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Abstract

The suggested presentation will be dedicated toatmaysis of the
political system of contemporary Iran since 198Mew methodology
was set up in order to conduct the research. Itlmoes game theory,
resource-actor approach, system analysis (analysapen unbalanced
systems) and a scale developed by the Heidelbesgtutte for

International Conflict Research. Four coalitionseadistinguished in
the Iranian political system and their interactias investigated. The
paper attempts to analyze the structure and ewmiutof major

decision-making centers in the political systemtloé IRI. These
coalitions could be described in such terms ashtrigpalition», «left

coalition», «center» and «the leader of the countfyrom 1992 until
the present, «the right coalition» has been leadihg country, but
from 1997 to 2005 «the left coalition» had an oppoity to resume
control of the two political institutions such asepidential post and
parliament. The conclusions are as follows:

—the ideological trends within Iran are vague aie folitical groups
of the contemporary Iran are more oriented to thaders than to the
ideological goals;

—the coalitions' activities remain unstable;

—«the Islam politicization» process is ceaseless;

—the meaning of «the legitimacy of authority» cqucead been
gradually reinterpreted over the last 21 years;

—the main political process in the Iran remainshimtthe framework of
the Islamic legislative basis.

As a whole, the political system of Iran is stalnlespite of internal

contradictions and external problems.
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Introduction

The main feature of the work is application of tinethodology of political science in the
modern Iranian political reality. Four groups ofas in the Iranian political arena have been defin
and their interaction examined. These are the tomadi of political power that formulate the
government’s main foreign and domestic policies] @ns their collaboration and clashes with one
another inside the political system of contemporaay affect the political stability of the regime
(among other factors, such as the price of oib alsamined in this paper). These coalitions consist
of political leaders, groups and parties and cagdreerally described by the termght coalition,
left coalition centerandthe Leader of the countrynvestigation of conflict between these coaliion
in Iran required the development of criteria of #tige conflicts intensity in Iran and their coagbn
with quantitative estimates on a five-point scale.

M ethodology

The main methodological paradigm is the methodoldgyeloped in the framework of the
synergetic concept, which is also called «open ramdequilibrium theory of political systems». In
accordance with this concept, the system is redasdea kind of analytical abstraction actually
existing society and is defined as the set of m®ee and institutions that develop in different
directions with different and variable speeds. Adtnall political and social systems that existha t
modern society can be attributed to this kind ctem.

On this approach, the open character of the systeans its exchange of energy, information
and other resources with the surrounding systerhs. system is never in stable condition, for it
always a subject to change. Although its instgbiBtoften insignificant. In this case, the systism
balanced. This condition can be defined as theesystability to maintain and reproduce it's basic
structure and accomplish changes in the legaltutsnal limits. To destroy the balance of such
system, one needs an extremely intensive eventhwims a large «energy» and «weight». If the
system is unbalanced, any minor event can leadpeedictable consequences (Matveev 2002). This
research paradigm requires a large amount of irdbom and a high level of systematization of the
material.

During the investigation of elite conflict a metldagy, developed by the Institute of
Heidelberg (Heidelberg Institute on Internationadnd@lict Research [HIIK]) will be used partly
(Conflict barometer 2010). It distinguishes violeartd non-violent conflicts. Non-violent conflict
includeslatent conflict(hidden contradictions, not updated in a speei@iton) andnanifest conflict
(stocks, that sometimes precede the use of fonochyding verbal pressure, threats of violence or
economic sanctions).

Violent conflicts arecrisis, severecrisis and war. In the terminology of the Heidelberg
Institute, crisis is a tense situation in which @agt uses military force during spontaneous intisle
Severecrisis — the stage of the conflict in which violence sed permanently and in an organized
form. War — the type of violent conflict in which armed \@olce is used for an extended period of
time in an organized and systematic manner.

The transition from the non-violent conflict phate the violent may be clarified on the
presence of aggressive acts (slaughter, clashresisdr and the use of military force.

However such scale is not enough for the analysiewflict between groups of power in Iran.
This is due to the fact that the methodology of eedelberg Institute involves a transformation of
one phase of conflict into another without takingpiconsideration the development within each of
the phases. For example, sometimes, it takes adoefitime to escalate the situation fromanifest
conflict to crisis, and often (but not always) a degree of confraoamay increase gradually.
Thereby, a situation, in which conflict is no longe the manifeststage, but has not moved in the
crisis yet, may take place. This possibility is not tak&io account by the Heidelberg methodology.
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Therefore, in this research we divided every pledsmnflict into two different substages. As a
result, there will be four new phases of confrdntatpre-manifest confligtpre-crisis pre-severe
crises and pre-war. Latent conflict will be divided into datent stage (the contradiction is not
actualized in concrete actions) andra-manifesstage (increasing of criticism of opponents withou
mutual threats). Manifest conflict will be dividéato amanifeststage (contradictions are expressed
in numerous speeches of the opponents, but withoytexplicit threats against each other) and a
pre-crisisstage (threats of sanctions and violence).

The crisis will be composed from arisis stage (transition of threats into action, consgsin
the arrests and trials of opponents) anpre&severestage(adding the use of armed force and an
increase of repression against opponents in aapeots incidentSevere crisisvill include severe
stage (non-permanent use of military violence iroeganized form) an@re-war stage (permanent
and organized armed violence). Definition of thar stage remains unchanged and involves using
military violence during a long period of time in arganized and systematic manner. Phases of the
conflict are indicated by the letter «C» in thice.

As a result, the elite point scale confrontatiortha the Iranian political system can be
represented as follows (see Table 1):

Table 1.Conflict Intensities.

Points | Phase of the conflict | Definition

Non-violent conflicts

1 Latent Conflict A positional difference over dedble values of
15 Pre-manifest Conflict national meaning is considered to be a latent

conflict if respective demands are articulated bg
of the parties and perceived by the other as such.

O

2 Manifest (Declarative) Conflict A manifest coustlincludes the use of measures

2,5 Pre-crisis that are located in the preliminary stage to viblen
force. This includes for example verbal pressure
threatening explicitly with violence, or the
imposition of economic sanctions.

Violent conflicts

3 Crisis A crisis is a tense situation in whicHegtst one of
3,5 Pre-severe Crisis the par ties uses violent force in sporadic indislen

4 Severe Crisis A conflict is considered to begesecrisis if

4,5 Pre-war violent force is repeatedly used in an organizey wa
5 War A war is a type of violent conflict in whieolent

force is used with a certain continuity in an
organized and systematic way. The conflict parties
exercise extensive measures, depending on the
situation. The extent of destruction is massive and
of long duration.

The coalitions of political power in Iran

There are only Islamic parties and groups of Skeaas in Iran that exist on a legal basis.
Political groups or parties that discard Islam #mel principle of «Velayat-e Faghih» are forbidden.
Currently, there are nearly 250 political partiesblpc organizations, political and religious
movements and trade unions in Iran, but most ainth@s not any organizational structure, fixed
membership and do not have public support.

The whole existence of political parties is marngesonly during elections. Many movements
and parties are created especially for elections, they do not play any role in political life.
However, there is a number of coalitions that heveal impact on the internal political situatiorda
the results of the elections. In many respecty, éxést because of the authority of their leaders.
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They can be defined as:left coalition a right coalition (since 2006 theight coalition is
divided into a «conservative» group and a «radigabup), acenter Of course, this division is
rather relative one, for it is impossible to analyal the relationships within the Iranian politica
system, but precisely this division is supportedr@ny of Iranian scholars (Shadlu 2000, Zarifniia
1999, Mortaja 1999). In our opinion, we need to adekcoalition of the country's leader», Ali
Khamenei, to these coalitions, as he plays a kieyimathe politics of the country.

Ideological criterion such as left and right innrdiffers from the one generally accepted in the
European tradition. Iranian political scientistsalifiy the «left» as the clergy group, which advesat
for reform of the Iranian political system. The opents of such reforms are considered the «right».
This designation is rather conditional, becausethal groups can change their views sometimes
according to a political conjecture.

The main part of thdeft coalition is the «Association of Combatant Clerics (majma'’-e
rowhaniyun-e mobarez) (ACC)». A member and onehefleaders is the former Iranian president
Mohammad Khatami. This coalition has less politreglource in contrast with its political opponents
in the main government offices and security agencféhe country.

The main strategy of thieft coalition since 1997 lies in the progressive reform of ani
political and economical system (Keddie 2003).

The main part of theight coalition is «The Combatant Clergy Association (jame'e-ye
rowhaniyat-e mobarez) (CCA)». Reza Mahdavi Karthies General Secretary. CCA gradually won
all the important positions in the state afteré¢hextions to the Majles in 1992, as noted by anidra
analyst Abbas Shadlu (Shadlu 2000). The main styaté the CCA is to keep the status quo in all
spheres of life in Iran.

Since 2006 it becomes obvious that tight coalition splits into the «conservative» group and
the «radical» group. The leader of the «radicalougris Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, the current
president of Iran.

The main part of theenteris «The Executives of Construction Party (Hezb-egdaaran-e
Sazandegi) (ECP)». Ali Akbar Hashemi-Rafsanjainesinformal leader. He was a president of Iran
from 1989 to 1997. The social basis of tenteris a broad strata of intellectuals, cultural figgir
and the progressive clergy. Its main characteristia pragmatic approach to many political issues
(Shadlu 2000).

The fourth major player on the political scene m@nlis the Leader of the Islamic Republic
(Supreme Leader) Ali Khamenei. He plays an indepehdnd significant role in the Iranian political
process. The main political strategy of the Supréeeder can be described as acting as an arbiter
between the various groups of power within Irathalgh he especially supports tight coalition.

It is worth mentioning that in the end of the eightof the XX century ideological views of the
coalitions differed from the contemporary ones. Egwample, leftists were referred as radicals and
advocated for the further Islamization of the Ieansociety and for minimization of contacts witk th
western countries. On the contrary, tight coalition was considered to be a devotee of a more
liberal development model in Iran. In the middletlod ninetieth of the XX century political views of
the coalitions changed and people who predominatétem were those who had formed a basis of
their movements in the past. The leftists becanmvknas reformers and the representatives of the
right — as conservatives. The leader of the certaalition, Hashemi-Rafsanjani, changed his views
in the same way, from radical to liberal ones.

Level of conflict from 1989 to 1992

In this article an elite mutual relations in theripd 1989-2010 are analyzed. Intermediate
conclusions will be made according to the four-ypariods of the Majles of 3-8 convocations
(except the periods of the 7th and the 8th Majlestsch are analyzed together), for elections ia th
institute define all spectrum of forces in the leangovernmental system.

Iran after the war with Iraq faced such problemaesessity of overcoming an economic crisis
by revival of exchange relations, rejection of thietates of the state and giving more freedom to
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private entrepreneurs. Theentral coalitionheaded by Hashemi-Rafsanjani and the right-wingers
supported the exchange relations, which were partpposed by the president and also, after the
death of Ayatollah Khomeini, the new Leader of twintry Ali Khamenei (Wilfried 2000). The
leftists were opponents of reforms.

An approximate structure of the distribution of pow in 1989 provided that the leftists
supervised the Majles and their representativee \wethe other state authorities. Tirght coalition
was represented in the state authorities as wedintered into an alliance with the centrists who
predominated in the government and were suppostédeonew Leader of the country.

Such support had an impact on that in fact theessprtatives of the right wing during three
years after the death of Ayatollah Khomeini dismisshe left-winged politicians from the political
scene and almost deprived them of power positiotisa political system of Iran (Wilfried 2000).

The period of time between the decease of Imam Kdmainand elections in the new Majles
1992 (the situation changed after the electiongheracterized by weakening of the left wing that
gradually lost all the main public posts duringethryears, consolidation of thight coalition that
mostly acted in the union with the group of Rafaanpnd strengthening of his own positions, when,
having acquired the president post, he began teupua new economic policies. Ali Khamenei, the
Leader of the country, inclined toward the rightgviand Rafsanjani. A conflict between the main
players did not go beyond non-violent actions.

As the researchers mention, the policy of the @mangovernment in that period lacked
indoctrination that resulted in predomination adgenable economic and political decisions over the
revolutionary ardo(Ehteshami 1995). After the end of the Iran-Iraq teere was no longer a need
to mobilize the masses although there was a needffiective governing that became one more
reason for the dismissal of nearly all leftists wheed to be more idealists than pragmatics
(Gheissari, Nasr 2004).

On the whole the situation 1989 during the firseéhmonths was in thare-crisis phase (C-
2,5) owing to circumstances of Ayatollah Montazéren it was reduced to tlieclarativeone (C-

2). The situation of 1990 did not go beyond the-umbent actions. A rather strong contradictions
between different groups and their severe debdiestavarious aspects of domestic and foreign
affairs of the country indicate maintenance of deelarativestage till September 1990 (C-2). An
intentional expulsion of many leftists from the atwal list to the Assembly of Experts make it
possible to say that inter-factional conflict caversy became stronger (C-2,5). However, in
November, after the elections in the Assembly gbéfis it went down again to the situation of the
first half of the year (C-2). The year 1991 wasrabterized by a low political activity of different
groups in comparison with the previous years. Amtrggimportant events one may distinguish a
few attempts made by Majles to submit a vote ofcoafidence to the ministers of Hashemi-
Rafsanjani government and also an extended criticitthe domestic and foreign policy followed
by the government. In general, one may speak abediicing the level of conflict from the
declarativeto thepre-manifesbne (C-1,5). In 1992 the situation in the countns still a little tense.
Even after the defeat of tieft coalition that was the critic of the government, and thac&s on the
Cabinet continued, however by representatives efifint coalition, the former allies of Hashemi-
Rafsanjani. That's why the level of conflict dodsfall below the declarative phase (C-2). In March
and April the confrontation rose to the pre-crikgsel (C-2,5), because the Guardian Council
prohibited many leftists from participating in diens.

Level of conflict from 1992 to 1996

During the four-year period after the electionstiie Majlis in 1992 there were significant
changes in the political situation. After the defetheleft coalition the coalition between the right
and the centrists disintegrated. As a result, Alb& Hashemi-Rafsanjani and ECP began to support
theleft coalition The Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei strengthenegdliical weight. Formally, he
tried to stay above the struggle of various pdititactions, but he gave more support to rilgat
coalition.
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The left coalition had recovered from the defeat only by the elestion1996, but it had
changed its political and economic views. As Budhiliried wrote: «finding themselves at the edge
of the political system of Iran, the “Leftists” dded to act as ordinary politicians, though a solid
social base was in their hands, such as linksadAtimy of the Guardians of the Islamic Revolution
and some Islamic funds. As a result, they partigdlyonsidered their position and began to support
the President Rafsanjani on his internal econonfierdlization and changing foreign policy»
(Wilfried 2000).

Rafsanjani was compelled to change his politicafgrences, because of the decision of the
members of theight coalition to carry out policies and to participate in thecibn campaign to the
Majlis on their own, without the supporters of theesident. The members of thight coalition
thought that they could have an overwhelming victover rivals. But instead of this they brought
theleft coalitionwhich entered into an alliance with Hashemi-Rgtsainback to the political space
(Downes 2002).

In general, the political situation in Iran in 199@&s in thedeclarativestage of non-violent
conflict. The direct confrontation between the goweent and the parliament indicates it (C-2). In
1994-1995 the tensions between the elite groups atethe same level (C-2). In 1996, except a few
months, the political conflict was still in tlteeclarativephase. It was raised only in the period from
February till April, when the election campaign wasld (C-2,5), which is proved by refusal of
many leftists to run to Majles because they werai@fthat the Guardian Council prohibited their
participation in the election campaign.

L evel of conflict from 1996 to 2000

In the period from 1996 to 2000 there had beergaifstant trend toward democratization of
the political life. There was a mitigation of baringhe cultural and domestic life. A lot of podial
parties appeared and the political system becaragized (Wells 1999).

The leftists completely took the initiative overethght coalition in the sphere of foreign
policy. At least, international visits of the présnt Mohammed Khatami and his doctrine of
Dialogue among civilizations enhanced the credibitf Iran on the international arena and the
popularity of theleft coalition within the country, especially among young peoplep make up a
large part of the country’s electorate.

Commitment to reforms and position of Ali Khamenisie Leader of the country, made it
possible for thdeft coalition to get a majority in local councils and in the Majof the sixth
convocation.

Despite ECP (Kargozaran) accession to léfecoalition and the party’s participation in the
work of the ministry in 1997 after the election teiy of Khatami when the party received a few
seats and support of tHeft coalition during the elections in the Majles in 2000, thé&trens
between the centrists and the leftists became witrseas the result of the position of Rafsanjani
who was not satisfied with his role in the politisgstem of Iran (Downes 2002).

The role of thdeft coalition became stronger in that period and the roles efctmtrist and
right coalitionsbecame weaker. Concerning the Leader of the cguAtatollah Khamenei partly
supported Khatami, guided by the principles of stete pragmatism. Despite the popularity of the
leftists in Iranian society and gaining several amant posts in the Iranian political system, tlostp
of the president, Majles, the fraction of the Exipady Discernment Council of the System (together
with the centrist coalition12 from 31[Wilfried 2000]), the main leverages ened in the hands of
the right coalition and the Leader of the country, that could exeesgure on their rivals, using a
framed-up Islamic law.

Some researchers believe that at the bottom ofetlaéive victory of the reformers were two
factors. The first factor was the crisis of the gmance when the elites were unable to come to an
agreement about further development of the coupity conflict between Hashemi-Rafsanjani and
CCA) which caused decrease in confidence. The sefamtor was increasing migration to cities and
urbanization of the minds of Iranian people (Ehg£89).
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The other experts stress that tight coalition had not any coherent politics and sought to
increase its strength, paying no attention to zatibn of peoples interestislohammadi 2003).

It is important that the elite conflict in that pet turned into violent phase from non-violent
one but remained on its lowest violent level. Thaflict did not increase mainly due to the factttha
it would have impugned the whole political systeang, supposedly, it was not the objective of the
major players.

In general, in 1997, before the presidential ebatiin May, the level of elite conflict was in
the declarative phase (C-2) and then it went down to fhre-declarativephase (C-1,5). It was
promoted by the confusion of thight coalition on the account of its failure in the presidential
elections, so that it had recovered itself only thg end of the year. The parties were in the
declarative stage of conflict until September 198&), but it was risen to the pre-crisis phase (C-
2,5) by the actions of the NC in September-Octdiadore the elections in the Assembly of Experts.
The assassinations of the Iranian intellectualgtegeevidence of the crisis in the end of 1998 JC-3
On the whole, the year 1999 is characterized byritr@asing antagonism of different groups. It can
be proved by the trial of many prominent leftidianning many reformist papers, incessant mutual
criticism of different fractions, coming even tdkbodshed, and refusal of some leftists to abide by
the decision of their withdrawal from pre-electicampaign in the local offices. The situation was in
the pre-crisis stage (C-2,5) till July, but student disorders oged it to thecrisis (C-3). The
subsequent trials against members ofl¢ftecoalitionleft the elite conflict unchanged. However, the
elite compromise and continuing performance of hatgovernment give no grounds for a higher
conflict level. The political situation in 2000 ramed in thecrisis stage (C-3).

L evel of conflict from 2000 to 2004

The period from 2000 to 2004 is characterized kadgal removal of the political initiative in
direction of theright coalition. Although the coalition of Khatami in the begingiof the 2000s
managed to score a success in the economic sphere.

Despite the majority of leftists in the Majles ahe& government, there was not any noticeable
change in the balance of power in favor of l#fe coalition Every try to take control, even financial,
of the Army of the Guardians of the Islamic Reviator Islamic funds was blocked by the
Guardian Council and the Expediency DiscernmentinCibof the System.

The left coalition was considerably weakened because of maintainiatussuo within
political powers and absence of noticeable resiltdberalization. The main political result wasath
the left coalition lost its offensive potential. Dissatisfaction withe supporters of Khatami rose
appreciably in the society, for they were unablehange the situation in their favor (GheissarisiNa
2004).

Certainly, we cannot ignore a complexity of theigiton in Iran due to a deploy of American
troops in almost all countries that are contiguaits Iran and also a threat from USA against Iran
because of its nuclear program. This fact begatotsolidate the Iranian society around tight
coalition which constantly focused attention on it and leald-American demonstrations all over the
country.

And also the rightists succeed in ideology whenythdandoned Islamic radicalism and
declared a policy of tolerance in relation to th@nlan society (Sazhin 2004), which influenced a
decrease of elite conflict frorrisisin 2001 todeclarative stagén 2003.

As a result, this period shows a revanche ofitjig coalition, which brought the Majles under
control. The leftists despite of all their attemfatded to take a part of administrative resouraesy
from the rightists, and they lost peoples suppblidshemi-Rafsanjani in this period was more
inclined to theright coalition. The Leader of the country Ali Khamenei despitehisf conciliatory
initiative did not give up his support of thght coalition.

In general, the situation in 2001 was not muched#ht from two previous years. The
continuing repression of prominent reformates aadoss conflicts between branches of power
showed that the political struggle was still in tnisis stage (C-3). On the whole, in comparison with
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previous years, the level of confrontation decrddsam crisis to there-crisisphase (C-2,5). It can
be proved by reducing of political conflicts, redtwith repressions of rivals, but the threat afisu
actions from Iranian government agencies remainscbording to the statements of their
representatives. Generally, there were not anyifgignt events in the Iranian political system in
2003. They were not numerous and rather peacedtiipifoves the decrease in the conflict level to
the declarative phase (C-2). With the exception of the first thmeenths 2004, when election
campaign and elections to the Majles were hold,thactlite conflict was in thpre-crisisstage (C-
2,5), the situation was in th@e-declarativephase (C-1,5). It can be proved by absence ofreeve
political debates and mutual threats between tiperognts. A relative political activity began oniy i
November at congresses of the two fractions ormoticasion of next year’s presidential elections (C-
2).

L evel of conflict from 2004 to 2010

The period from 2004 to 2008 was characterized Byllarevanche of theight coalition
However, along with that, a crisis tendencies witthieright coalition were revealed, that resulted in
conflict between its spokesmen during the electetrthie end of 2006 as well as at the last elestion
in Majles. The positions of reformates, who suffeam utter defeat at the elections in Majles 2008
almost did not change. In 2006-2007 positions o$hémi-Rafsanjani strengthened. In addition to
his stunning victory at the elections in the Assbnd§ Experts, he was chosen to be the chairman
after the death of Ayatollah Meshkini in summer 2@Be lost this post in 2011). The Leader of the
country supported different groups from the rigimgy although his power remained rather stable.

It should be mentioned that from 2005 we cannoaké theleft coalitionas the full member
of the elite political struggle in Iran for it logs positions in all government offices. Beginniingm
this year its actions can be associated with tladsstudents and liberal opposition that did not
influence much the Iranian political system. Nowgdkeftists are outside active politics.

In general, the conflict situation between the magolitical groups in 2005 was as follows:
from January to May the conflict was in tteclarativestage (C-2), in May and June it increased to
a pre-crisis (C-2,5), which was related with the election campaand elections, then the level of
conflict decreased to th@re-declarativeg(C-1,5), which was influenced by removal of the Veheft
coalition from political arena.

Basing on the fact that the most powerful candsldi#ring the election campaign in 2006 did
not positioned themselves as representatives ofottee political force, trying to join different
political coalitions, and that different coalitiossipported candidates with various political views
without direct criticism of each other, we can dode that the elite conflict was not strong (Filin
2007). Therefore, the degree of political conflitDecember 2006 increased only to teelarative
stage (C-2). In 2007, the conflict was also in dleelarativestage (C-2). During the elections to the
Majles in March 2008, the elite conflict reached pne-crisisstage (C-2,5) and gradually returned to
thedeclarativestage at the end of 2008.

During the period from 2008 to 2010 the situatioriran reached therisis stage only once. It
happened after the presidential election in 200@uta month, a massive opposition protest took
place in Iran. However, a month later, the eliteflict returned to theleclarativestage.

Themain trends of conflict between coalitions of political power in Iran

The diagram 1shows that the level of the elite conflict in theriod under review, we can
assert that it did not exceed the limits of mediatansity orcrisis stage.

Diagram 1.Level of conflict between groups of power in Ifaom 1989 to 2010.
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As for the tendencies of elite conflict, we obtdhe following information. In this case
correlation between the level (index) of elite dmhfC) and periods of time (t) is shown.

In the period January 1989 — December 2001 theseanstrong = 0,55) and statistically
significant ¢ = 0,002) tendency of elite conflict growth (seadram 2).

Diagram 2.Dynamics of conflict between groups of power ianlr January 1989 to December
2001 (Scatter diagram with regression line).
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This trend is stronger and more statistically digant (p = 0,75;a = 0,00004) in the period
from January 1991 to December 2001 (see Diagram 3).

Diagram 3.Dynamics of conflict between groups of power ianlr January 1991 to December
2001 (Scatter diagram with regression line).
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On the other hand, in the period from July 199®&xember 2010 there is also a strong and
statistically significant{ = -0,61;0 = 0,005) tendency of elite conflict decrease Qrgram 4).

In the period from 1999 to the end of 2001 thera onsistently high level of elite conflict
without big tendency to growth or decrease.

Diagram 4.Dynamics of conflict between groups of power ianly July 1999 to December
2010 (Scatter diagram with regression line).
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p =-0,61;0 = 0,005.

When we analyze the relationship between oil prioésevenues being the main source of the
Iran’s budget) and decreasing or escalating cdnélieels between the major groups of the powerful
elite in the Iranian political system, it appedrattthe correlation is not statistically signifitgm = -
0,268;0 = 0,79). This is the case when the relationshigvéen oil prices and the level of conflict
during the same year is analyzed.

However, the correlation becomes very stropg=(-0,829) and statistically significant &
0,042), when we take into account a possible texgebletween falling oil prices and an escalation in
the level of internal conflict. The average prideod in a given three-year period is a very strong
factor for influencing the level of conflict intehgs between groups of power in Iran over the
following three years (see Diagram 5).
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Diagram 5 Correlation between oil prices in a given threeryssiod and the dynamics of
conflict between groups of power in Iran in thddualing three years (from 1989 to 2010) (Scatter
diagram with regression line).
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C (t +3) — Average level of conflict between grewgs power in Iran in the three-year period

P — Average oil price in the three-year period t

While analyzing dynamics of elite conflict in Irdrom 1989 to 2010, we can see one more
important regularity. It is related with increasiagconflict level in periods of all-Iranian eleat®
(presidential, parliamentary, to the Assembly opé&its). Theable 2shows that in the years when
elections were not hold the elite conflict indemegned at the low level (a conflict index that diot
exceed 2,0 [Manifest conflict] was equivalent t&3uch cases). In the years when the elections
were held conflict index reached the level of 225efcrisis] (53.8%) or 3.0 [Crisis] (15.4%). It is
evident that elections act as catalyzer of elit&lot level growth (see Table 2).

Table 2.Correlation between index of the elite conflict ai@rs of national elections in Iran.

Elections
0 =were held | 1 =were not held
Total
C (index of 1,5 Count 7 0 7
conflict between % Within Elections 23,3% 0% 16,3%
groups of power 2,0 Count 15 4 19
in Iran) % Within Elections 50,0% 30,8% 44.2%
2,5 Count 5 7 12
% Within Elections 16,7% 53,8% 27,9%
3,0 Count 3 2 5
% Within Elections 10,0% 15,4% 11.6%
Total Count 30 13 43
% Within Elections 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Conclusions

If we take a look at the degree of conflict betwgeoups of power in Iran in that period, we
can definitely say that it does not reach a leved\w@rage intensity agrisis stage. The main danger
to the existing system was in the period from n889 until the end of 2001, and then again in June
2009 (the reaction of the opposition to the resoftgresidential elections). Also, it can be clgarl
seen that the bursts of conflict activity occurdedling election campaigns, as was the case in 1990,
1992, 1996, 1998, 2004, 2005, 2008 and 20009.

From 1989 to the end of 2001 the level of eliteflieinin Iran increased. It may be related with
low oil prices, for oil sales is the main sourceiméome of the Iranian budget. The analysis of
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correlations between oil prices and level of ebitanflict shows that such connection do exist,
however it takes place only after three years BEagram 5).

From July 1999 to December 2010 the conflict ledetreased. Besides a rise in oil prices,
there were another two factors that contributes. tbhe first factor was that the conservative wing
ceased exposing repressions of the members déftheoalition (Sazhin 2004). Secondly, after the
defeat on the elections (2004, 2005) they lospallier leverages that led to the dominance of the
conservative forces in the political system of Iran

The periods from June to November 1997 and frony 20005 to July 2006 showed low
conflict activity. The most evident reason beingttthe «opposition» simply did not expect its total
failure in the presidential elections (i.e., thight coalition in 1997, and théeft coalitionin 2005),
while the candidates who won were not expecteduteeed. This underscores the unpredictable
character of political developments in Iran.

The other conclusions are as follows:

—the ideological trends within Iran are vague Hrapolitical groups of the contemporary Iran
are more oriented to the leaders than to the iggdbgoals;

—the coalitions' activities remain relatively uaide, as the most powerful politicians (for
example, during the election campaigns) often ditiposition themselves as representatives of the
one political force, trying to join different pattl coalitions, and that different coalitions soped
candidates with various political views;

—«the Islam politicization» process is ceaseless;

—the meaning of «the legitimacy of authority» agmichad been gradually reinterpreted over
the last 21 years;

—the main political process in the Iran remainthimithe framework of the Islamic legislative
basis.

In general, despite these energetic internal ctadiedween groups of power in Iran, this
analysis shows that the Iranian political systemstilsrelatively stable.
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