
while trying to convince Mosaddeq to agree on a compromise.” " Mosaddeq
was well aware of these differences and tried to exploit them to lran’s benefir,
The presence of such figures as Gen. Fazlollah Zahed; (the future coup leader
and Mosaddeq’s successor) and Ali Amini in Mosaddeq’s first cabiner and the
support of such figures as Mozaffar Baga'i attest to this fact. These were the
people who supported Mosaddeq while he was on good terms with the Amer-
icans but began to desert him when he fell out of fivor.

The Tudeh Party based its analysis of the nationalizacion IMOVEMEnt 1ok on
internal ranian realicies but on the international situation, again keeping So-
viet interests primarily in mind. Hence, while the Nasional Front was engaging
the British and its domestic Iranian supporters, the Tudeh viewed the situation
in terms of the U.S.-Soviet rivalry. For example, after the start of hostilities on
the Korean peninsula, the main Tudeh front organization, the Iranian Society
for Peace, directed its propaganda against the United States. The society’s rac-
tics exposed the Tudeh leadership’s lack of comprehension of Iran’s internal
realies.

From the very beginning of the oil nationalization movement, the Tudeh
denounced it as an imperialist act and suggested that the only proper expression
could be mationalization of southern oil. In analyzing the Sixteenth Majles,
where the National Front had a minority presence yet eventually managed to
pass the nationalizadion bill, the Tudeh divided the members into three cate-
gories: first, the opportunises, who had no stand of their own and would change
their vote in accordance with the position of the most powerful alignment of
the moment; second, those who depended on foreigners and carried out their
wishes; and third, the deceivers who had all the characteristics of the first rwo
categories but pretended to care for the people, whom they never really under-
stood.* Of course, this third group was the National Front.

In June 1950 the daily Mardam described the oil nationalization attempt in
the following terms:*Already we can be sure that revisions in the southern oil
contract will not be in favor of our people and will only result in the consolida-
tion of England’s position in our country. The only time our people may real-
ize their rights in the southern oil resources is when they can determine their
destiny. Hence, the solution of the oil question is relaced to the victory of our
party, that is, the people of Iran.”

When the Majles subcommittee on oil rejected the Gass-Golsha'iyan bill,
the Tudeh attributed it not to the efforts of the National Eront but to the peo-
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ple of Tran: ™[ The bill] was rejected by chie people of lran and not by the
graced Natonal Front,”"® Even Mosaddeq’s rejection of the American offi
a compromise, put forward by Averell Harriman in July 1951, failed eo ¢
vince the party of the genuinely patriotic nature of the movement.
Tudceh’s position from the start of the second round of the oil debare in rn
the sunimer of 1950 to mid-1952 was one of antagonism toward the author
the movement, namely Mosaddeq and the National Front.

While the party formulated its policy on the oil nationalization quust
with Soviet interests in mind, this did sor mean that Moscow's pulicy on
matter was the same as the Tudehs. The Soviets, while not doing much to h
Iran at a time when it was under a British embargo, did recognize the iy
tance of the nationalization act. The Soviet niedia supported nationalizan
and gave positive coverage to Mosaddeq and the National Front.® This me.
that at this point the Tudeh was acting o its own perception of what its i1t
national duties (i.e., Soviet interests) were.

The party’s antagonism toward the Mosaddeq cabinet continued into |
second year of his term in office. The party leadership’s reaction ro the )i
1952 events was confused and ineffecrual. It was unfazed by Mosaddeqs res:
nation on July 16. The party press continued to attack him and to refer to |
dispute with the shah as merely one between different factions of a reactiona
ruling elite.* Bue the popular explosion inevitably involved many rank-an
file party members and supporters who could see firsthand Mosaddeq’s pop
larity and became persuaded of the justness of his cause. These members beg.
to join in the demonstrations and put pressure on the party leadership to r
consider its position. Reluctantly, the party finally joined the drive for Mosa
deq’s reinstatement on July 21.% For obvious reasons, the Tudeh lasc .
initiative in this round of the confiontadon. While some experienced par
members managed to lead some local demonstrations, the Tudeh in effe.

Joined spontaneously, without preparation. The TPMO, which had nany ofl
cers among the military units assigned to suppress the revolt, also likely rc
mained inactive,

The July 21 events put the Tudeh leadership in a racher odd situation. U
to this date the party had been atracking the nationalist movement and Mosad
deq as reactionaries and deceivers. Now the turn of events and political realitic
had put the party in the position of joining in to defend the VETY movement |
had mocked. From this point on, the Tudeh’s policy began gradually to baci
Mosaddeq at the expense of maintaining the partys independence. This grad
val change in party policy was linked to a changing factional balance within o,




party leadership and was qualified at the beginning. Following the July 1952
events, the parey accepted the slogan of oil nationalization in place of its own
calls for nationalization of the southern oil fields only. This was a major policy
adjustment, and was a clear admission of error in connection with the Tudeh’s
policy toward the nationalists. Furthermore, the party began to tone down jes
attacks on Mosaddeq, although they did not stop altogether.?”

The Tudeh'’s relationship with the nationalist goveriment during the sec-
ond year of Mosaddeq's tenure should be understond in light of the fluidity of
the period. CIA documents show that American officials feared Mosaddeq
would have to rely increasingly on the Tudeh to mobilize the crowds on his be-
half. Their fear was further strengthened by Mosaddeq’s refitsal to suppress the
Tudeh, even though the party had already been declared illegal in 1949, Much
of this perception seems to have been based on the perception of National
Front-Tudeh cooperation during the July 1952 events. But, as noted above, the
party’s participation in those events was Spontaneous and came at a time when
the party leadership was disoriented and out of touch with realities on the
street,

The Tudehs relationship with the National Front between July 1952 and
August 1953, even as the party was readjusting its policy, was far from harmo-
nious. Because of intense internal factional scrupgles, the party was losing its
cohesion and often adopted contradictory policies roward Mosaddeq. [eis clear
that the type of coordinated couperation and mutual reliance the Americans
feared existed between Mosaddeq and the Tudeh could not have existed. On
the other hand, the type of confidence building necessary to establish a more
cooperative and harmonious relationship berween the party and Mosaddeq
also did not materialize.

Tadeh Factionalism

To understand the party’s behavior toward Mosaddeq and its lack of a mean-
ingful reaction to the coup, it is necessary to understand its internal dynamics
and factionalism at the highest levels. >

Different labels could be used to identify the rwo factions. Sources pub-
lished by the coup leaders called them, racher inadequately, cthe old guard and
corrupted faction versus the critical and compromising faction.® Beuter desig-
nations would perhaps be moderate versus hard-liner. Both tacdons shared an
admiration for the Soviet Union and adhered to Moscow's interpretation of
Marxism-Leninism. But they also had major theoretical and other differences.
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The oil nationalization movement brought the two factions deeper
conflict.

The hard-line factdon’s principal members were young acrivists such
Nureddin Kianuri, Ehsanallah Tabari, Amanallah Qoraishi, Ahmad Qaser:
Maryam Firovz, and Gholam Hossein Forutan, as well as older members su
as Ardeshir (Ardashes) Avanissian and Abdul Samad Kambakhsh. This gro
presented a more dogmatic perception of Marxism and was more insiscent «
the leadership of the working class and on adherence to party rules, and w
generally opposed to the nationalist government of Mosaddeq. The policy
confronting the Mosaddeq cabinet, which lasted untl July 1952, was largely
result of this faction gaining the upper hand. The hard-liners consider,
Mosaddeq and the National Front as part of the Iranian bourgeoisie who ¢
Joyed close ties with the Americans. The oil nationalization movement was o»
plained away as a conflict berween the bourgeoisie and the imperial court an
the landowning class, which mainrained close ties with the British. Because .
this two-sided understanding of international and domestic alliances, the hard
liners viewed the dispute berween the Narional Front and the British as bein
in reality one between British and U.S. policy in Iran,

The differences between the two factions were clearest when it came o
the party’s proposal for a united popular front against imperialism and domes
tic reactionary forces. The united front policy was a replica of the Soviet_le.
approach te the Third Communist [nternational (Comintern) in the 1920
and 1930s. Its essence was to form a coalition berween the communises anc
noncommunist progressive political parties in order to establish a strong oppo-
sition force against those deemed to be reactionaries. On the internadomal
level, results of the policy had been mixed by the time of the 195153 events
in {ran.

The key question was who should lead such a coalition. In the mid-192(s,
the Comintern, influenced by Nikolai Bukharin and Joseph Stalin, proposed
that the leadership did not have to be communist where the communist parties
were weak. This led to the 1927 disaster of the Goumindang massacre of the
comumunists in China, After this episode, the Comintern, now firmly under
Stalin, made a turnabout and took a rather dogmartic and uncompromising po-
sition. Accordingly, communist parties around the world were ordered not ta
make alliances unless they featured comniunist leadership. This policy led 1o
the rout of the German Communist Party as it refused to unite with the Ger-
man Social Democrats until the Nagzis destroyed both. The united popular
front policy did have its successful moments as well. In China in the 19305 and




early 1940s, and in Indochina in the 1940s and 1950s, the respective conimu-
nist parties of these two regions used the policy to their advantage,

When the Tudeh proposed a united popular franc policy, the hard-lincrs
insisted that any such coalition with noncommunist forces should come under
party leadership. This faction considered che Tudeh o be the working-class
party, a perception that became a major poinc of dispute with the moderate fac—
tion. The hard-liners used their considerable arganizational might wichin the
party to win many converts to its cause. Leftist and extremist policies againse
the nationalist government were mostly, but not all, the result of this faction's
courses of action, which changed only after the tide began to turn against them
following the July 1952 uprising,

The moderate faction’s principal members were Morteza Yazdi, Iraj Iskan-
dari, Reza Radmanesh, Fereydun Keshavarz, Hossein Judar, and Nader
Sharmini, the head of the party’s Youth Organization. This group, although
inidally opposed to Mosaddeq, gradually came to accept his leadership. The
moderates deemphasized the leadership role of the working class and the party,
and believed that a united front with noncommunist forces did not necessitare
party leadership. They had a more populist view of Marxism and considered
the Tudeh not as the party of the working class but as a toilers party that in-
cluded other deprived classes. In contrast to the hard-liners, they were open to
leadership by the nationalists. The gradual change in Tudeh policy toward sup-
port for the nationalists at the cost of fosing initiative after July 1952 was the re-
sult of this faction gaining the upper hand.

The moderates’ gradual assumpsion of party leadership from July 1952 on-
ward not only clarifies che change of policy toward the nationalist government
but also may partially explain the party’s ineffectual response to the coup. While
much attention has been paid to the Tudek's hostile reaction so Mosaddeq be-
fore July 1952, not much has been said about che consequences of the Tudeh’s
gradual shift, under the moderate faction, in support of Mosaddeq.* Under the
moderate faction, particularly after March 1953, the Tudeh in effece delegated
all initiative to the Mosaddeq government to the point where it was left with
none of its own. When asked why the party had stored no weapons before the
coup, Kianuri suggested that the party did not wans 1o be seen as attempting to
overthrow Mosaddeq.”

Sharmini and Kianuri were the rwo most controversial figures among the
Tudeh leaders. Sharmini was the head of the party’s Youth Organization unil
1952 and mainiained his influence over it through the time of the coup. The
controversy surrounding him is char as the head of the Youth Organization he
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proposed some of the mose radical slogans, while at the same dme he sided with
the moderare faction on most issues, Under him the Youth Orpanization un-
dermined the aushority of key personalities of the hard-fine faction, attacking
them for being soft and not revolutionary enough, These attacks were accom-
panied by the proposal of radical actions at party gatherings. At the same time,
there are serong indications thar Sharmini worked closely with the moderate
faction on strategic party policies. Documents published by the shals regime
after the coup clearly mention this.® Internal party leadership correspondence
also indicates that the moderate faczion was hesitant to remove Sharmini as the
head of the Youth Organization and used the issue as 4 bargaining chip to ex-
tract concessions from the opposite facrion, ™ Hence, Sharmini, who was »
maverick of sorts, played a crucial role for the moderates in disarming the hard-
liners by undermining their radical appeal. Bue by attacking the hard-liners,
Sharmini and his followers also took 1 radical posture toward Mosaddeq. This
factional struggle within the party overshadowed efforts at coordination with
Mosaddeq during 1952-53, which would have been an important aspect of any
Tudeh move against the coup in August 1953,

Throughout his memoirs, Kianuri chims he was a proponent of Mosad-
deq after the July 1952 uprising, although he does admit that he, along with
the other members of the leadership, opposed the oil nationalization move-
ment before July 1952, Indeed he suggests thas he was the one who warned
the prime minister of the impending coup. Kianuri’s claim is only partially
true. ™

Among key hard-line personalities Itanuri ranked third, after Kambakhsh
and Qasemi. Kambakhsh was not 1 theorist but a party functionary with strong
personal connections to the Sovies, Qasemi was a staunch Sealinist and a dog-
mtatic theorist who was the nuain force behind the party’ anti-Mosaddeq poli-
cies during 195152, Both of these men had to leave the country by mid-1952,
Hence, during the year before che coup Kianuri was the only hard-liner left in
the party’s five-man executive corumittee,

The key to understanding Kianuri’s role is to note his theoretical differ-
ences with Qasemi, Kianuri believed in the hegemony of the proletariat in any
coalition with nonproletariat forces, while Qasemi did not envision any coali-
tion with the bourgeoisie, which he deemed as having betrayed the ang-
imperialist movement. Qasemi’s view was closer to Stalin’s, while Kianuri wag
more moderate in this respect and closer to Mao Zedong; both, though, were
at odds with the moderate advocates who proposed closer cooperition with
Mosaddeq after July 1952, with or without party leadership.
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To the above political differences berween the two Tudeh factions must be
added personal differences that helped fuel facrionalism within the party. Jeal-
ousy of individual leaders was armong the most significant of these factors. Doc-
uments related to the party’s Fourth Plenunt mentions the factions and personal
differences between individual party leaders.

On differences within the central committee, the plenum jdentified two
factions, one dominant and centered around Iskandari and R.admanesh and the
other in opposition around Kianuri and Qasemi, but suggested that the dis-
putes were mostly personal and due to character faws. Nevertheless, the
plenum placed general responsibility for the party’s failure collectively on the
executive commitcee of the time.*

After the February 1949 attempt on the shah’s life, there was no systermnatic
contact between those party figures who fed abroad and those who rematned
inside the country. After Hrn.wuw:unwuw of Tudeh leaders in December 1950, an
execurive COIUTITIEs Was created in order to run the party’s day-to-day affairs
and to coordinate operations with the leadership abroad. Berween 1950 and
1952, this im:?:._n::umﬂ committee was under the clear hegemony of the
hard-liners, with Kianuri, Qasemi, Forutan, and Mahmud Bugrati forming 2
united bloc wmuwzm&cmun. Mohammad Bahrami (the party’s first secretary), and
Vazdi. Ali Olovvi, the eighth member of the executive comimittee, seems (o
lhave had his own independent line and often wavered berween the two. In

1952, Qasemi, Buqrat, and Forutan were sent to Moscow to represent the
Tudels leadership based inside Iran at the Nineteenth Party Congress of the
Communist Party of the Saviet Union (CPSU). This development changed
the balance in the executive committee in favor of the moderates. The party’s
misjudging of the oil nationalization movement and the events of summer
19572 may have helped remove the hard-line members of the executive com-
mittee. At any rate, as the 1953 evenis approached, the hard-line posion
\within the executive COMMItiee Was weakened considerably, with only Kianuri
remaining as the faction’s representatve.

The two factions divided control over various party OFgans, which added
to the general disorganization and inefficiency as factional competition grew
more intense. While in a minority in the executive conumittee, Kianuri and
supporters had a controlling presence in the Tehran Provincial Committee, the
nerve center of the party nerwotk led by Amanallah Qoreishi, and 1n many of
the neighborhood committees. They also had the ear of the TPMO's leader-
ship, which meant effective control of that ommmuwnun._ou.u.\. Kianuri was the per-
son in overall charge of party organization, but the party liaison with the

TPMO was Judat, a member of the moderate line, Kambakhsh and Qasemi
were the previous party liaisons, which suggests the hard-liners had control up
1o 1952. Nevertheless, it seems that the TPMO kept up its ties with Kianuri
and bypassed Judat as he was accused by Kianuri, and later by the Tenth
Plenum, for his incompeience in providing effective leadership.®

[t is clear that the moderates’ control of the executive committee did not
cranslate into overall control of the party. Nevertheless, the moderates did de-
rermine the Tudeh’s general policy (e.g.. roward Mosaddeq). It scems that
much of the factional conflict during 1951=53 was focused on which wing
presented the more radical and leftist view. It did not really matter what
the real policy was as long as a leftist posture could be maintained to satisfy the
many young party cadres. Thus, the hard-liners systematically attacked the
moderates as being wo soft, too rightst, and too willing to compromise with
the enemies of the party and the working class. In this context, the moderate
faction's control of the party’s Youth Qrganization was umportant. "The Youth
Organization played a pivotal role in balancing the hard-line attack. The
Tenth Plenum made a point of criticizing the Youth Organization and
Sharmini.

Factionalism within the Tudeh had a number of consequences that signif-
icantly contributed to the party’s behavior toward the oil nationalization
movement and the 1953 coup. First, while the hard-liners were dominant in
the leadership of the party (1951-532}, the party completely missed the signifi-
cance of the movement led by Mosaddeq and thus contributed to weakening
the Natonal Front. The hard-liners’ dogmatic understanding of Marxist-
Leninist doctrine and inflexible interpretation of the CPSU’s guidelines were
prime factors in determining the policy regarding Mosaddeq and the National
Front.

Second, with the moderate arm’s dominaton {1952-53), the Tudeh began
slowly to sec events in anew light and gradually changed course. This develop-
ment meant that the party began to align its activities with those of the nation-
alist governmen at the cost oflosing all independent initiative. Not wating to
alienate the Mosaddeq government, the Tudeh failed to prepare a contingency
plan for coordination with the nationalist government to help it face off the
coup. The party also failed to plan for a situadon where it would have to con-
tinue without Mosaddeq.

Third, factional competition meant that the party leadership and various
party organs became almost paralyzed at times and unable to perform with suit-
able efficiency. Much time and energy was wasted over professional and per-




somal rivalries. Factionalism at the highest levels also meant that the leadership
was unable to put forward resolute and effective policies in a timely manner,

which worked ta the party’s disadvantage dueing the coup.
The Road to the Coup

While American intelligence reports for 195153 did not view the Tudeh asan
immediate threat, the coup planners underscored the danger from communism
in their preparations for Operation TPAJAX. Both the drafis of the operation
and Donald Wilber’s Qverthrany, which was written a few months after the
coup, note the expected violent reaction of the Tudeh and suggest steps to
counter it. Wilber's history points to the July 21, 1953, demonstrations cont-
memorating the events of the previous year as being dominated by the Tudeh,
and states that party “participants far outnumbered those assembled by the Na-
tional Front."

The American coup organizers used the threat of the Tudeh to woo more
conservative elements in society to the and-Mosaddeq camp and throw
Mosaddeq and his cabinet off balance. For example, they arranged for chreat-
ening phone calls to be made in the Tudeh’s name to religious leaders.* Like-
wise, they arranged for “black™ mobs pretending to be Tudeh crowds, as we
shall see below.

The Tudeh had intelligence throughout 1952-53 about a number of plots
to averthrow the government. The Tudeh's assessment from the summer of
1952 was that a coup actempt was probable. As early as March 1933, the parcy
had clear reason to suspect that preparations were being made for an over-
throw."" This suspicion became undeniable fact eight days before the first coup
arremnpt on August 16. As early as winter 1952-53, the Tudeh leadership or-
dered the creation of vanguard cells made up of experienced party members
working closely with the TPMO. According to an officer’s memoirs, the
TPMO identified key military instaliations, army depots, and command and
control centers in che capital.* The vanguard cells, equipped with the intelli-
gence provided by the TPMO, were to react violently to any coup attempt.
However, the leadership dismissed the cells before the coup, and the TPMO
remained passive as the covert operation consumed the nationalist government.
Lack of determination and factionalism among Tudeh leaders were the reasons
behind this failure to prepare the party. While the Tudeh’s intelligence reporis
lacked detail, particularly on the events leading to the August 1953 coup, they
should have prepared the parey for an eventual showdown. Instead, the Tudeh

refused to prepare and arm isself. According to one source, the main reason for
this was that they did not want to appear as if they were preparing to overthrow
Mosaddeg.”

[t is clear that the Tudeh passed its intelligenee on the pending coup to the
prime minister on August 15, TPMO members had infiltrated the ranks of the
coup organizers and had people in key posidons. For example, Col. Moham-
mad Ali Mobasherri, a member of TPMO three-man secretariat, was an ac-
tve member of Tehran Military Governor, the cencer of the coup aperation;
Maj. Mehdi Homaouni of the shah's Imperial Guard actually discovered and
reported the August plot; Capt. Mohammad Pulad-dezh, an officer in the na-
tional police, who is in fact mentioned in Quertfirony, was anather TPMO
member. ¥

While the TPMO acquired the information, Kianuri, whose wife was a
relative of Mosaddeq and thus gave him access to the inner quarcer (andanim) of
the premier’s household, was the executive committee member charged with
contacting Mosaddeq by telephone.* Kianuri claims that he communicated
with the prime minister on a number of occasions before the coup, ineluding
on August 13 and late on the night of August 14. The first contace led to post-
ponement of the coup and the second to its failure on August 16. Other Tudeh
leaders have questioned some of Kianuri’s claims.*” Bur Mosaddeq, who prob-
ably had his own independent sources as well, makes mention in his menoirs
of at least one such telephone call. * Wilber’s reference in Querthrow to post-
ponement of the coup on August 14 due to the “indiscretion of one of the
Iranian officers” ts probably linked to the Tudehs information on the coup re-
ceived on August 13." Wilber also notes Brig. Gen, Taqi Riahi's later remarks
to the effect that he was informed of the coup at 3 BM. on the evening of Au-
gust 15, which corresponds to the second and most important piece of Tudeh
intelligence on the coup, which was passed on to Mosaddeq. A TPMO officer
also played a crucial role in the physical defeat of the coup on the evening of
August 15. Lt. Ali Ashraf Shoja’ian had accompanied Col. Ne'matallah Nasiri
and his imperial Guard unit 1o Mosaddeq’s residence to arrest him. Apparently
on his own initdative he changed sides at the crucial moment and aided
Mosaddeq’s guards in arresting Nasiri and his men,®

The period from August 16 to August 19 was a brief but crucial one, and
the Tudeh leadership needed to react speedily and with focus and determina-
non if the situarion was to be turned around. Instead, chaos and a lack of re-
solve prevailed. On August 16, the morning after che initial coup atcempe
failed, che general situation in Tehran was tense and electric. The shah had fled
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the country and was implicated in the atempt 0 overthrow the constitutional
government. AL this point, TPAJAX seemed doomed as sUppPOTIETS of the Na-
tional Front and the Tudeh poured into the streets in defense of Mosaddeq. A
broad array of emotionally charged, spontaneaus activities took place during
the fateful days of Augnst 16-18.

The popular sentiment expressed in the streets of Tehran on August 16
may be divided into three categories. All three groups of demonsuators had
come o support Mosaddeq but with different perspectives. The first group
consisted of supporters of the National Front whose slogans typically tarpeted
the shah, the Pahlavi dynasty, and the coup, but not necessarily the monarcity.
Certainly, Hossein Eaterni’s fiery speech that day, in Baharestan Square in front
of the Majles, radicalized the front’s supporters. Fatemi had always been some-
what more radical than other front and Mosaddeq cabinet members. His
speech, which attacked the <hah and called for his abdication, fired the crowd
to the point where even some antimonarchy slogans were heard. But even he
apparently did not directly call for the overthrow of the monarchy or the estab-
lishment of a republic.”

The second group was comprised of Tudeh supporters whao were already
more radical and who more openly targeted the monarchy, demanding sover-
eignty for the people in light of the new sitnation. But even here there was 110
sign of widespread demand for a republic. The third group consticuted ordinary
people who could have been attracted 0 either of the above two according to
the situation.™

Here, the “black” crowds can be putn perspective. In Overthrow, Wilber
suggests that the coup planners had thought of using such a device as part of the
overalt scheme to destabilize the situation.® But it is 1ot clear to what extent
they were actually used or how effective they were. According 1o Mark
Gasiorowski (see his chapter in this volume), by discributing fifty thousand dol-
Jars a phony Tudeh mob was created. This crowd then began to attack symbols
of monarchy on August 17. Gasiorowski also asserts that the black crowd was
joined by actuial Tudeh supporters and others.

While the situation was highly charged and chaotic at this point with no

clear indication as to who was actually in charge, it seents apparent that the
Tudeh had no idea that the black crowds existed. Clearly, the Tudeh leadership
was unaware of such activities.™ lnierviews with six rank-and-file ‘Tudeh and
Youth Organization members also suggest that there was no Tudeh awareness
of black crowds on the street level. All those interviewed were either in the
sireets of Tehran during August 16-19 or were well connected to the party®

This lack of awareness scrongly suggests that the CIA appraisal of the crowd’s
role is probably exaggerated. While no certain conclusion can be made on this
point, 1t is difficult to see how the crowds could have materialized in any sig-
mificant and determining manner without the Tudeh picking up some signals
along the way.

Whether wich the help of the black mobs acring ss a rrigger mechanism or
purely due to the genuine spontaneity of the crowds in the streets, the general
situation after the failure of the first coup attempt turned radical. Ac ::rm paint
the Tudeh and the National Front were on the same side regardless of their
rocky relationship during the previous period. On the morning of August 17
the angry crowd began to atrack symbols of the monarchy and demanded its
abalition. This was a major shift and a challenge to the National Front and its
constitutional premier.

An anti-shah crowd tearing down a statue of Reza Shah on August 17 or 18, 1953
By August 19, the ude had completely shifted as pro-shah forces ook control of the
streets of Tehran, Copyright © 2002 AP/Wide World Photos.
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Meanwhile, on August 18 the Tudeh leadership opened a decision-making
he party’s faceful demand for the climination of the monar-

process that led to t He . . n_
f a “democratic republic”” Posing the latter deman

chy and establishment o 2._
been a major blunder because, coming from a pro= O5COW

party, it smacked of the Sovict-dominated sacellites of Eastern Europe. De-
manding a republic of any kind would have been problematic and Eocﬂ _:.En
alienated Mosaddeq since he had never suggested he wasin favor of abolishing

. s s
the constitutional monarchy. How did this gaffe occurr . .
the party’s Tehran Provincial Commnutiee, 3

seems to have

According to oneg sOurce,
hotbed of the hard-line faction, proposed the “republic” slogan t© nrm. mE..J, ex-
ecutive committee on August 1750 1t seems that the events :.:muEE.m in the
creets had a direct bearing o1 this decision. The Tudeh considered itself nﬂm
vanguard party and, as such, had to try Lo 5t one m..ﬁnn u:m.un__.Om the masses 1n
order to be able to {ead them. Certainly, the hard-liners within the party em-

phasized this role more than the other faction. . .

A few hours later, still on August 17, the party’s executive conunittee gave
its response to the “republic” proposal. The no:sﬁmﬂ.uno.m_om& was even EMH”
radical and called for demanding a "' democratic republic’ mcwmmﬂcm:n_mwr Tudeh
members were instructed to join demonstrations for the new cause.” By late
August 17 and August 18, the role of the Tudeh in street an.ﬂ:o:mﬂu_woﬂmm mamm
more ?d:os:nmm. making it even more difficult so assess the impact of (1€ ab-
ricated crowds even if they did exist. .

The Tudeh’s new policy of demanding a democratic republic was an-
nounced on the morning of August 18 just before impending street Gu.nznm and
chaos. This new stogan was 3 major change for the party. It n.o:nu._%nﬁam_ the
policy, in effect since March 1953, of screngehening the npn.po:.wrwﬁ govern-
ment. Overnight, the Tudeh shifted from suppotnng ﬂwm constitutional monar-
chy through Mosaddeq’s government to an:;ﬁ&:.ﬁ its oqnm.z.:oé. Morteover,
the Tudeh demanded that the constitutional prenuer g0 mmu:.mﬁ his 9.5”_ EE.T
dase due to the extraordinary situation. This led to panic .E the :w.uo:%“ﬁ
regime, which did not really intend generate such a radical Hunso”.w he

governmeite therefore ordered the military into &.._m streets on August 15, 18-
sulting in the arrest of many Tudeh activists, the .,Sﬁrmn_ﬁ& of ﬁﬂomo{ﬁn:.n:n:ﬁ
and 2 hostle military in control of the city. One Tudeh estmate

SUpPOTLETS, : ..
suggests that on that day up 1o six fhundred mid- and low-level Tudeh activists

] , » 1
were arrested in Tehran alone, severely damaging the party’s necwork. .
Why did the moderate faction, comprising a majorty i the execunve
olicy? 1%id the Tudeh not fear that Mosaddeq

committee, acceps the new p

might not accept the party’s demand for a democratic republic? Teseems that for
a brief moment the parcy leadership, influenced by the radicalized political at-
mosphere, opted for atempting to pull the nationalists to their side. Militant
ctreet demonstrations and Fatemi’s more radical posture may have helped cavse
the leadership to change course for a brief moment. Furthermore, Fatemi’s
radical tone could have persuaded some party Jeaders that a split had developed
within the ranks of the National Front that was worth exploring. One party
document shows that the Tudeh was aware that Mosaddeq might not accept
the party’s demand, but it opted for convincing the premier to accept the new
policy through resistance and pressure,™ As suggested, this change of course
\was brief and the Tudeh soon shifted directions again and stopped its challenge
of Mosaddeq. This episode should be understood in the context of the charged
political atmosphere of the tine.

On the evening of August 18, fearing a loss of control, Mosaddeq ordered
the military to clear the streets of all demonstracors. Having a large number of
s activists arrested and not wanting to alienate the premier any further, the
party vacillated again and orderad 1 demobilization. On the morning of August
19, it became clear that the coup had been rejuvenated and the nationalist gov-
ernment was in danger. One Tudeh leader has suggested that the party con-
tacted Mosaddeq and offered to resist the coup but that Mosaddeq declined and
suggested that he had things under control.*

Published correspondence between the party’s executive committee inside
Iran and the leadership abroad sheds more light on the condition of the party’s
top levels and their reaction o the August 19 coup.”! According to these docu-
ments, on the morning of August 19 Ali Olovvi, a member of the executve
comunirtee, suggested holding demonstrations and a national sirike in opposi-
fion to the coup. At this point the patry’s Tehran Provincial Committee was
notified to prepare the ground.* Olovvi’s proposal, however, was deferred by
the other members until Mosaddeq's approval could be secured.” By noon,
however, na contact with Masaddeq had been established. By afternoon, when
the party finally began discussing whether to ke action, Mosaddeq’s govern-
ment had been overthrown.

How can the Tudeh'’s overall reaction to the coup and its vacillasion be ex-
plained and put within the context of Tudeh factionalism? The party’s policy
clearly Auctuated from strengthening Mosaddeq in March 1953, to pressuring
him to declare a democeatic republic on August 17—18, to demobilizing late on
August 18 and taking no action pending Mosaddeq’s consent.

One overall explanation is that the five members of the party’s executive
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An anti-Mosaddeq crowd on Shah Reza Avenue, August 19, 1953, Stephen Langlie
Collection, GI3165-0351-2.1 .3, Middle East Centre Archive, St. Antonys College,

Orxford. Courtesy Stephen Langlie USAF/MAAG.

conumitiee may at some point have come to the conclusion that the party could
survive the storm, as it did 10 1949, Bizhan Jazani, some B,a.n:J" years later,
made the following imporeant observation: “The _muan%:_m .om the party
thoughe that the 1953 [coup] was only a defear for _&m nationalist 5.o<n§nsﬁ
.. and that the party, and its underground organizanions, could connnue _.:M|
derground activities."** This, however, only partially answers &m @BE@E 0 a
lack of resolve and coherent policy within the party leadership. Factionalism
and a state of paralysis at the top complete the picture. ,
The party leadership collectively was mumﬁwmwoﬁ_m of Mosaddeq, but m.mc_umwn
began to change policy after the summet of Euu.....ﬁ.rn rmmm.s:.ui of nrm EJ d-
erate faction contributed to the party’s loss of initiative vis=a-vis the nanona Mmﬁ
nt, particularly after March 1953, As if wanung wo compensate for its
2, the party leadership refused to prepare
itiative to the nationalists. While the

governme larch
atiacks on Mosaddeq during 1951-5

for the coming showdown and left all in

moderate faction’s control aver the party was 1ot absolute, it could and did ini-

date general policy. Thus, while the Military Organization was ready to take
steps to prepare the party and the Youth Organization in the months preceding
the coup, the order arrived from the Tudeh leadership to cease activities 5o a5
not to alienate the Mosaddeq government.

The Tudeh clearly lost it balance due to the speed of events and, even
more importantly, due to a lack of internal unity and cohesion. Only a unified
leadership could have processed the incoming information and come up witlh
an appropriate decision. In the absence of such conditions, the party leaders
were reduced to fighting among themselves while rying to mainein their rev-
oludonary posture and choose a proper course of action.

The Coup Aftermath

It was only after Mosaddeq’s overthrow that the Tudeh leadership began to take
a number of steps to prepare the party for armed resistance. These included the
creation, in September 1953, of a center for resisting the coup. Three members
of the party’s executive commiitee and three members of TPMO were assigned
to command the center.*s The idea was for the TPMO to train and arm some
two thousand party members and ro establish contacts with the Qashqa’i tribe’s
leaders in order to wage guerrilla war in coordination with them in the north-
ern and central parts of the country. None of these measures resubted in any
concrete action. The Qashga’i chiefs ultimately refused to cooperate, and the
TPMO was unable to obrain adequate armaments due to the repressive atmos-
phere of the postcoup period.

The official Tudeh reaction to the question of the cavses of the party’s fail-
ure came during its historic Fourth Plenum, held in Moscow in July 1957, The
plenum criticized the party for its policy toward the National Front and for not
recognizing the progressive nature of the oil nationalization movement.™ Call-
ing its policies toward the nationalist government sectarian and leftist, the parry
also suggested that its policy berween August 16 and 19 had been incorrect
when party demonstrators pulled down the shah’s statues and asked for a
people’s democratic republic.’” The party admitted to its stage of paralysis and
blamed it on the leadership inside Iran while suggesting thar the leadership
abroad had failed to provide help and guidelines. The party attribured the lead-
ership’s weakness to the lack of internal democracy within the Tudeh, the ab-
sence of close bonds berween the leadership and rank-and-file members, the
leadership’s low level of theoretical knowledge, and the existence of deep dif-
ferences at top levels of the party.
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Wish the discovery of the TPMO and arrest of its members in the swinmer
of 1954, the fate of the Tudeh was sealed. Through its intelligence nerwork, the
TPMO had acted as a shield for the party and had played a determining role in
preserving the Tudeh immediately after Mosaddeq’s overthrow. During
195458, with the decimation of the TPMO complete, the Tudeh network
was compromised and wiped out as well. Many high- and middle-ranking
Tudeh leaders were arrested or forced to flee the country. The arrest and exe-
cution of Khosrow Roozbeh in 195758 signaled the end of this process.

Based on the above analysis of the Tudeh's forces on the ground and its internal
divisions, it seems clear that the perceived Tudeh threat, as feared by the perpe-
trators of the coup, was not real. The party had neicher the numbers, nor the
popularity, nor a plan to take over state power with any hope of holding on 1o
it. Similar to any fraternal communist party, the Tudeh had a long-term goal of
seeing Iran, and for that master the rest of the warld, join the socialist camp led
by the Soviet Union. But this did not have much to do with the concrete case
of Iran where, in the Tudeh’s terminology, ohjective conditons for a takeover
did not exist. At best the party had come to conclude that to ward off imperi-
Jlist domination of Iran, it had to throw its support behind Mosaddeq’s govern-
ment. One Tudeh leader at the time hias explained the party’s policy as follows:
“[T)he reality is that we did not want Mosaddeq to be overthrown. . . . well,

at there is no possibilicy for the parry to come to power, we

we understood th
did not have the strength.”* Even the party’s demand for a democratic repub-

lic, misguided as it was, was an attempt to pull Mosaddeq into the Tudeh camp,

not overthrow him.
The fact that the Tadeh neither had the intention nor the power to oust

Mosaddeq does not mean it could not have reacted to, and even reversed, the
ow know that the 1953 coup was successful only by the narrowest
of margins. Rarely does one witness the fate of a nation depending on such
renuous circumstances. Supporters of the coup in the military were not sure of
their own strengech until the final moments. The American operatives were or=

dered to leave the country. Many military units and their officers became fence
win in order to be sure to join the right side.
he mititary to react effec-

coup. We n

siccers, waiting to see who would
The Tudeh had adequate support in Tehran and in t
tively, Of course, it was impossible to predict whether the party would be suc-
cessful or not, particularly during such rense and stressful moments as existed
between August 16 and August 19. But the Tudeh considered iself a revolu-
ard party and, as such, was expecied to react forcefully. Consider-

tiorary vangu

ing the face thae the organization was decimated and in a state of inaction be
tween 1953 and 1958, any other fate would have been preferable.

For the Tudeh to have been effective in August 1953, it would have had t
take care of two prerequisites. bt needed a resolure, cohesive, and w:mwm.._:m._
_n.,_n_.n:wrmc. It also required a more trustful and amicable refationship s;mr th
National Front. The Tudeh lacked both. i other words, what the Tudel
lacked in 1953 was competent feadership.

. Because U.S, field intelligence suggested that the Tudeh was not an imme
diate threat to lran, it seems that the decision to launch TPAJAX must hav:
been made at higher echelons of the U.S. government. This decision ﬂ.,..._:_“ t
have had little co do with on-the-ground realides and much to do E:r, the .w.a :
ological imperacives of the period: the cold war.* p

Other chapters in this collection cover this aspect of the puzzle thoroughly
Emmn. it should briefly be noted that the U.S. percepsion of the Tudeh E:.W So
viet threat, or communism in general, should be seen from three angles. First
the American competition with the Sovier Union after World War [I ,ﬂ.._aa .r_
Euﬁ.“? triggered the cold war. Episodes such as the Soviet take-over and ao:.:.
nation of Eastern Europe, especially the 1948 crisis over Czechoslovak

the Berlin aislift were all events within this drama. The success of the Or.:”ﬂ_.“,
Revelution, the launching of the Korean War, and the outbreak of war in u_.ﬁ
dochina only fueled the cold war mentalicy.

. Second, the American perception of the Tudel and commiunism in lra
did not help Iran's case. The Azerbaijan crisis of 1945—46, where 2 mcir”_
backed regional party tried to secede while Iran was under Soviet occupatior
diluted the U.S. view. The Tudeh did not have much to do with this uﬂ?oa
and was itself a victim of events as the Soviets forced the party to mcwvoﬂm th
movement.” Qutright Tudeh identification with Soviet policy in Iran berwer:
5&.# and 1951 also added ro Washingron's negative assessment. Finally, in nr.
C::mn_ States the 1953 coup in lran coincided with the u:mno::::nr”m hyste
ﬂ.E commonly identified with the activities of Sen. Joseph McCarthy. ,3:“..,::
ticomnuunist atmosphere ruined many careers and lives, both inside and ousid
the United States, |

The 1953 coup in [ran cannot simply be understood, as portrayed in Don
ald Wilbers history, as an attempt to save lran from falling into the Soviet orbi:
Hrmm.m were many other variables involved. An important aspect of the equa
gon is that the main justification for the coup—the Tudeh, and by extensio
Sovier, threat—in retrospect seems implausible. o




