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ABSTRACT

For the last three decades, the US has viewed the Islamic Republic of Iran as a
significant threat to its national security interests based in large part on its inflammatory
ideological rhetoric. This thesis compares the Iranian regime’s radical statements with its
actual foreign policy to determine if their external behavior is consistent with their
rhetoric. It specifically examines Iran’s foreign economic policies to determine whether
Iran’s ideological beliefs or its material interests guide its actions. In order to assess the
potential ideological basis of Iran’s foreign policies, the author reviews the historical
context that led to the Iranian Revolution and the resulting ideology of Khomeinism.
Included in this discussion are insights into why the US-Iranian relationship is
characterized by such intense mistrust and hostility, which has interfered with the
objective analysis of threats and left policymakers on both sides fixated on each other’s
rhetoric. Then, the rhetoric and behavior of three distinct Iranian administrations are
examined to determine consistencies and variances: President Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani
(1989-97), President Mohammad Khatami (1997-2005), and President Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad (2005-present). The final section compares rhetoric and ideology across
administrations and demonstrates that while ideological rhetoric changed from president
to president, behavior did not. All three pursued pragmatic, interest-driven policies
designed to bolster Iran’s economic and security interests. In sum, this thesis advocates a
more sophisticated appreciation of the Islamic Republic’s worldview and interests in
order to aid US policy makers in devising strategies that are more likely to serve
American security interests.
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Introduction

For the last three decades, the United States has viewed Iran as a significant threat
to its national security interests. President George W. Bush famously labeled Iran part of
the “axis of evil” in his 2002 State of the Union address. Later that year former CIA
Director James Woolsey was discussing Iran’s state-sponsorship of terrorism in an
interview with FRONTLINE and said, "one would hope they would have more sense
than to share any type of weapons of mass destruction with terrorists. But | don't think
one can count on the common sense of the mullahs."* This is a common perception
among Americans. US policymakers consistently describe Iran as, “a rogue state, a
terrorist state, non-democratic, abusive to its own citizens, fanatical about developing
nuclear weapons, aggressive toward its neighbors, anti-Semitic, the primary cause of
violence in Irag, and worthy therefore of economic strangulation and military invasion to
overthrow the Islamic Republic.”® They often point to the regime’s own rhetoric as
evidence of its irrationality and belligerence—an assumption that suggests punitive
measures are the only effective and viable course of action. When American leaders
stress that “all options are on the table” for dealing with Iran, the military option is often
the foremost in mind.

Iran’s rhetoric is often outlandish and extreme by Western standards, but does it
accurately reflect the country's foreign policy? It was amusing to hear Iranian President
Ahmadinejad claim there are no homosexuals in Iran; it was more disturbing when he
denied the Holocaust. Yet regardless of how sensationalist these comments are, they
have little to do with US national security. More pertinent was his remark after winning
his first presidential election: “The wave of the Islamist revolution will soon reach the

entire world.”® Can we chalk up this statement, and many others like it, to an over

! *Terror and Tehran: Interview with R. James Woolsey," (16 March 2002),
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/tehran/interviews/woolsey.html
(accessed 6 January 2011).

2 John Tirman. A New Approach to Iran: The Need for Transformative Diplomacy. MIT
Center for International Studies, April 20009.

¥ AFP, "Iran's Ahmadinejad Hopes to Spread ‘New Islamic Revolution'," Iran Focus (28
June 2005), http://www.iranfocus.com/en/?option=com_content&task=view&id=2684
(accessed 16 March 2011).



zealous politician pandering to his constituents or was this a glimpse of Ahmadinejad’s
presidential agenda? How seriously should the United States take Iran’s ideological
rhetoric? Does it provide a window into political goals? Is ideology driving the Islamic
Republic’s foreign policy, as many American officials seem to believe? Or is Iranian
foreign policy ultimately based on pragmatic material interests that reflect geopolitical
reality? To answer these questions it is necessary to disentangle Iran’s rhetoric, behavior
and ideology.

Politicians from every country, including the United States, employ rhetorical
language to rally their bases and buttress their positions. For that reason, it is
irresponsible to assess a nation on speeches alone—behavior matters. It can be argued
that one need only pick up a newspaper to see that Iran does not always behave in a
desirable manner. It refuses to halt its suspect nuclear program, it supports groups like
Hizballah and Hamas, and periodically saber rattles in the Gulf...yet little thoughtful
attention is given to why it behaves as it does. When Iran’s motives are examined,
Western commentators frequently ascribe some fanatical ideological rationale. Charles
Krauthammer, for instance, wrote an op-ed about Ahmadinejad and commented, “This
kind of man would have, to put it gently, less inhibition about starting Armageddon than
anormal person.”® Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper echoed the opinion of many
when he said, “The ideology of the Iranian government is evil.”> Thus, what scares many
in the West is not necessarily Iran’s behavior, but the presumed motivations behind its
actions. As Senator John McCain proposed, “It is the character of this Iranian regime—
not just its behavior—that is the deeper threat to peace and freedom in our world, and in
Iran.”®

Many Americans perceive that character, and the motivations it encompasses, to

be based on Iran’s Islamic ideology. But is this an accurate perception? It can be

4 Charles Krauthammer, "In Iran, Arming for Armageddon,” The Washington Post 16
December 2005.

® Reuters, "Iran's Ideology 'Evil,' Harper Tells U.S. Paper,” The Star (1 March 2009),
http://www.thestar.com/article/594798 (accessed 2 May 2011).

® John McCain, "Remarks of Senator John Mccain Honoring Iran’s Green Movement
with the 2010 Democracy Award," (10 June 2010),
http://www.ned.org/events/democracy-award/2010-democracy-award/remarks-of-
senator-john-mccain (accessed 16 March 2011).



difficult to honestly evaluate the behavior and motivations of a strident state, but the case
of Iraq demonstrates why it is important to do so. Before the United States risks military
involvement in Iran—a country of such complex internal dynamics that Iraq pales in
comparison—American analysts need to move past psychological stumbling blocks like
the 1979 US hostage crisis and failed rescue attempt, Operation EAGLE CLAW, and
evaluate the congruence of the Islamic Republic’s ideological rhetoric and their behavior.
Doing so will allow analysts to form more accurate understandings of Iran’s foreign
policies and objectives, better assess their potential danger to US national security, and
ideally facilitate American policy formulation.

The purpose here is to do exactly that. This thesis compares the Iranian regime’s
radical ideological statements with its actual foreign policy to determine if their external
behavior is consistent with their rhetoric. It specifically examines Iran’s foreign
economic policies, including trade partners and foreign investors. This will shed light on
whether Iran’s ideological beliefs or its material interests guide its actions.

Some attempt to discount Iran’s foreign economic policies and emphasize it is
their ties with terror organizations and their pursuit of nuclear weapons that are at issue.
While the latter are important concerns, there are several reasons for not examining them
in this thesis. First, this thesis is based solely on unclassified sources. The potential for
dissonance between unclassified and classified material on Iran’s nuclear program and
alleged state-sponsorship of terrorism is high. Selecting and examining foreign policy
areas that are conducted in the open more likely provides a complete picture of these
initiatives. Second, while Iran’s nuclear program is worrisome, the UN Security Council
has yet to declare Iran in violation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). The UN did
impose sanctions on Iran for not complying with voluntary IAEA safeguards, but those
had to do with failing to provide facility design information and answering questions on
possible military work.” The Islamic Republic is admittedly only complying with the
letter of the NPT, not the intent, but there is no open source information confirming the
pursuit or existence of nuclear weapons. Third, while there is strong evidence that Iran

has ties with militant groups, unclassified sources vary widely on the nature and degree

" Paul K. Kerr. Iran’s Nuclear Program: Tehran’s Compliance with International
Obligations. R40094. Congressional Research Service, 15 February 2011.



of the support they provide; much less any direct role Iran has played in terrorist
incidents. A few sources cast doubt on all such accusations while others blindly accept
them all, and many fall somewhere in between.® Examining less contentious areas of
Iran’s foreign policy is likely to provide a more objective analysis.

In order to assess the potential ideological basis of Iran’s foreign policies, it is
necessary to first identify just what Iranian Islamic ideology entails. Political worldviews
are not formed in a vacuum. A review of the historical context that led to the Iranian
Revolution and the resulting ideology of Khomeinism sheds light on its peculiar make-
up. Included in this discussion are insights into why the US-Iranian relationship is
characterized by such intense mistrust and hostility. This mutual opposition, and often
demonization, has interfered with the objective analysis of threats and led to decades of
both sides missing opportunities in interstate relations. It has instead left policymakers
fixated on each other’s rhetoric. The utility of that fixation is the subject of this thesis.

The rhetoric and behavior of three distinct Iranian administrations are examined
to determine consistencies and variances: President Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani (1989-
97), President Mohammad Khatami (1997-2005), and President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad
(2005-present). The first decade after the revolution is not included in this analysis
because the Islamic Republic was in a state of consolidation and stabilization due in large
part to the war with Iraq, which perpetuated revolutionary and ideological zeal, and—
combined with Khomeini’s charismatic authority—hindered the emergence of “normal”
governance. In 1989 the Iranian constitution was amended to strengthen the presidency,
eliminate the position of Prime Minister, and reduce the necessary qualifications of the
Supreme Leader. These revisions, along with the death of Khomeini, fundamentally
changed the dynamics of the Iranian government and thus, the manner in which it
formulated and implemented foreign policy.

Another significant characteristic of Iranian politics that must be noted is the
factionalism that permeates the Islamic government due to disagreements over domestic
social and economic regulations, as well as foreign policy. Important decision-making

involves several entities including the Supreme Leader, President, Majlis (parliament),

® Nikki R. Keddie, Modern Iran: Roots and Results of Revolution, Updated ed. (New
Haven, CO: Yale University Press, 2006), 380, n. 326.



and potentially the Expediency Council and Guardian Council, all of which are aligned
with various factions. Khomeini remained above the factional fray and served as the
final arbiter during his reign, but after he died decision-making became a much more
complex political negotiation. Three main factions have emerged: conservatives,
reformists, and radicals. Within each group there is a continuum between hardliners and
pragmatists, so depending on the issue at stake it is common for a multitude of temporary
alliances to form that cross factional lines. It is a serious mistake to assign qualitative
labels, such as good or bad, to any of these groups. Actors do not always behave
according to strict labels, contradictory policy orientations within groups occur, and
individual positions change over time.? Overall, Iranian factions, their members and even
their labels are extremely fluid. Of interest for this thesis is not necessarily the position
of each faction, but whether Iranian rhetoric and foreign policies have stayed consistent
during various shifts in power. The period from 1989 to the present is ideal for this
analysis since each president is primarily associated with a different faction. Rafsanjani
was a conservative, Khatami a reformer, and Ahmadinejad a populist radical.
Additionally, the Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, has been in place through all
three presidencies, suggesting any major changes in rhetoric and/or policy can be
attributed to the president. While the Supreme Leader is unquestionably the single most
powerful individual in the Islamic regime, the 1989 constitutional amendment
strengthened the president considerably. According to Dr. Gary Sick, an expert on Iran
and former National Security Council staff member: “Although it is conventional wisdom
to dismiss the presidency as relatively unimportant and totally subservient to the Leader,
that grossly underestimates the influence that the Iranian president is able to exert,
especially on foreign policy. In the three presidential elections in Iran since the death of
Avyatollah Khomeini in 1989, Iran has undergone a series of very important changes that

were attributable almost exclusively to the incumbent plresident.”10

° Shahrough Akhavi, "The Ideology and Praxis of Shi‘ism in the Iranian Revolution,"
Comparative Studies in Society and History 25, no. 2 (April 1983): 211.

19 Gary Sick, "Iran President's Rivals Slam His Foreign Policy - Los Angeles Times,"
Gary's Choices (2009), http://garysick.tumblr.com/post/115921937/iran-presidents-
rivals-slam-his-foreign-policy-los (accessed 1 Feb 2011).



Iranian rhetoric is the focal point of this study. What have the variances been?
Have those variances been congruent with Ayatollah Khomeini’s revolutionary ideology?
Has the rhetoric actually represented the country’s foreign policies? If Iran’s foreign
policies do not match its rhetoric, does that suggest US leaders should focus more on
Iran’s behavior and less on its public statements and purported revolutionary ideology?
With the turmoil in the Middle East escalating on an almost daily basis, recognizing and
understanding Iran’s role in the region is more policy relevant than ever. This thesis is an
attempt to facilitate that understanding. Chapter one reviews the historical context of the
Iranian Revolution as well as concepts relevant to foreign policy in the ideology
advanced by Ayatollah Khomeini, for it is this ideology that worries the West. Chapters
two, three and four examine the rhetoric and foreign policies of President Rafsanjani
(1989-97), President Khatami (1997-2005), and President Ahmadinejad (2005-present),
as well as how closely they aligned with Khomeini’s ideology in both words and deeds.
The last chapter analyzes trends across administrations, reviews the effectiveness of US

policies towards Iran, and provides recommendations for a new US strategy.



Chapter 1

History & Ideology

It is impossible to comprehend Iranian rhetoric and behavior today without an
appreciation of Iran’s history and how it has influenced Iranian perceptions. This chapter
provides the historical context necessary to understand why the Iranian Revolution
occurred, and the evolution of the US-Iranian relationship in the 20" century. Finally, it
looks at Ayatollah Khomeini’s Islamic ideology as a foundation for assessing presidential
rhetoric in subsequent chapters.

Historical Context

As descendents of Cyrus the Great, founder of the Persian Empire in 559 BCE
and author of the first charter of human rights known to man, Iranian worldviews are
informed by nationalism and ethnocentrism as much as—and often more than—Islamic
ideology." Iranians proudly claim to be one of the world’s oldest continuous
civilizations. Thought to be the original “Aryans” (hence the name Iran), today the
country has a very diverse demography with just over half the population identifying
themselves as Persian. Other significant ethnic groups include Azeris, Kurds, and
Baluch, with only 3% of the population described as Arab.> Thus, Iran is one of only
three non-Arab nations in the Middle East (Turkey and Israel being the other two). This
coupled with the fact that Iran is a Shi’a theocracy, the minority Islamic sect in a region
of predominantly Sunni Muslim leaders (some with significant Shi’ite populations), has
resulted in suspicious and often-strained interstate relations. Iran’s overt desire for
regional hegemony further complicates political dynamics, as many Arab regimes warn
of the “Shi’a agenda” and depict all Shi’ites—regardless of nationality or ethnicity—as

an Iranian fifth column.®

1 »Cyrus the Great," http://www.iranchamber.com/history/cyrus/cyrus.php (accessed 18

February 2011).

2 CIA, "The World Factbook: Iran," (2010), https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-
world-factbook/geos/ir.html (accessed 20 February 2011).

% Seyyed Vali Reza Nasr, The Shia Revival: How Conflicts within Islam Will Shape the
Future, 1st ed. (New York, NY: Norton, 2006), 109.



Once a superpower in its own right, many Iranians are conscious of Iran’s current
diminished stature and look forward to its resurgence. The Persian Empire was the
dominant world power for two centuries until it suffered a series of foreign invasions,
beginning with Alexander the Great and including later incursions by the Umayyad
Caliphate and the Mongols. These conquests were interspersed with periods of Persian
revival, notably the Parthian, Sassanid and Safavid Empires. When Ismail | proclaimed
himself shah of the Safavid Empire in 1501 CE, he established Twelver Shi’ism as the
official and compulsory state religion. While this conversion reflected his personal
beliefs, it also helped him consolidate power by importing loyal Shi’a religious and legal
scholars into the empire who evolved into a vibrant Shi’a clergy class. Over time,
Shi’ism became a way for Persians to differentiate themselves from the rest of the Islamic
world, especially the Sunni Ottomans with whom they shared a highly contested border.”
Yet Shi’ism is not synonymous with Iranian culture, which continues to draw heavily on
its pre-Islamic past. The most important holiday in Iran today, for example, is not
associated with Islamic celebrations like Ramadan or Ashura. Rather, it is Nowruz, the
Iranian New Year, which began as a Zoroastrian religious festival 3,000 or more years
ago. Over the centuries, Muslim rulers have tried to minimize Nowruz, ban it or get rid
of it entirely, but despite these efforts it remains central to Iranian culture.’

The Qajars—another ruling group of Turkic origin—attempted to pick up the
pieces of the crumbling Safavid Empire during the 18" century. They never recreated a
strong centralized state due in part to the Shi’a clerics. Purportedly descendents of the
seventh Imam, the Safavid shahs had claimed divine authority as the earthly
representatives of the occultated (hidden) Twelfth Imam, which kept religion in the hands
of the state and the clerics in check. The Safavid Shah Abbas actually claimed to be the
“shadow of God” on earth. Rulers of the Qajar dynasty made no such claims, presenting
the clerics an opportunity to assert themselves as the only authority capable of
interpreting laws and religious practice. If the clerics denounced a royal decree as
incompatible with Islam then the people typically accepted their rulings over that of the

*William L. Cleveland, A History of the Modern Middle East, 2nd ed. (Boulder, CO:
Westview Press, 1999), 54.

® Massoume, “Iranian New Year Norouz," (March 2009),
http://tehran.stanford.edu/Culture/nowruz.html (accessed 19 February 2011).



shah. This influence, coupled with the clerics’ financial autonomy achieved through
religious charitable donations, made them a very powerful force in Iranian politics.®

In the 19" century, geostrategic Iran was a pawn in the “Great Game,” losing
almost half its territory to Russia and Britain.” Neither power wanted to go to war over
Iran so they eventually agreed to preserve it as a buffer state, even as they both continued
to regularly interfere in Iran’s domestic affairs. As the century progressed, the country
fell prey to a pattern of foreign economic penetration familiar throughout the imperial
world: Iran exported raw materials and imported cheap finished goods, which hindered
its own industrialization and economic development. A series of concessions followed in
which British and Russian companies were granted monopolies over sectors of Iran’s
economy while the increasingly corrupt shahs frittered away the proceeds even as they
were forced to take out loans to run the state. One of the most notorious was the 1890
tobacco concession, which granted an English company the exclusive right to produce,
sell, and export the entire Iranian crop. Discontent coalesced into mass protests
encouraged by an alliance of the Shi’a clerics, bazaaris, and landowners. When a senior
religious leader issued a fatwa declaring the use of tobacco unlawful, a near total boycott
ensued until the shah canceled the concession.?

The clerics” enormous influence, as well as the population’s growing receptivity
to political mobilization, helped spawn the Constitutional Revolution in 1905. Once
again, the clerics allied with bazaaris to protest the government’s beating of several
merchants accused of charging excessive prices. Events escalated after demonstrators
sought refuge in a mosque, which government agents violated in order to disperse the
group. Larger sanctuary protests ensued, combined with wide-scale general strikes; the
demand for a majlis (parliament) to limit the shah’s powers emerged. Forced into a
corner, the shah permitted a majlis elected in 1906. Its first act was to grant itself

authority to write a constitution. Although the subsequent constitution, based largely on

® Cleveland, A History of the Modern Middle East, 109.

’ Russia occupied Turkestan, Tajikistan and lands in the Caucasus region along the
Caspian Sea, including portions of Azerbaijan. Great Britain took control of the Trucial
States and prevented the Qajar dynasty from reasserting control over Herat and other
Afghan lands previously controlled by the Safavid Empire.

8 Cleveland, A History of the Modern Middle East, 112-114.



that of Belgium, was breached more often than it was observed over the years, it
remained in place until 1979.°

In an attempt to ease Iran’s severe economic problems, the Majlis hired an
American, William Morgan Shuster, as a financial advisor in 1911. He advocated bold
reforms designed to collect revenue throughout the country and limit Anglo-Russian
interference. Infuriated, the Russians and British—who claimed limited sovereignty over
the respective spheres of influence they had established for themselves under the Anglo-
Russian Agreement of 1907—demanded Shuster’s dismissal. When the Majlis refused,
Russian troops advanced toward Tehran until the shah dismissed Shuster himself.° In
spite of the dismal outcome of the Shuster episode, it contributed to Iranians’ positive
attitude towards the United States as compared to the British and Russians, whose pattern
of intervention and exploitation continually grew starker. For example, there was the
proposed Anglo-Persian Agreement of 1919, which was widely viewed as an attempt to
establish a British protectorate over Iran, as well as the occupation of Iran by the British
and Russians during both world wars despite Iran’s declared neutrality.**

In 1921, an officer in the Persian Cossack Brigade named Reza Khan seized
power and overthrew the discredited Qajar dynasty. He set about establishing strong
central rule through the army and in 1926 was crowned Reza Shah Pahlavi. Reza Shah
was an authoritarian reformer, modeling many of his modernization programs after those
of Atatirk. This included forced westernization, the reassertion of national sovereignty
in Iran’s foreign policy, and the secularization of state institutions and laws. By reducing
the clerics’ role in judicial issues, constricting their financial independence through
various means, and imposing some state control over religious schools and mosques,
Reza Shah was able to undermine the religious establishment to an extent and thereby

consolidate his own power.*?

% Keddie, Modern Iran: Roots and Results of Revolution, 67-68.

19 |ran: The Essential Guide to a Country on the Brink Encyclopaedia Britannica
(Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, 2006), 42-44.

1 Mansour Bonakdarian, "U.S.-Iranian Relations, 1911-1951,"
http://www.iranchamber.com/history/articles/pdfs/us_ir_1911 1951.pdf (accessed 19
February 2011).

12 *The Continuum Political Encyclopedia of the Middle East," ed. Avraham Sela (New
York: Continuum, 2002), 379-380.



Economically, Reza Shah freed Iran from the exploitive concessions granted
under Qajar rule. The major exception was oil, which continued to be controlled by the
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (AIOC). The desire to be free of foreign domination, along
with resentment over the enormous profits leaving the country, led to popular demands
for the nationalization of the oil industry. In 1951, the Majlis headed by Muhammad
Mossadeq voted to do just that. Worried about their financial interests in Iran as well as
the rest of the Third World if nationalization succeeded, the British convinced the
Americans that Prime Minister Mossadeq was developing dangerous ties with the Soviet
Union and had to go. The two countries plotted to overthrow him in a CIA-organized
coup in 1953, marking the beginning of US intervention in Iran and shaping Iranian
attitudes toward the United States to this day.™
US-Iranian Relations

Prior to 1953, US-Iranian relations were characterized by Iran’s drive for a policy
of “positive equilibrium,” in which it sought to increase US involvement in the country in
an effort to balance Russia and Britain. With only missionary and minor economic
interests in Iran, however, the United States maintained a policy of detached
observation.* That, in conjunction with American rhetoric about freedom and self-
determination, left Iranians with a very high opinion of the United States as compared to
the British and Russian “looters.” After Prime Minister Mossadeg—who was trying to
implement a new policy of “negative equilibrium” that sought to prevent any foreign
power from violating or compromising Iran's independence—nationalized Iran’s oil, the
British shut down the oil industry, imposed crushing economic sanctions, a naval
embargo, and even went to the World Court, but Mossadeq would not back down.
Instead, he closed the British embassy. With no agents left in Iran to orchestrate their
option of last resort—a coup d’état—the British turned to the United States for help.
President Truman refused to get involved, but when Eisenhower took office he was
eventually convinced that if Mossadeq stayed in office the Communists would come to
power through his assassination or coup. That fear drove the decision to take preemptive

3 Nikki Keddie, "Iran: Understanding the Enigma: A Historian's View," (1998),
http://www.iranchamber.com/history/articles/iran_understanding_enigma.php (accessed
19 February 11).

14 Bonakdarian, "U.S.-Iranian Relations, 1911-1951."



action.® He sent a CIA agent, Kermit Roosevelt, to Iran with a bag of money to execute
Operation Ajax in August 1953. Initially, the coup looked like it had failed and massive
rioting broke out over the exposed plan. Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi, who was
complicit in the foreign inspired plot, fled the country for Rome.'® Pro-shah forces,
supported by a majority of the Shi’a clerics who were strongly opposed to Iran’s
Communist Tudeh party, and demonstrators (some of whom were encouraged by CIA-
paid agents), defeated Mossadeq’s supporters in a second coup a few days later and the
shah returned to Iran.'” Most Iranians knew the British and Americans were involved,
but while this was expected British behavior, they felt utterly betrayed by the highly
respected United States.’® Bitter memories of the 1953 coup and the United States’
reinstatement of the deposed shah would have profound effects in 1979.

After 1953, the shah’s rule became increasingly repressive as he sought to spur
economic development with his White Revolution and turn Iran into a regional power.
The United States, absorbed in Cold War calculations that saw Iran as a pillar against
Soviet expansionism in the oil-rich Gulf, became the dominant foreign power in the
country as it poured in money and military aid to increase stability and guard against
Communist subversion.’ In effect, the United States adopted versions of the reviled
British imperialist policies, especially the blind backing of the authoritarian shah.
Numerous US advisors helped organize and train the shah’s armed forces, assist in
development projects, and most notoriously, set up the shah’s internal security service,
SAVAK, which became renowned for its brutality. SAVAK, trained by the CIA and

Israeli Mossad, jailed, tortured and executed thousands of Iranians throughout the 1960-

> Roby C. Barrett, The Greater Middle East and the Cold War: US Foreign Policy under
Eisenhower and Kennedy (New York, NY: I.B. Taurus, 2007), 13-14.

18 Stephen Kinzer, All the Shah's Men: An American Coup and the Roots of Middle East
Terror (Hoboken, NJ: J. Wiley & Sons, 2003).

7 Kinzer, All the Shah's Men: An American Coup and the Roots of Middle East Terror;
Barrett, The Greater Middle East and the Cold War: US Foreign Policy under
Eisenhower and Kennedy, 14, 332n319.

18 Keddie, Modern Iran: Roots and Results of Revolution, 130-131.

19 Deborah J. Gerner and Jillian Schwedler, eds., Understanding the Contemporary
Middle East, 2nd ed. (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers,2004), 67; Barrett,