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ABSTRACT 

International education served a dual function in the American-Iranian 

relationship during the thirty-seven-year reign of Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi. On the 

one hand, education was the most important component to the shah‟s project of 

authoritarian development – a model of rapid socio-economic development predicated on 

the premise that anti-communist statism, a less vibrant political milieu, and a more 

forceful role for the security forces would maintain domestic stability, guarantee the 

westward flow of Iranian oil, and keep Iran firmly entrenched in the American camp in 

the cold war competition. Iranian alumni of American universities were elected to the 

majlis, entered the shah‟s bureaucracy, staffed the Plan Organization, worked in the 

financial sector, served in the armed forces, joined university faculties, and assumed the 

premiership. On the other hand, the influx of Iranian students to American campuses 

spawned debates outside of traditional foreign policymaking communities about 

international relations, human rights, and development that were quite different from 

those that took place in the halls of power in Washington or Tehran. What emerged was a 

coalition of progressive American and Iranian internationalists that rejected the shah‟s 

authoritarian model of development, challenged the American assumptions that propelled 

U.S. ascendance in the Persian Gulf region, and called for the realization of civil and 

political rights in Iran. These educational networks made the American-Iranian 

relationship at once the most intimate and volatile of the cold war era. In the end, I argue 

that international education produced more friction than harmony as proponents of 

authoritarian development and progressive internationalists negotiated the acceptable 

boundaries for the exercise of state power.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Taking the view that the flow abroad of Iranian students could not be dammed, 

Mr. [Habib] Naficy advocated joint U.S.-Iranian measures to channel this flow 

into mutually beneficial channels. 

 

– John T. Forbes, the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs (1964)
1
 

 

 

International education served a dual function in the American-Iranian 

relationship during the thirty-seven-year reign of Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi.
2
  One 

could present educational relations between the United States and the shah‟s Iran as a 

success story. The numbers alone can support such a judgment. The Iranian student 

population grew from a mere five hundred in 1950 to upward of fifty thousand in the late 

1970s to become the largest national group of students in the United States by the onset 

of the Iranian Revolution. During the three decades prior, many Iranians received training 

                                                           
1
 Memorandum of Conversation, “Discussion in the Department on Iranian Student Problems,” 

Record Group (RG) 59, General Records of the Department of State, Records Relating to Iran (RRI) 1964-

1966, box 2, Iran 1964 EDX 10, National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland 

(hereafter, NARA). 

2
 The best overviews of U.S.-Iran relations are James A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion: The 

Tragedy of American-Iranian Relations (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1988); Richard W. Cottam, 

Iran and the United States: A Cold War Case Study (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1989); 

Mark J. Gasiorowski, U.S. Foreign Policy and the Shah: Building a Client State in Iran (Ithaca: Cornell 

University Press, 1991); Kenneth M. Pollack, The Persian Puzzle: The Conflict Between Iran and America 

(New York: Random House, 2005); Barry Rubin, Paved with Good Intentions: The American Experience 

and Iran (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980). On Iran and the origins of the cold war, see James 

Goode, The United States and Iran, 1946-51: The Diplomacy of Neglect (New York: St. Martin‟s Press, 

1989); idem, The United States and Iran: In the Shadow of Musaddiq (New York: St. Martin‟s Press, 

1997); Bruce R. Kuniholm, The Origins of the Cold War in the Near East: Great Power Conflict and 

Diplomacy in Iran, Turkey, and Greece (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980); Mark Hamilton 

Lytle, The Origins of the Iranian-American Alliance, 1941-1953 (New York: Holmes and Meier, 1987); 

Stephen L. McFarland, “A Peripheral View of the Origins of the Cold War: The Crises in Iran, 1941-47,” 

Diplomatic History 4:4 (October 1980): 333-51. On Iranian foreign policy, see especially Rouhollah K. 

Ramazani, Iran‟s Foreign Policy 1941-1973: A Study of Foreign Policy in Modernizing Nations 

(Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1975). On U.S. alliance policy, particularly with regard to 

Iran and Israel, see John P. Miglietta, American Alliance Policy in the Middle East, 1945-1992 (Lanham: 

Lexington Books, 2002); Trita Parsi, Treacherous Alliance: The Secret Dealings of Israel, Iran, and the 

United States (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2007). On Anglo-American relations in the region, see 

W. Taylor Fain, American Ascendance and British Retreat in the Persian Gulf Region (New York: 

Palgrave Macmillan, 2008). 
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in the United States and returned to contribute to the shah‟s program of rapid socio-

economic “modernization.” Iranian alumni of American universities were elected to the 

Iranian parliament (majlis), entered the shah‟s bureaucracy, staffed the Plan Organization 

and the National Iranian Oil Company (NIOC), worked in the financial sector, served in 

the armed forces (Artesh), joined university faculties, and assumed the premiership. U.S. 

policymakers envisaged these Iranians as the bastion of a pro-Americanism required to 

provide the cultural underpinnings of the Washington-Tehran alliance. 

While education was one method by which the United States stitched together the 

geostrategic and oil-rich Pahlavi state into the “free world” during the cold war, the 

massive flow of students between the two countries served cross purposes. Complicating 

the “success” narrative, particularly from the perspectives of the U.S. and Iranian 

governments, was the aggregation of Iranian students abroad to produce one of the most 

impressive oppositional movements of the cold war era. The movement expanded in size 

and diversified in composition over the years as the shah, with U.S. backing, refused to 

include political liberalization as part of his modernization program. But the 

historiography of this significant phenomenon is sparse. Only one English-language 

study, by Afshin Matin-Asgari, focuses on the student movement abroad. Drawing on 

Persian-language material and interviews with former leaders, he concentrates 

exclusively on the Confederation of Iranian Students National Union (CISNU).
3
  

                                                           
3
 Afshin Matin-Asgari, Iranian Student Opposition to the Shah (Costa Mesa: Mazda Publishers, 

2002). Scholars often claim that the student movement was important but offer little support or elaboration. 

Mitra K. Shavarini, in a book on Iranian immigration to the United States, states, “One of the strongest 

opposition groups, with leftist influences, was known as the Confederation of Iranian Students.” She 

provides little additional commentary on the organization. Fereydoun Hoveyda, writing on the Iranian 

Revolution, mentions that “The Confederation organized demonstrations everywhere in Europe and 

America against the Shah and his ministers who travelled outside the country,” but then quickly changes 

the subject. Mitra K. Shavarini, Educating Immigrants: Experiences of Second-Generation Iranians (New 

York: LFB Scholarly Publishing, 2004), 164n. 15; Fereydoun Hoveyda, The Shah and the Ayatollah: 
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This dissertation, in contrast, views the movement through alternate lenses by 

relying on a range of documents from government and non-governmental archives in the 

United States and Europe. It thus expands on and adds texture to Matin-Asgari‟s 

pioneering study both by incorporating a broader spectrum of actors and placing Iranian 

student migration within the context of U.S. international history. This context is 

essential. In his 2009 Stuart Bernath address to the Society for Historians of American 

Foreign Relations, Paul Kramer proclaimed that “the history of foreign student migration 

ought to be explored as U.S. international history, that is, as related to the question of 

U.S. power in its transnational and global extensions.” Such investigations, he continued, 

can “bring to the fore intersections between „student exchange‟ and geopolitics.”
4
 

Kramer‟s claim was also a challenge.  

At the time of his address, historians had only begun to identify the centrality of 

education – the “fourth dimension” of U.S. strategy – to America‟s “Total Cold War.”
5
 

                                                                                                                                                                             
Iranian Mythology and Islamic Revolution (Westport: Praeger, 2003), 28. The author has benefited from 

the monographs, edited collections, and articles that examine the plethora of movements for social and 

political change in twentieth century Iran. On Iranian intellectuals, refer to Mehrzad Boroujerdi, Iranian 

Intellectuals and the West: The Tormented Triumph of Nativism (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 

1996); H.E. Chehabi, Iranian Politics and Religious Modernism: The Liberation Movement of Iran Under 

the Shah and Khomeini (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1990); Ali Gheissari, Iranian Intellectuals in the 

20th Century (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1998). On the Iranian Left, see Maziar Behrooz, Rebels 

with a Cause: The Failure of the Left in Iran (New York: I.B. Tauris, 1999); Stephanie Cronin, ed., 

Reformers and Revolutionaries in Modern Iran: New Perspectives on the Iranian Left (New York: 

RoutledgeCurzon, 2004); Behrooz Ghamari-Tabrizi, “Between the Shah and the Imam: The Students of the 

Left in Iran, 1977-81,” in Student Protest: The Sixties and After, ed. Gerard J. DeGroot (New York: 

Addison Wesley Longman Limited, 1998), 232-47; Val Moghadam, “Socialism or Anti-Imperialism? The 

Left and Revolution in Iran,” New Left Review 166 (November-December 1987): 5-28. On the guerrilla 

movements, see Ervand Abrahamian, The Iranian Mojahedin (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989); 

Peyman Vahabzadeh, A Guerrilla Odyssey: Modernization, Secularism, Democracy, and the Fadai Period 

of National Liberation in Iran, 1971-1979 (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 2010).  

4
 Paul A. Kramer, “Bernath Lecture: Is the World Our Campus? International Students and U.S. 

Global Power in the Long Twentieth Century,” Diplomatic History 33:5 (November 2009): 776.  

5
 Philip Coombs, The Fourth Dimension of Foreign Policy: Educational and Cultural Affairs 

(New York: Harper and Row, 1964). Monographs on U.S. public diplomacy during the cold war that touch 

on international education include, Nicholas J. Cull, The Cold War and the United States Information 
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Liping Bu‟s trailblazing monograph, which untangles the disparate institutions, programs, 

and individuals in the public and private sectors that pulled the world‟s students to 

American shores, remains the starting point for all scholars of the subject. Other scholars 

have examined the dynamic interplay between “innocence abroad” and “ignorance 

abroad” that became manifest as Peace Corps volunteers and other American educators 

traveled overseas.
6
 Richard Garlitz explains how American educators and advisers landed 

in Iran. He demonstrates that, despite many cultural miscues, technical assistance was 

integral to U.S. public diplomacy in Iran and the most direct means by which Americans 

                                                                                                                                                                             
Agency: American Propaganda and Public Diplomacy, 1945-1989 (New York: Cambridge University 

Press, 2008); Walter L. Hixson, Parting the Curtain: Propaganda, Culture, and the Cold War, 1945-1961 

(New York: St. Martin‟s Griffin, 1997); Joël Kotek, Students and the Cold War (New York: St. Martin‟s 

Press, 1996); idem, “Youth Organizations as a Battlefield in the Cold War,” in The Cultural Cold War in 

Western Europe 1945-1960, eds. Giles Scott-Smith and Hans Krabbendam (Portland: Frank Cass, 2003), 

138-58; Kenneth Osgood, Total Cold War: Eisenhower‟s Secret Propaganda Battle at Home and Abroad 

(Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2006); Giles Scott-Smith, Networks of Empire: The US State 

Department‟s Foreign Leader Program in the Netherlands, France, and Britain 1950-70 (Brussels: P.I.E. 

Peter Lang, 2008); Hugh Wilford, The Mighty Wurlitzer: How the CIA Played America (Cambridge: 

Harvard University Press, 2008), especially ch. 6. 

6
 Liping Bu, Making the World Like Us: Education, Cultural Expansion, and the American 

Century (Westport: Praeger, 2003). On the Fulbright program and J. William Fulbright, see Richard T. 

Arndt and David Lee Rubin, eds., The Fulbright Difference, 1948-1992 (New Brunswick: Transaction, 

1993); Francis James Colligan and Walter Johnson, The Fulbright Program: A History (Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press, 1965); Sam Lebovic, “From War Junk to Educational Exchange: The World 

War II Origins of the Fulbright Program and the Foundations of American Cultural Globalism, 1945-

1950,” Diplomatic History 37:2 (April 2013): 280-312; Randall Bennett Woods, Fulbright: A Biography 

(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1995). On the innocence and ignorance of American educators 

abroad, see Randolph Wieck, Ignorance Abroad: American Educational and Cultural Foreign Policy and 

the Office of Assistant Secretary of State (Westport: Praeger, 1992); Jonathan Zimmerman, Innocents 

Abroad: American Teachers in the American Century (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2006). 

Studies of the Peace Corps include Elizabeth Cobbs Hoffman, All You Need is Love: The Peace Corps and 

the Spirit of the 1960s (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998); Michael E. Latham, Modernization as 

Ideology: American Social Science and „Nation Building‟ in the Kennedy Era (Chapel Hill: The University 

of North Carolina Press, 2000), ch. 4; Gary May, “Passing the Torch and Lighting Fires: The Peace Corps,” 

in Kennedy‟s Quest for Victory: American Foreign Policy, 1961-1963, ed. Thomas G. Paterson (New York: 

Oxford University Press, 1989), 284-316. Much of the finest scholarship on international education deals 

with U.S.-China relations during the first half of the twentieth century. See, for instance, Hongshan Li, 

U.S.-China Educational Exchange: State, Society, and Intercultural Relations, 1905-1950 (New 

Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2008); Weili Ye, Seeking Modernity in China‟s Name: Chinese 

Students in the United States, 1900-1927 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001). A useful survey of 

international students in the United States is Teresa Brawner Bevis and Christopher J. Lucas, International 

Students in American Colleges and Universities: A History (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007).  
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trained Iranians to promote national development and restructure their educational 

system. The influx of “academic ambassadors” to Iran was one side of the coin; student 

migration to the United States was the other.
7
  

Jeremi Suri, James Green, and Martin Klimke wrote the most notable of the very 

few histories that connect student activism and foreign policy.
8
 This dissertation owes a 

conceptual debt to Klimke‟s notion of transnational “alliances” that consist of non-state 

actors, adopt worldviews that transcend traditional calculations of national interest, serve 

as alternative power centers to national governments, and possess the capacity to reshape 

bilateral relations. It thus contributes to a bourgeoning literature that frames missionaries, 

artists, musicians, students, and tourists as unofficial ambassadors capable of conducting 

what the historian Jason Parker terms “diaspora diplomacy.”
9
 Because the Pahlavi state 

                                                           
7
 Richard P. Garlitz, “Academic Ambassadors in the Middle East: The University Contract 

Program in Turkey and Iran, 1950-1970” (PhD diss., Ohio University, 2008). Garlitz provides a brief 

sketch of Iranian and Turkish “participants” at American universities in ch. 7. Very little literature exists on 

U.S. public diplomacy in Iran during the cold war. See Ramin Asgard, “U.S.-Iran Cultural Diplomacy: A 

Historical Perspective,” al Nakhlah: The Fletcher School Online Journal for Issues Related to Southwest 

Asia and Islamic Civilization (Spring 2010): 1-12; Deborah Kisatsky, “Voice of America and Iran, 1949-

1953: US Liberal Developmentalism, Propaganda and the Cold War,” Intelligence and National Security 

14:3 (Autumn 1999): 160-85. Mark Gasiorowski offers some insightful discussions of public diplomacy 

initiatives in U.S. Foreign Policy and the Shah.  

8
 Martin Klimke, The Other Alliance: Student Protest in West Germany and the United States in 

the Global Sixties (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010); Jeremi Suri, Power and Protest: Global 

Revolution and the Rise of Détente (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2003); James N. Green, We 

Cannot Remain Silent: Opposition to the Brazilian Military Dictatorship in the United States (Durham: 

Duke University Press, 2010). Whereas Klimke contends that the internationalist bonds between American 

and West German students offered an alternative alliance to the official trans-Atlantic alliance between 

Washington and Bonn, Suri argues that superpower détente in the early 1970s was a counterrevolutionary 

response to the global student-led revolutions of 1968. Green demonstrates that Brazilian students and 

activists in the United States engaged in diaspora politics to expose Washington‟s support for the military 

dictatorship in Brasilia. 

9
 Jason C. Parker, Brother‟s Keeper: The United States, Race, and Empire in the British 

Caribbean, 1937-1962 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008). For more on non-state actors as 

unofficial ambassadors, see Christopher Endy, Cold War Holidays: American Tourism in France (Chapel 

Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2004); Andrew J. Falk, Upstaging the Cold War: American 

Dissent and Cultural Diplomacy, 1940-1960 (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2010); Jessica 

C.E. Gienow-Hecht, Sound Diplomacy: Music and Emotions in Transatlantic Relations, 1850-1920 

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2009); James Goode, Negotiating for the Past: Archaeology, 
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did not tolerate opposition within its borders, dissent became a central component of the 

educational networks that served as a cultural bridge between the United States and Iran.  

Losing Hearts and Minds argues that international education produced two 

competing transnational currents – authoritarian developmentalism and progressive 

internationalism – that made the U.S.-Iran relationship at once the most intimate and 

volatile of the cold war era. This framework explains how transnational processes such as 

student migration interacted with state power to transform Iran into a U.S. ally during the 

early cold war and to unravel what had become by the 1960s and 1970s a tight-knit and 

multifaceted relationship. While U.S. policymakers accepted the premise that 

international education was compatible with their support for the Pahlavi state, many 

Iranian youths enjoyed the relatively free atmospheres in the United States and asked 

why their experiences abroad contrasted so sharply with the shah‟s iron-fisted rule in 

Iran. The influx of Iranian students to American campuses globalized U.S. institutions of 

higher education and, in the process, spawned debates outside of traditional foreign 

policymaking communities about foreign policy, rights, and development that were 

radically different than those that took place in the halls of power in Washington or 

Tehran. In the end, international education produced more friction than harmony as 

proponents of authoritarian development and progressive internationalists negotiated the 

acceptable boundaries for the exercise of state power. 

********** 

                                                                                                                                                                             
Nationalism, and Diplomacy in the Middle East, 1919-1941 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2007); 

Penny M. Von Eschen, Satchmo Blows Up the World: Jazz Ambassadors Play the Cold War (Cambridge: 

Harvard University Press, 2004); Thomas W. Zeiler, Ambassadors in Pinstripes: The Spalding World 

Baseball Tour and the Birth of the American Empire (Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield, 2006).  
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Prior to the cold war, the American and Iranian systems of higher education 

globalized along parallel tracks that rarely intersected. The establishment in 1851 of a 

polytechnic in Tehran, the Dar al-Fonun, offered valuable training, particularly in the 

military sciences, to elite Persian youths, but it did little to curtail the perceived need for a 

European education.
10

 While land-grant universities began to pepper the landscape of the 

United States a decade later, American youths seeking professional degrees also attended 

the superior European centers of learning. The tide of transatlantic student migration 

shifted by the Second World War as American colleges and universities increased in 

number and improved in quality.
11

 The number of Iranian institutions of higher education 

also increased when, in 1949, the shah opened four new universities. But the new 

universities in Tabriz, Isfahan, Mashad, and Shiraz were not enough.
12

 In the mid-1950s, 

as Iran‟s population outpaced the seats available at the nation‟s six universities, Iranian 

youths turned their gaze away from Europe and toward the United States. The 

convergence of the American and Iranian systems of higher education supported the 

shah‟s project of authoritarian development and produced a coalition of progressive 

internationalists opposed to that project.  
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While Iran sent an exponentially greater number of students abroad following the 

Second World War, national reliance on foreign education began much earlier. In 1811 

Crown Prince Abbas Mirza, a committed modernizer and the son of Fath Ali Shah, 

arranged for two students to study medicine in England. Five others left in 1815 to study 

artillery, engineering, and gunsmithing. The Qajar Dynasty (1785-1925) expected its 

young subjects to acquire skills in Europe and, upon return, help ward off the British and 

Russian influences that surged in the region as the two imperial powers competed in the 

nineteenth century Great Game. In 1845, after Persia suffered two crushing military 

defeats at the hands of Imperial Russia, Naser ad-Din Shah issued a royal decree that 

financed a “self-strengthening” mission, similar to those undertaken by Egypt and the 

Ottoman Empire, of five young Persians to study military tactics and strategy in France. 

As foreign pressure and domestic calls for reform mounted, the Qajars renewed their 

commitment to international education in 1911 by supporting a law that came out of the 

newly-formed majlis that allotted thirty government scholarships for students of 

education and science. When the First World War came to a close in 1918, approximately 

five hundred Persians were enrolled in European universities, two hundred of which 

resided in France. After toppling the last Qajar shah in 1925, the former Cossack Brigade 

commander Reza Khan made education central to the new Pahlavi state‟s project of 

military modernization. He initiated a series of educational reforms, including a 1928 law 

that paid for 640 students to go to Europe. During the early Pahlavi period, the French 

military schools of Saumur, St. Cyr, and École Supérieure de Guerre trained many of 

Iran‟s officers. When Tehran University opened its doors in February 1935, only 16 of 

the 1,175 Iranian students abroad attended American universities.
13
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The flow of Persians to Europe foreshadowed how international education would, 

under the second Pahlavi shah, bolster modernization efforts in Iran and create 

opportunities for students who had gained an internationalist perspective to challenge the 

assumptions that reinforced the prevailing world order. Despite the salience of Great 

Britain‟s vast empire to that order, its parliamentary system appealed to many of Iran‟s 

secular reformers who pressured the Qajars to adopt a constitution and convene the first 

majlis during the Constitutional Revolution (1906-1911). Indeed, the first Persian to 

study at Oxford University, Mirza Saleh Shirazi, described Great Britain in his memoirs 

as a “country of freedom.”
14

 Great Britain‟s Persia Committee, founded in late 1908, 

encouraged Persia‟s young constitutionalists. As the scholar Mansour Bonakdarian 
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describes, the Persia Committee consisted of anti-imperialist and progressive Britons and 

Iranian expatriates who opposed the Foreign Office‟s collusion with Russia in smothering 

the nascent constitutionalist movement. Students were a small but important constituent 

of this early manifestation of a progressive internationalism that challenged the foreign 

policies of the hegemonic Western powers in the Persian Gulf.
15

       

As the educational bridge between Persia and Europe gave birth to the 

transnational currents that defined the U.S.-Iran relationship during the cold war, 

American universities began to attract a growing number of international students. 

“China‟s first hundred” exited the United States as exclusionist sentiment reached a 

fevered pitch in the 1880s, but a new generation of Chinese students returned in the early 

twentieth century as part of the Boxer Indemnity Scholarship Program. At the same time, 

Filipino students migrated to their new colonial metropole as part of the pensionado 

program.
16

 While education was an instrument of state power as the United States burst 

onto the world stage in the early twentieth century, the educators and philanthropists who 
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founded the Committee on Friendly Relations Among Foreign Students, the Institute of 

International Education (IIE), and the International House Movement considered the 

exchange of people part of a more far-reaching internationalist project.
17

 Yet the 

nationalist fervor that smoldered during the global depression of the 1930s meant that 

international education once again became, as the historian Akira Iriye observes, “frankly 

envisaged as an instrument of official policy.”
18

 In 1936 Secretary of State Cordell Hull 

traveled to Buenos Aires to announce the creation of a government-funded scholarship 

program, directed by the new Office of Inter-American Relations, designed to stave off 

fascism in the Western hemisphere. Two years later, the Department of State established 

the Division for Cultural Relations, which presaged the further integration of education 

into the postwar national security state.
19

  

The stakes of international education only increased after the Second World War. 

The architects of America‟s cold war policies worried that, as communism superseded 

the fascist threat, the Soviets were beating the United States to the punch in the 

educational sphere. George Kennan expressed concern in his “Long Telegram” of 
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February 1946 that the Soviet Union schemed to infiltrate international youth 

organizations to tip the geopolitical balance of power in its favor.
20

 As the devaluation of 

European currencies cut in half the number of students capable of seeking respite from 

the war-torn continent between 1946 and 1947, many youths enrolled in the tuition-free 

universities in Eastern Europe that the Soviet Military Administration and student “action 

committees” had begun to “Sovietize.”
21

 To counter Soviet maneuvers, President Harry 

Truman stressed the need to “find more opportunities for foreign students to study in our 

schools and universities” so that they might “learn here the skills and techniques needed 

in their own countries…. [and] see at first hand the rights and duties of citizens in our 

land of democratic institutions.”
22

 In the interests of democracy and development, 

Truman allocated money from the sale of surplus war material to fund student exchange 

when he signed the Fulbright Act into law in August 1946. Two years later, the Smith-

Mundt Act bolstered the Fulbright Program by authorizing the two-way exchange of 

people, financed by congressionally appropriated U.S. dollars, not from the sale of war 

junk.
23
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The Fulbright program in Iran – the first such agreement in the Middle East – was 

the product of interwar cultural internationalism and cold war demands.
24

 Isa Sadiq, who 

one scholar hailed as “the foremost historian of modern Iranian education,” chaired the 

eight-member binational Fulbright commission in Tehran. Sadiq was a doctoral student at 

John Dewey‟s Teachers College at Columbia University and a resident of the flagship 

International House in New York‟s Upper East Side in the early 1930s when he became 

convinced that his country should abandon French pedagogy and institutional structures 

in favor of the student-centered and decentralized American model of education. 

Commodore B. Fisher and F. Taylor Gurney, two Americans with missionary 

backgrounds, worked with Sadiq on the Fulbright commission to help realize his vision.
25

 

Sadiq‟s commission sent sixty-five Iranian nationals to U.S. institutions during the 

program‟s first four years, including one grantee who returned to play a valuable role as 

the Iranian minister of education‟s liaison with American educators and diplomats in 
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Tehran. But in 1953 the Fulbright program ground to a halt when, as a result of the 

Anglo-American oil boycott, Iran was no longer able to make surplus property credit 

payments to the United States. Because of the program‟s temporary stoppage, Iran ranked 

twenty-fourth out of twenty-seven Fulbright-participating countries in 1955 before 

exchanges resumed the following year.
26

  

Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi recognized that, as was the case during the 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, international education was central to building a 

modern Iran. The product of Switzerland‟s Le Rosey boarding school, the shah 

considered “Westernization” through education a “welcome ordeal.” Like his father 

before him, the second Pahlavi shah, who ascended to the Peacock Throne in 1941 at the 

age of twenty-one, believed that “education must first of all serve to create the patriotic 

devotion to Iran that was essential if…a modern nation-state was to be realized.” He 

followed in his father‟s footsteps in placing a premium on establishing a modern 

education system capable of serving the needs of the state.
27

 As David Menashri, the 

leading scholar of Iranian education, writes, there existed a consensus during the first two 

postwar decades that “education is the key that unlocks the door to modernization.”
28
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“In modernizing a nation, just as in conducting a military campaign, you need a 

plan of action,” the shah wrote. For that he turned to Overseas Consultants, Inc. (OCI), 

the most influential of the shah‟s army of Western advisers that, after surveying postwar 

Germany and Japan, began to arrive in Iran in the late 1940s. OCI advised the Plan 

Organization – the arm of the government responsible for planning and implementing 

projects to stimulate Iran‟s economic development – on its First Development Plan 

(1949-55). To address the Plan Organization‟s manpower shortages in the fields of 

administration, agriculture, education, and engineering, OCI determined in its multi-

volume 1949 report that overseas training was “highly desirable” and “assures the latest 

and best technical training and provides valuable contacts with foreign societies.” The 

shah recognized that, with the OCI report serving as the basis for his development plan, 

he came to “largely rely…upon the young men whom we send abroad” to “transplant 

Western technology effectively to a country like Persia”
29

  

Postwar modernization theorists agreed with the shah and OCI that the “change 

agents” must be local actors who, after they studied abroad or received training from 

foreign advisers, would initiate the transformation of “traditional” societies like Iran‟s.
30

 

Social scientists, most famously Walt Whitman Rostow, presented “modernization” as a 

normative framework that charted a linear path of social, cultural, political, and economic 
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evolution for “traditional” societies to follow en route to “modernity.” In the 1960s 

“authoritarian modernizers” such as Samuel Huntington and Manfred Halpern contended 

that their predecessors had erroneously presupposed the universality of the American 

experience, arguing instead that guided leadership with military backing could manage 

the “dislocations” that, they argued, inevitably gripped transitioning nations. 

Modernization theorists of all stripes agreed with the shah in prioritizing economic 

development and political stability over civic virtue and democratic governance.
31

 

Subsequent generations of historians have explained “modernization” as an 

“indigenous category,” to borrow from Frederick Cooper, situated within specific 

historical contexts.
32

 Michael Latham, Matthew Jacobs, and Roland Popp have sought to 
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gauge the extent to which modernization theories influenced American policymakers as 

they attempted to guide the processes of revolutionary change that unfolded in postwar 

Iran.
33

 While scholars of Iran, most notably Fred Halliday and Ali Mirsepassi, provide 

comprehensive treatments of the Pahlavi state‟s modernization project, there is no 

examination dedicated to the important relationship between that project and U.S. foreign 

policy.
34

 Existing international histories provide snapshots of particular moments, 

especially the early 1960s, but do not historicize the era. The centrality of international 

education to the successes and failures of the shah‟s modernization program is also 

absent from the current literature.  

The Anglo-American orchestrated coup of August 19, 1953, against Prime 

Minister Mohammad Mosaddeq‟s National Front government, marks a watershed in the 

history of education and modernization in the U.S.-Iran relationship.
35

 First, the demise 
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of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (AIOC) and the establishment in 1954 of an 

international oil consortium, within which American companies held a 40 percent share, 

marked the end of Great Britain‟s privileged geopolitical, economic, and cultural 

standing in Iran.
36

 Previously, the five “northern universities” in Liverpool, Birmingham, 

Leeds, Manchester, and Nottingham made special arrangements for Iranian trainees in the 

oil industry. But a dwindling availability of seats at British universities, a diminished 

financial imperative for British oil companies to foot the bill, and lingering animosity 

from the oil crisis dulled Britain‟s luster.
37

 In 1957 the British ambassador in Tehran, 

Roger Stevens, lamented that ten-times more Iranian students were studying in the United 

States and West Germany than in Great Britain. He insisted that British “interests also 

require that we should not be cut out by our friends and commercial rivals.” Nevertheless, 

Stevens acknowledged that, after the oil crisis, “the opportunities for earning goodwill for 

Britain are vastly less, while those for applying American influence are correspondingly 

increased.”
38
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The second result of the coup was that stability, not democracy, became the goal 

of U.S. strategy toward Iran. Policymakers in Washington abandoned what Linda 

Qaimmaqami and Deborah Kisatsky have described as “liberal developmentalism” for an 

authoritarian model. That model was predicated on the premise that anti-communist 

statism, a less vibrant political milieu, and a more forceful role for the military and 

security forces would ensure the continued flow of Iranian oil and keep Iran firmly 

entrenched in the Western camp.
39

  

This point is illustrated by Daniel Lerner‟s Passing of Traditional Society, the 

research for which the United States Information Agency (USIA) funded, and documents 

from Dwight Eisenhower‟s National Security Council (NSC).
40

 Both Lerner and the NSC 

were skeptical that Iranians could act “responsibly” in the political sphere, preferred 

stability over political liberalization, and identified the synergy between education and 

modernization. Lerner, who conducted his research during the Mosaddeq era, emphasized 

that in Iran “the frenzy of mobs….makes conduct of a moderate policy exceedingly 

difficult.” Likewise, Eisenhower‟s advisers were content once the “mobs and 

demagogues” of the early 1950s receded from public view, “leaving the traditional land-

owning, commercial and military groups once again in control.” While modernization 
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theorists favored urban dwellers over the land-owning class, the military was important to 

Lerner because he thought that “the politics of the mob requires systematic supervision.” 

More important, Lerner shared the White House‟s concern that Iran‟s bureaucracy was 

understaffed with competent administrators. He ranked Iran and Jordan as the least 

“modern” nations in the region, contending that the Pahlavi shahs “lacked the corps of 

skilled lieutenants to instrument [sic] a modernizing program.” Lerner asked, “Where, in 

Iran, is „the man in the gray flannel suit‟?” Such individuals, the sociologist colorfully 

concluded, “would be a more useful stimulus to modernization than the agitational 

intellectual in a hairshirt of vivid hue.”
41

 The problem for the architects of U.S. foreign 

policy was that Lerner‟s “lieutenants” and “agitators” were both participants in the 

internationalist project that formed the core of the U.S.-Iran relationship.  

One must refine Akira Iriye‟s classic definition of internationalism to understand 

the multiple ways in which international education shaped the U.S.-Iran relationship. 

Iriye defines internationalism as “an idea, a movement, or an institution that seeks to 

reformulate the nature of relations among nations through cross-national cooperation and 

interchange.” This dissertation complicates Iriye‟s conceptual division of international 

relations into dichotomous categories: state-to-state diplomacy that “often takes the form 

of a military alliance” and “one that aspires to a more peaceful and stable world order 

through transnational efforts.”
42

 In the case of U.S.-Iran relations during the cold war, 
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however, the “military alliance” and the “transnational efforts” were interdependent. 

Cooperation between the public and private sectors blurred the line between national 

security objectives and global peace initiatives.  

Internationalism, in fact, facilitated the pursuit of the national interest on the 

world stage and assisted with Iran‟s national development. The shah‟s modernization 

project, which bound his relationship with the United States to his domestic authority, 

necessitated the assistance of international non-governmental organizations (INGOs) 

such as the Ford Foundation and the American Friends of the Middle East (AFME). Both 

of these organizations professed to work toward a more peaceful world order. The 

rotating cast of government agencies that administered the Point Four program in Iran 

throughout the 1950s and, after 1961, the U.S. Agency for International Development 

(USAID), called on INGOs, American universities, Iranian government ministries, and 

individual Iranians to collaborate on a wide range of development projects. These 

projects, contemporary and historical analysts have demonstrated, were usually well-

intentioned but generated mixed results.
43

 More pervasive were the effects of what the 
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Iran expert James Bill characterized as “Pahlavism”: the internationalist network that 

included the shah, his inner circle, and prominent American “Pahlavites” such as Kermit 

Roosevelt, David Lilienthal, and the Rockefellers. These “linkage figures” gave shape to 

a “complex system of multistranded links” between the shah‟s representatives and 

cultural, economic, and political elites in the United States that strengthened the 

autonomy of Iran‟s authoritarian state.
44

 

Largely absent from Bill‟s analysis, however, are the linkage figures that 

subverted the “official” U.S.-Iran alliance. Most important were Iran‟s students. Iran, 

similar to the United States, West Germany, France, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union, 

experienced a postwar surge in student enrollments in institutions of higher education. 

Approximately 33 percent of the Iranian population in the late 1960s fell between the 

ages of 15 and 30. Iran‟s total student population, at home and abroad, grew from 52,943 

in 1966 to 437,089 in 1976.
45

 The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) estimated in 1968 

that between 25,000 and 37,000 Iranians studied outside of Iran, including as many as 

12,000 in the United States.
46
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The student linkage figures who organized abroad articulated a politically 

progressive internationalism that rejected the shah‟s authoritarian model of development, 

challenged the American assumptions that propelled U.S. ascendance in the Persian Gulf 

region, and called for the realization of civil and political rights in Iran. Lumping an 

ideologically, politically, and socio-economically diverse and not always coherent group 

of Iranian students spanning across oceans into one singular category of “progressive” 

will surely evoke skepticism among some readers. Indeed, Matin-Asgari‟s dissection of 

the internal workings of the CISNU reveals the ideological diversity that often divided 

the ranks of the student movement. For instance, in 1964 a group of Islamist students that 

included Mostafa Chamran and Ebrahim Yazdi split with the secular opposition and 

established a semi-autonomous relationship with the Muslim Student Association (MSA) 

in the United States and Canada. Moreover, after the acrimonious break in 1975 between 

the Maoist and Islamist factions of the Organization of the Iranian People‟s Mojahedin, 

the Organization of Iranian Muslim Students in the United States severed its ties with the 

Leftist-dominated CISNU.
47

 The shah‟s opponents were influenced to varying degrees by 

the Constitutional Revolution, Mosaddeq‟s National Front, strands of Marxism-Leninism, 

universal human rights, and Islamism.  

Yet core objectives lay beneath the shifting discourses of the Iranian opposition. 

Peyman Vahabzadeh appropriately makes this point in his study of the Organization of 

the Iranian People‟s Fada‟i Guerrillas. He argues that Iran‟s young secular-Left guerrillas 
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were “obliquely enlivened by a democratic impulse that was cloaked under the 

revolutionary discursive mantle of the time.”
48

 The student movement‟s critique of the 

post-Mosaddeq militarization of the U.S.-Iran relationship accentuated that democratic 

impulse. When the Northern California chapter of the Iranian Student Association 

criticized “the golden shower” of arms that flowed into Iran after 1953, it charged that 

“the United States has found it easier to export to Iran tear gas and riot guns and walkie-

talkies than the Bill of Rights and the parliamentary tradition.”
49

  

The alliance between Iran‟s young progressives and their American boosters was 

based on shared conceptions of “rights” rather than geopolitics, economic profit, and 

national interest. American and Iranian progressives argued that the right to free 

expression was the defining feature of modern society, and a necessary one if the world 

was to successfully navigate the perils of the nuclear era. Supreme Court Justice William 

O. Douglas traveled frequently to Iran and sympathized with its nationalists. Douglas‟ 

good friend, Robert F. Kennedy, was a relentless critic of the shah and the Iranian student 

movement‟s most powerful supporter. Kennedy, similar to the controversial members of 

the liberal anti-communist U.S. National Students Association (USNSA), articulated an 

anti-authoritarian critique of the shah‟s Iran that exposes the artificial division between 

the communist and non-communist worlds years before the Vietnam War unraveled the 

cold war consensus. In the late 1960s Iranian student activists abroad, like their American 

and West European counterparts, adopted more radical calls for change as they rebelled 
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against the prevailing world order. By the 1970s, Iranian students put forth a powerful 

condemnation of the Pahlavi regime, wedding a nation-specific constitutionalist critique 

with the universalist language of human rights. On the eve of revolution, Iranian student 

activists, a new class of elected officials on Capitol Hill, and human rights organizations 

such as Amnesty International challenged the authoritarian model of development that 

became gospel among those guiding the reigns of Washington‟s Iran policy.  

********** 

The six chapters that follow reconstruct the two transnational currents that made 

the U.S.-Iran relationship exceptionally “special” for three decades and devastatingly 

tragic by the 1980s. Proponents of international education expected Iranian alumni of 

American universities to return home to “modernize” Iran‟s bureaucracy, economy, and 

military. But the educational bridge designed to strengthen the binational alliance 

produced unintended consequences. As the CISNU described its mission and that of other 

oppositionist groups in the diaspora, “These organisations working in the relatively free 

atmosphere of Western Europe and America, rightly take advantage of their position in 

serving as forums for free expression of opinion and especially of discontent with the 

state of affairs in their country.”
50

  

Chapter one locates the origins of American-Iranian educational cooperation in 

the 1950s. While international education was partly co-opted by the national security 

state during the cold war, student exchange remained part of what historians of U.S. 
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foreign relations have described as a corporatist framework.
51

 This chapter considers the 

government-directed exchanges of the U.S. Military Mission to the Iranian Army and the 

Point Four program, but it pays particular attention to the activities of two nominally 

private organizations: the Ford Foundation and the American Friends of the Middle East. 

The number of organizations dedicated to strengthening educational ties between the 

United States and Iran proliferated throughout the decade. Nevertheless, the 

contradictions between encouraging student migration and supporting the shah as an 

agent of modernization and anti-communism in Iran remained unresolved.  

Chapters two and three show how Iranian students contributed to debates on 

modernization during the Democratic administrations of John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. 

Johnson. James Goode skillfully demonstrates that Kennedy entered office unsure if or 

how he should push the shah to reform.
52

 The Iranian student lobby, aware of the 

divisions in the administration, established connections with a hitherto unknown group of 

“free speech modernists” that put forth an early articulation of progressive 

internationalism. William Douglas and Robert Kennedy joined the students in their 

demand that modern societies not only tolerate but also welcome freedom of expression. 

Their focus on the political aspects of modernity pitted them against the Iran analysts in 
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the State Department and the NSC that regained their grip over the formulation of policy 

once the shah launched his White Revolution.
53

 The expansion of the internationalist 

coalition during Johnson‟s presidency jeopardized Iran‟s commitment to the Western 

camp and led officials in both countries to question the political value of international 

education. As war and imperial retreat remade the map of the Middle East, the Johnson 

administration determined that the Pahlavi regime‟s strategic value took precedent over 

the political aspects of modernity.   

Chapters four and five analyze the ways in which American and Iranian 

progressives reshaped what has been described as an “international society,” or a “global 

community.”
54

 This process began during the “global sixties,” as Iranians forged 

alliances, first with the USNSA and then with New Leftists in the United States and 

Western Europe.
55

 Their critique of authoritarianism contributed to discourses on 
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international relations that transcended government agencies and propelled critiques of 

the Pahlavi regime into a global culture of student protest that highlighted the uses and 

abuses of state power. The work of student internationalists during the 1960s created the 

space necessary for human rights activists to become powerful global actors during the 

decade that followed. As the Pahlavi regime‟s repression reached unprecedented heights 

during the 1970s, anti-shah Iranian students abroad became part of a human rights 

network – the most powerful manifestation of progressive internationalism – that 

questioned the ability of nation-states to provide the cure for the ills that confronted the 

world during the cold war era. This network employed the idea of universal rights to 

overturn the consensus on development that held that citizens of the so-called third world 

must sacrifice political and civil rights to repressive states in the name of economic and 

national growth.
56

  

The final chapter situates the Iranian Revolution within a transnational context.
57

 

The revolution‟s transnational scope, particularly the effects of the hostage crisis, forced 
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Jimmy Carter to confront a seemingly insoluble dilemma as the rights of the more than 

fifty thousand Iranian students in the United States became entangled with the fate of the 

American hostages in Tehran. Anti-Iranianism flared on American streets during the 

hostage crisis, and the Carter administration wrote that discriminatory sentiment into the 

nation‟s immigration law in an attempt to manage the crisis. This chapter underscores the 

ways in which the effects of the Islamic revolution in the United States contributed to the 

transformation of Iran from a U.S. ally to an adversary on the world stage and in the 

American imagination. Amid the Iranian Revolution, the disconnect between four 

decades of U.S. support for the Pahlavi regime and the conflicting results of educational 

exchange emerged in bold relief. 

Educational relations between the United States and Iran reached unprecedented 

and unparalleled heights during the cold war. American policymakers and proponents of 

student exchange hoped that U.S.-educated youths would augment the alliance that 

officials in Washington and Tehran had built. But the convergence of the American and 

Iranian systems of higher education during the cold war created a transnational space for 

compliance and dissent, state institutionalization and grassroots organizing, and 

modernization and its discontents. Rather than win the hearts and minds of Iranian 

youths, the transnational dimensions of the U.S.-Iran relationship empowered dissident 

students and their American allies to challenge from the ground the alliance that the shah 

and eight successive presidential administrations forged at the pinnacles of power. 
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1 

 

CHAPTER 1 – THE FOUNDATION: 

EDUCATION, DEVELOPMENT, AND THE TENUOUS PATH OF THE 1950s 

 

We are Western educated, we get our ideas from the West, we want the West to 

help develop our oil and we want to do our business with the West. But we don‟t 

want military alliances with anybody, we want to be neutrals, not Communists. If 

you don‟t hamper the nationalists by supporting the people who try to repress 

nationalism I don‟t think the Communists have much chance here. 

 

– “An Educated Iranian” (1959)
1
 

 

 

With poverty plaguing much of Iran‟s countryside and the Soviet machinations of 

1946 fresh on his mind, President Harry S Truman launched an unprecedented effort to 

forge educational ties with the pivotal Persian Gulf state. American military and technical 

advisers with the U.S. Military Mission to the Iranian Army (ARMISH) and the Point 

Four program relied on overseas training to build Iran a modern army, revamp the 

nation‟s rural infrastructure, and overhaul its education system. But the U.S. government 

was just one entity within a larger exchange apparatus. While the Smith-Mundt Act of 

1948 authorized the government to finance exchanges, it instructed the secretary of state 

“to utilize, to the maximum extent practicable, the services and facilities of private 

agencies.”
2
 During Dwight D. Eisenhower‟s presidency, the Ford Foundation worked 

closely with international development officials to staff Iran‟s Plan Organization, and the 

American Friends of the Middle East, a group with intimate ties to the CIA, helped the 
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most accomplished Iranian youths acclimate to university life in the United States. While 

there were few nations outside of Europe where the United States waged total cold war 

with greater intensity than in Iran, American proponents of international education were 

caught between an intensifying Iranian nationalism and Washington‟s national security 

strategy in the Persian Gulf region.   

The U.S. government was slow in the immediate aftermath of the Second World 

War to integrate international education into its Iran strategy. Initially, Truman devoted 

the bulk of his attention to rolling back Soviet advances in the region and bringing 

neighboring Turkey into the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).
3
 Prior to 1949, 

when planning began for military and technical training, the U.S. government had 

initiated a few scattershot exchanges with Iran. The Federal Security Agency and the 

Departments of Agriculture and Labor used Smith-Mundt funds to offer specialized 

training in the United States to a handful of Iranians.
4
 The State Department, through its 

Foreign Leader Grants, used international travel to strengthen ties with influential 

Iranians such as Prime Minister Manuchehr Eqbal.
5
 The U.S. government placed greater 

value on such exchanges after Mohammad Mosaddeq‟s premiership reinforced Iran‟s 

political value to Washington‟s strategic interests.   

                                                           
3
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The United States began to devote more resources to international education 

during the 1950s as a consensus developed among scholars and international 

development agencies that learning was the ticket to nation-building and economic 

productivity. Functional theory, best represented by the work of Talcott Parsons and 

Edward Shils, claimed that education‟s function in society was to “rationalize” the 

preconditions for an individual‟s upward mobility and erode the traditional social 

structures that inhibited efficient administration and governance. Education was thus 

linked to the project of nation-building throughout the third world. Economists and 

intergovernmental organizations such as the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and 

Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD) encouraged the leaders of developing countries to invest in 

education so as to generate the “human capital” necessary to grow all sectors of the 

economy, raise living conditions, and promote national cohesion. The OECD summed up 

the consensus of the 1950s when it stated that “education is an indispensable prerequisite 

of future economic growth.”
6
       

U.S. initiatives were also framed within an evolving approach to aid that called 

for foreign nationals, rather than American advisers, to guide national development. As 

early as 1950, a Truman administration National Advisory Council working group paper 

recognized that, despite manpower shortages in industrial manufacturing and oil 

production, there was “a growing body in Iran of competent young men, especially 

engineers, trained abroad,” who were qualified for public service. With Iran‟s export-

generated oil revenue, the working group assessed, “There seems little doubt but that 
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with proper management Iran is capable of supporting considerable economic 

development.”
7
 During the 1950s, as military advisers, Point Four personnel, Ford 

Foundation officials, and the men and women of AFME aimed for the “maximum 

utilization of Iranian leadership,” international education became the foundation for 

Iran‟s economic development and a pillar of the U.S.-Iran relationship.
8
  

While public and private initiatives established connections between the United 

States and its Persian Gulf ally, the shah‟s consolidation of power following the 1953 

coup compromised the objectives of the educational enterprise. U.S. policymakers, 

international development officials, and the shah were not always working toward the 

same ends. Consequently, Iranians who studied and received training in the United States 

were enmeshed in a transnational web of conflicting interests, torn between their 

concerns about Iran‟s vanishing democracy and the economic development of their 

country.   

 

1.1 Military Assistance and Point Four Come to Iran  

 Prior to the Second World War, the only Americans that a Persian might have 

encountered were the Presbyterian missionaries who arrived in the mid-nineteenth 
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century.
9
 Notwithstanding the financial advisory missions of Arthur Millspaugh and W. 

Morgan Shuster in the early twentieth century, policymakers did “not consider Persia an 

area of great advantage to American interests.”
10

 Washington‟s calculus changed during 

the Second World War after British and Soviet troops invaded Iran in August 1941, 

deposed the first Pahlavi shah for having pro-German sympathies, and installed 

Mohammad Reza Pahlavi as his father‟s dynastic successor. Americans began to shuttle 

supplies to the Soviet Union through the vital “Persian Corridor” after President Franklin 

D. Roosevelt declared the young shah‟s new government eligible for lend-lease aid in 

March 1942. That same year the State Department sent five missions to Iran to advise the 

army, gendarmerie, urban police, the Ministry of Finance, and the Ministry of Food and 

Supply. While the Allies pledged economic assistance to Iran in the Tehran Declaration 

of December 1943, the United States sent no tangible non-military aid to the country in 

the 1940s so as not to provoke the Soviet Union.
11

 Truman‟s emphasis during his second 

term on military assistance and economic aid, the exigencies of the Mosaddeq era, and 

the Eisenhower administration‟s post-coup effort to strengthen its ally changed the 
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trajectory of American-Iranian relations and spurred the U.S. government to integrate 

international education into its Iran strategy between 1950 and 1954. 

American military assistance to the Imperial Iranian Army began in 1942 under 

the direction of General Clarence Ridley. In October 1947 an agreement between the U.S. 

and Iranian governments transformed Ridley‟s ad hoc mission into the more permanent 

and better coordinated U.S. Military Mission to the Iranian Army. As head of ARMISH, 

Major-General Vernon Evans brought the U.S. Air Force and the Military Assistance 

Advisory Group (MAAG) under his command. The mission worked to professionalize 

the Iranian Army‟s administrative structure and advised its ranks on how to use the 

equipment that arrived under the 1948 Surplus Arms Credit Agreement and the 1949 

Mutual Defense Assistance Program (MDAP). These agreements bound Iran to the 

Western camp by prohibiting other foreign military missions, particularly from the Soviet 

Union, from entering the country.
12

  

While an assortment of British, French, German, Ottoman, and Russian advisers 

had trained previous generations of Iranians, the U.S. military mission introduced a new 

generation of Iranians to American equipment and know-how.
13

 Under the auspices of 

the MDAP, the U.S. military mission initiated a program of overseas officer training that 

predated a comprehensive program of economic assistance. During its first year, the 
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MDAP distributed 119 training grants equally between Iran‟s Army and Air Force.
14

 The 

U.S. mission reserved the right to assign the grantees to the task of its choosing for a two-

year period upon return.
15

 Evans‟ mission, which identified a dearth of instructors 

qualified to teach at Iran‟s military schools, expected returnees to fill the void. In fall 

1951 two Iranians who had received training at Fort Sill, Oklahoma accepted assignments 

to teach artillery, and an Iranian graduate of the U.S. Armored Officer‟s Advance Course 

at Fort Knox became the commandant of Iran‟s Armored School.
16

  

In the early 1950s, members of the Iranian armed forces began to arrive at U.S. 

service academies across the country. Most trainees remained in the United States for 

between two months and a year, which provided ample time to adjust to a new 

environment without losing touch with realities in Iran. Iranian airmen scattered the 

country, receiving training in Alabama, Mississippi, Colorado, and Illinois. A group of 

Iranian colonels studied for nearly a year at the U.S. Command and General Staff College 

in Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. The U.S. Army Signal School in Fort Monmouth, New 

Jersey offered a three-month course in motion picture photography. Others Iranian 

trainees studied engineering, finance, and medicine at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, Fort 

Benjamin Harrison, Indiana, and the Brooke Army Medical Center at Fort Sam Houston, 
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Texas.
17

 Some of the Iranians who received training in the United States in the early 

1950s went on to climb the ranks of the shah‟s military establishment. Hassan Toufanian, 

who one scholar labeled “the face of this extravagant military buildup” upon which the 

shah embarked in the 1970s, completed two years of military training in the United States 

in 1952.
18

   

Yet the military mission encountered a host of problems when implementing the 

assistance program. The inadequate number of seats available in Iran‟s military 

academies made it difficult to professionalize the armed forces at the desired pace. While 

overseas training was imperative, there were more vacancies in U.S. military schools than 

qualified Iranian military men could fill. The language barrier was the primary 

impediment that ARMISH encountered when issuing training grants. To meet the 

problem, Iran‟s Staff College began to offer a four-level English-language class to 

prepare Iranians for instruction in the United States.
19

 Moreover, the shah was 

disappointed that the MDAP training grants were not part of a larger, more ambitious 

military assistance program. While the shah wanted a fighting force the size of Turkey‟s, 

the State Department considered a bloated Iranian army capable of anything more than 

                                                           
17

 See invitational letters in RG 334, USMMIA and MAAG, Adjutant General Section, 

Publications File, 1951-1953, box 5, folder: Invitational Letter Orders 1951, NARA. 

18
 Milani, Eminent Persians, 1:490-91. 

19
 USMMIA Monthly Report, November 1, 1951, RG 334, USMMIA and MAAG, Adjutant 

General Section, Activity Report File, 1949-1953, box 3, folder: Activities Report Files 1951, NARA; 

Memorandum for Chief of Staff, “Attendance of Iranian Personnel at U.S. Military Schools,” November 

21, 1951, RG 334, USMMIA and MAAG, Adjutant General Section, General Administrative File, 1942-

1953, box 2, folder: General Administrative Files 1951 (Chief of Staff Memorandums), NARA. 



 

9 

 

maintaining domestic security to be, as one scholar describes, “an unnecessary 

extravagance.”
20

 

Differences of opinion among the Americans prevented a comparable program of 

economic aid from accompanying the nascent military assistance program. Secretary of 

State Dean Acheson was admittedly “slow in realizing the importance” of non-military 

aid, and he remembered that Robert Lovett and Paul Nitze “were neither enthusiastic nor 

impressed with its utility.”
21

 Top administration officials devoted their attention to 

Europe, while economic analysts, a few Washington insiders, and diplomats in Tehran 

attempted to turn the spotlight to Iran. International development officials, such as those 

with OCI, called for more money to improve Iran‟s infrastructure, health standards, 

agricultural outputs, and literacy rates.
22

 “I am convinced,” the future CIA director Allen 

Dulles told Ambassador John C. Wiley in May 1949, “that the salvation and safety of 

Iran depends more upon its economic soundness than upon military preparations.”
23

 

Wiley‟s successor, Henry F. Grady, was the most vocal supporter of an aid package. 

After taking up his post in Tehran in summer 1950, he retorted to Acheson‟s State 

Department that the non-military dimension of U.S. assistance to Iran had “the 

dimensions of a bag of peanuts.”
24
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President Truman responded with his “Point Four” program. Benjamin Hardy, a 

public affairs officer at the State Department who had served as a technical adviser in 

Brazil during the Second World War, originally floated the idea to the president. While 

Hardy‟s superiors in Foggy Bottom were less than enthusiastic about the proposal, 

Truman liked the prospect of an aid program that could combat communism and export 

the tenets of his Fair Deal. Building on the precedents set by Truman Doctrine aid to 

Greece and Turkey and the more extensive Marshall Plan in Western Europe, Truman 

proclaimed in his 1949 inaugural address that his administration‟s fourth objective was to 

“embark on a bold new program for making the benefits of our scientific advances and 

industrial progress available for the improvement and growth of underdeveloped areas.”
25

 

The program committed the U.S. government to promoting economic development in 

nations such as Iran that had traditionally fallen outside of the American sphere of 

influence.  

The Point Four program also had political objectives. While the shah survived an 

attempt on his life in February 1949, his minister of court died from an assassin‟s bullet 

later that year. In October 1949 a coalition known as the National Front entered the 
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political fray and challenged both the shah‟s power and the British-owned Anglo-Iranian 

Oil Company‟s monopolistic hold on Iran‟s most valuable natural resource. This series of 

events prompted U.S. policymakers to worry that the decline of British power in Iran 

would create chaos in the political arena. In early 1950 the State Department‟s Office of 

Greek, Turkish and Iranian Affairs finally agreed with Grady‟s embassy that “stability 

can be maintained only through material assistance from the U.S.”
26

   

Negotiations over the type of aid best suited for Iran took place in early 1950 

between the Plan Organization, OCI‟s Max Thornburg, and Haldore Hanson, whose 

experience in China during the 1930s won him the directorship of the Point Four program 

in Asia. Hanson suggested that, because the Plan Organization set aside “considerable 

money” for overseas education, Point Four should devote the bulk of its funds to training 

Iranians in the United States. Sending students overseas would help avoid the 

controversies that came with the influx of American military advisers to Iran. Thornburg 

demurred, asserting that Point Four should focus primarily on sending American 

technicians to Iran to conduct “demonstrations” and supervise the implementation of 

projects that the Plan Organization had conceived. While Thornburg‟s emphasis on field 

training formed the core of Point Four, overseas training was vital to carrying out the 

program‟s mission.
27
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 On October 19, 1950, U.S. representatives signed with the government of General 

Ali Razmara, at the time Iran‟s prime minister, the first Point Four agreement of the cold 

war. The United States allocated five-hundred thousand dollars for the rest of the fiscal 

year to begin work on improving education, sanitation, and agricultural practices in 

Iranian villages. As authorized under the Foreign Economic Assistance Act of 1950, the 

State Department‟s Technical Cooperation Administration (TCA) was the first of many 

government agencies to administer the Point Four program. Four Iranians and three 

Americans manned the Iranian-United States Joint Commission for Rural Improvement 

to oversee the implementation of the technical assistance program; the Iranian minister of 

agriculture chaired the binational commission, and Ambassador Grady led the American 

group. William E. Warne, a former official in the Department of Interior during the 

Roosevelt administration, was Iran‟s Point Four country director. The first wave of 

approximately one hundred American technicians journeyed out to Iran‟s provinces 

(ostans) to work in rural villages away from urban centers such as Tehran.
28

 

 Iranian alumni of American institutions of higher education took the lead in the 

program‟s first initiative in Isfahanak. The joint commission chose the village, which sat 

just outside of Isfahan, to test the capacity of technical assistance for increasing literacy 

rates, modernizing health and sanitation practices, and redirecting scarce water resources 

to maximize crop yields. Point Four officials tasked an Iranian who had studied 

construction at an American agricultural college with transforming an old building into 
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the village‟s first school. He dug a fresh-water well, assembled desks for the classrooms, 

and otherwise applied his skills to ensure that the school‟s pupils had a healthy learning 

environment. A second member of the Iranian staff in Isfahanak, a U.S.-trained 

horticulturalist, ran the school‟s garden project and taught the students modern 

agricultural techniques.
29

                  

Nowhere was U.S. training more valuable than in the field of public health, an 

area that the TCA determined presented the most “formidable barrier to social and 

economic development.”
30

 The eight doctors, sanitary engineers, and technicians who 

received one-year scholarships for medical training were among the first Iranians to 

travel to the United States on Point Four funds. The American advisers expected the 

Iranians to learn techniques to eradicate malaria, increase the availability of 

immunizations, scale back infant mortality rates, and improve sanitation practices. Other 

Iranians received shorter, three-month travel grants to survey hospitals, health clinics, and 

medical facilities in the United States. The program‟s promise led the TCA to 

recommend increasing the availability of scholarships and leader grants for Iranian health 

professionals.
31

 But the assassination of the pro-American strong man, Prime Minister 
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Razmara, on March 7, 1951, and the majlis‟ decision weeks later to nationalize the 

AIOC, weakened political support in Iran for the aid program.
32

 

 The April 1951 election of Mohammad Mosaddeq – an aging Swiss-educated 

lawyer, National Front leader, and champion of oil nationalization – further jeopardized 

the nascent program of technical cooperation. American aid was the centerpiece of a 

conversation between Ambassador Grady and the new prime minister just days after his 

election. Mosaddeq expressed hostility toward the U.S. military aid program, which after 

nearly a decade approached one hundred million dollars. He also criticized the United 

States for being slow to offer economic assistance to Iran and, when it did, not making a 

greater financial commitment under the terms of the original Point Four agreement.
33

 

Despite his criticism of the nature and scale of the U.S. aid programs, Mosaddeq came to 

value them as the economy reeled and foreign exchange diminished as a result of the 

British-imposed oil embargo.   

Mosaddeq also realized that oil nationalization necessitated a greater emphasis on 

international education so that the Iranians could assume responsibility for extracting, 

refining, and exporting oil from Abadan absent the British. The prime minister 

encouraged a group of Iranian students at Columbia University to learn the techniques of 

the American oil industry and “put it into action on your return to Iran.”
34

 Iranian 

students in American universities strongly supported Mosaddeq‟s position. In summer 

1951, as Mosaddeq severed negotiations with the AIOC, approximately fifty Iranian 
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students attended a conference at Lafayette College in Easton, Pennsylvania, where they 

sparred with Edwin Wright of the State Department‟s Bureau of Near East, South Asian, 

and African Affairs after he offered a pro-British assessment of the unfolding 

international crisis.
35

 A Boston-based Iranian student wrote an eloquent letter to the 

editor of the New York Times in which he defended oil nationalization and reassured 

American readers that in Iran “there is no real danger from the Reds.”
36

  

The real danger to the survival of the Point Four program in Iran was the lack of 

Iranian rials (Iran‟s currency) in the Point Four commission‟s treasury, rather than any 

intransigence on the prime minister‟s part. In October 1951 the director of rural 

improvement in Iran, John G. Evans, informed the TCA‟s E. Reeseman “Si” Fryer that 

“the coffers are going dry – and fast.” Evans asserted that without a sufficient amount of 

rials, American dollars alone would have to carry the aid program through the oil crisis. 

To withhold the needed dollars “would shatter this program beyond repair” and convince 

the Iranians that Americans were nothing more than “fair weather friends.”
37

 Adding to 

the predicament was that Iran‟s foreign exchange was set to run dry in March 1952, the 

end of the country‟s calendar year. If, as Evans suggested, the United States opted not to 

infuse more dollars into the Point Four commission‟s treasury, the training program 

would grind to a halt.
38
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American representatives in Iran worked to keep the program running. At the 

encouragement of pro-aid Ambassador Loy Henderson, who took over the embassy in 

fall 1951 and remained there through the conclusion of the oil crisis, William Warne 

exchanged a series of notes with Mosaddeq in January 1952 before signing three aid 

agreements in April that assured Point Four‟s survival by infusing it with 23.2 million 

dollars from the Mutual Security Program. The agreement he signed with Mahmood 

Hesabi, a graduate of the American University in Beirut and Iran‟s minister of education, 

provided more than fifty comprehensive training grants for Iranians to study in the United 

States, a number projected to more than double the following year. An additional thirty-

eight Iranians received one-year fellowships at Hesabi‟s alma mater. The United States 

also agreed to contribute one million dollars to the Emergency Student Aid Program. The 

program alleviated the financial strains on Iranian parents who suffered from dollar-to-

rial exchange restrictions and their children in the United States who, because they relied 

on their parents‟ money for travel, tuition, rent, and food, needed “to be rescued or drop 

out.” Because 75 percent of these students studied subjects that complimented Point Four 

objectives, Warne thought that emergency assistance seemed to “offer good will at lowest 

rate.” Under the terms of the Emergency Student Aid Program, which went into effect in 

September 1952, Iranian parents deposited rials with the Point Four commission in 

Tehran to fund its programs while the Near East Foundation in New York distributed the 

equivalent amount of dollars to their children.
39
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The incoming Eisenhower administration more explicitly stressed the political 

dynamics of student migration, not just to the United States, but throughout the entire 

“free world.” In fall 1952 Iranian students organized a series of sit-ins at the Iranian 

embassy in West Germany to protest the revocation of a special exchange rate that cut by 

more than half their monthly stipend.
40

  The issue, as with the larger oil question, 

remained unresolved when Eisenhower took office. “Students lacking funds become 

vulnerable to exploitation by political extremists including Communists,” John Foster 

Dulles‟ State Department opined in February 1953, when commenting on the financial 

straits of the Iranians in West Germany. Because many of these students would return to 

Iran and assume positions of leadership, the State Department argued that their well-

being was “important to U.S. policy objectives.”
41

 When the TCA identified target areas 

where the Eisenhower administration should concentrate resources, it included Iran in the 

“critical region” with Pakistan and India.
42
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As the oil crisis climaxed during the final year of Mosaddeq‟s premiership, the 

Iranian armed forces became increasingly important to U.S. policy objectives. In 

February, as violence flared in Khuzestan province and riots erupted in Tehran, ARMISH 

reported that the Iranian Army “prevented any mob leadership from developing.” The 

U.S. mission noted that some of the 314 officers who trained at U.S. service schools with 

MDAP funds between 1950 and 1952 went public with their opposition to the Mosaddeq 

government and offered steadfast support for the monarchy. By March 1953, even as the 

Eisenhower administration collaborated with the British to formulate plans for a coup, the 

pro-shah officers consolidated their power and distributed anti-Mosaddeq handbills to 

military units throughout Tehran. ARMISH quietly speculated that the group of U.S.-

trained officers was “planning active participation in any future demonstrations.”
43

  

Concerned that the Soviet-backed Tudeh Party might capitalize on the economic 

turbulence and political unrest of the Mosaddeq era, the CIA and British Secret 

Intelligence Service (MI6) fomented a coup that relied on disaffected members of the 

National Front and ranking military officers like General Fazlollah Zahedi to remove 

Mosaddeq from power on August 19, 1953. Major-General George C. Stewart, the 

director of the U.S. Army‟s Office of Military Assistance, later testified before the House 

Committee on Foreign Affairs that the foreign officer training program helped to swing 

the momentum away from Mosaddeq and toward the shah. He identified “the results we 

have gotten and are getting out of training officers of the Iranian armed forces in the 
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United States” as “one of the most effective factors” in strengthening the “loyal armed 

forces who sustained the Shah, and remained loyal to him” in the aftermath of the coup.
44

  

Operation AJAX empowered the pro-American shah at the expense of the 

National Front, but it complicated a U.S. strategy toward Iran that necessitated the 

commingling of interests between Iranian youths and national officials in Washington 

and Tehran. Four months after Operation AJAX, U.S. Vice President Richard Nixon 

traveled to Tehran to meet with the reinstated shah and the new prime minister, Fazlollah 

Zahedi. Nixon was slated to receive an honorary law degree from Tehran University. 

Days before Nixon‟s arrival, university students, particularly those in the engineering 

school, coordinated a large show of disapproval. The situation grew tense. Oppositionist 

students later recalled that the shah wanted to “preserve the calm of the university at all 

costs,” leading Iranian troops to gun down three of the demonstrators. Many more 

students were wounded and security forces arrested hundreds. The massacre left an 

indelible impression on Iranian youths who continue to recognize December 7 as 

“Student Day.”
45

  

The August coup and December‟s violence compelled the Eisenhower 

administration to reassess its educational strategy without questioning the underlying 

premises of its Iran strategy. The United States Information Agency, which President 

Eisenhower created in summer 1953, deemed Iran a “high priority” country whose youths 

required the utmost attention. Broadcasting executive Theodore Stribert‟s agency argued 
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that America‟s influence in Iran‟s education system needed to keep pace with its 

economic and political footprint. According to the USIA, “Long-range American 

interests in Iran are threatened by deficiencies in the training of a potential leadership 

capable of handling that country‟s development in a manner favorable to our aims.” The 

coming months, the USIA presumed, would “provide a number of opportunities for re-

directing this trend.”
46

 

The USIA worried that, of the three groups within the Iranian power structure that 

labored to remake Iran‟s education system, the number of American-oriented educators 

paled in comparison to those whose politics aligned with the Soviet Union and/or were 

schooled in Europe. Public diplomats in Tehran predicted that Tudeh influence among 

Tehran University‟s faculty and student body would for years to come inhibit the 

ascendance of an American-oriented cadre at the institution. Along with communist 

inroads, the USIA worried that the French-inspired organizational structure of Iran‟s 

system of higher education and the hierarchical classroom environment of European-

educated professors made it difficult for American advisers to decentralize administrative 

power and promote student-centered learning. An expanded and sharpened educational 

program, with particular focus on reaching the next generation of administrative 

personnel, could help “combat” what the Americans considered to be political threats, 

cumbersome administrative practices, and an outdated pedagogical model. Because the 

young intellectuals were “the raw material of future leadership,” the USIA recommended 
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that the Eisenhower administration “should make a strong effort to strengthen the hand of 

the American-oriented group.”
47

  

 For these reasons, the USIA asserted that the United States had a “major stake” in 

expanding the scope of its educational initiatives in Iran. Stribert‟s agency argued that the 

more than one thousand Iranian students who were in the United States in 1954 formed 

“the most important single source of American-oriented influence.” While the American 

university system grew in size and improved in quality in the aftermath of the Second 

World War, the USIA argued that Iranian universities were “not geared to produce an 

expanded leadership cadre emotionally and intellectually equipped to act along lines 

favorable to American interests.” Thus, sending Iranians to the United States for training 

was one way to modernize the Iranian education system. For a nation that stood at a 

“crossroads,” the USIA determined that Iran‟s future leaders must make a decision: 

capitulate to Soviet pressures, seek the assistance of and launch exchanges with the 

United States, or “sink back into Persian fantasies about the past glories of Iran.”
48

  

 Foreign aid, then, was central to the Eisenhower administration‟s objective of 

increasing American influence in Iran. Eisenhower espoused a fundamentally different 

philosophy on foreign assistance than his Democratic predecessor, but the president‟s 

emphasis on “trade not aid” did not translate to Iran. In fact, while historians have 

demonstrated that Eisenhower shed his initial aversion to aid as he realized the utility of 

economic assistance in combating communism, his administration gave generously to 
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Iran from the beginning.
49

 After the shah reclaimed power, Iran received the bulk of the 

money that Congress allotted for the Mutual Security Program‟s Near East Fund. 

Subtracting from funds that would have otherwise went to Iraq, Jordan, and Syria, the 

president approved in August 1953 an emergency assistance program of 51 million 

dollars in addition to the 23.1 million dollars Iran was originally scheduled to receive in 

1954. The administration expected the boost in aid to reverse Iran‟s economic downturn 

and bolster political stability.
50

 According to one member of the House Committee on 

Foreign Affairs, “our program in Iran was the showpiece for our whole foreign-aid 

operation.”
51

  

The Foreign Operations Administration (FOA), under the directorship of Harold 

E. Stassen, launched one of the most concerted programs to harness Iran‟s human capital 

for the shah‟s project of national development. The FOA, whose brief existence 

coincided with General Fazlollah Zahedi‟s premiership, took over the functions of the 

defunct Technical Cooperation Administration and administered the Mutual Security 

Program for two years between the summers of 1953 and 1955. Stassen was of the mind 

that the FOA should not devote its limited resources to Iranians who wished to study the 

fine and liberal arts in American universities. Instead, Stassen‟s FOA concentrated its 

resources in the “technical fields” of agriculture, public health, education, business 
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administration, and “other subjects which are most urgently needed in the development of 

Iran‟s economy.”
52

  

The U.S. Operations Mission (USOM) in Iran administered three types of 

international education programs on behalf of the FOA and in cooperation with the 

USIA, the American embassy in Tehran, and the Iranian government. The first program 

dealt with technical and scientific training. The USOM, after consulting the appropriate 

Iranian government ministries, paid for qualified Iranians to hone their technical and 

scientific skills in the United States or at the American University in Beirut. The second 

program focused on future and current Iranian leaders. The USIA, in addition to running 

regular English-language training classes at its binational center in Tehran, oversaw the 

graduate student and foreign leader programs. After conferring with representatives of 

both governments, the embassy recommended prospective grantees to the FOA in 

Washington for final approval. Finally, Iranian officials selected, with little American 

input, military and gendarmerie personnel for training in military schools in the United 

States. In a joint dispatch to the State Department, officials with the USOM, the USIA, 

and the U.S. embassy asserted that the three programs were “mutually reinforcing and 

complementary” initiatives that “constitute logical stepping stones towards 
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accomplishment of the primary objective,” namely a modernization program that would 

keep Iran independent of Soviet influence and firmly in the Western camp.
53

  

William Neufeld‟s Educational Awards Branch of the U.S. Operations Mission in 

Iran presided over the rigorous selection process. In 1954 eight five-member binational 

committees that specialized in fields ranging from engineering to community 

development combed through nearly three hundred applications and awarded eighty 

grants.
54

 The committees required that applicants, most of whom were already employed 

with Iranian government agencies, exhibit near-fluency in English and possess an 

undergraduate degree. The committees favored individuals who had not yet studied at a 

foreign university and rejected those who showed any “hostility, prejudice or 

narrowmindedness” that might make for an unfavorable experience in the United States.
55

 

In the aftermath of Mosaddeq‟s overthrow, signs of hostility and prejudice included a 

candidate‟s political orientation. The USOM declared ineligible one Iranian after an 

investigation turned up evidence that he, while not a confirmed communist, leaned to the 

left on the political spectrum.
56

 Because each grant cost between ten and twelve thousand 

dollars, U.S. officials organized a pre-departure orientation program to prevent any 
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missteps and stressed the obligations that each grantee had to their country‟s 

development.
57

 

After arriving in the United States, most of the 1954 Iranian grantees attended a 

second orientation at the Washington International Center. The chief of the FOA Training 

Branch Office greeted the new arrivals before they spent one to two weeks in the capital 

learning about the U.S. government, American history, and the nation‟s geography. 

Others, particularly those in the fields of public administration and management, attended 

training seminars geared toward their respective areas of expertise. Cultural immersion 

complemented professional training. The international visitors went sightseeing on the 

National Mall, toured the U.S. Capitol Building, and surveyed records management 

techniques at the U.S. National Archives. In fall 1954 twenty-three men and women from 

eight countries, including Iran, Brazil, Jordon, Lebanon, Panama, Pakistan, the 

Philippines, and Taiwan, passed through the Washington International Center before 

moving on to other areas of the country for specialized training programs .
58

 

One group from among the fall 1954 class of FOA grantees proceeded north from 

Washington to Trenton, where they studied the techniques of the New Jersey State 

Police. Here, FOA built on the connections that individual Americans had established 

during the first postwar decade. From 1942 to 1948 General Norman Schwarzkopf, the 
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former head of the New Jersey State Police, led the U.S. Military Mission with the 

Iranian Gendarmerie (GENMISH). Schwarzkopf‟s mission reformed the rural police 

force, which by 1946 was confident enough to move into Azerbaijan and Kurdistan as the 

Soviets pulled out.
59

 At the request of the U.S. military mission, FOA set up a four-month 

training program in Trenton for gendarmerie personnel, some of whom arrived from the 

U.S. Army Provost Marshal General‟s School in Camp Gordon, Georgia.
60

 Other FOA 

grantees stopped off in Newark en route from Washington to receive less intensive 

training in subjects ranging from recruitment to traffic control.
61

       

 New York University (NYU) crafted a semester-long program for the Iranian 

police officers who received FOA grants in fall 1954. The legal adviser to the Iranian 

National Police, an instructor at the Iranian Police College, and a Tehran Police 

Department captain took classes in administration, interrogation, and penology. During 

their four month stay in New York, the Iranians attended a detective course at the New 

York Police Academy, toured the prison on Rikers Island, and surveyed the Sing Sing 

Correctional Facility.
62

 At the same time, an FOA advisory team went to Iran to devise a 

plan for remaking the facilities of the National Police in the image of American police 
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academies. Three years later, when an adviser with the FOA‟s successor organization 

traveled to Iran to implement the plan, five U.S.-trained officers were the first to join the 

new faculty. The police officers who took courses at NYU in 1954 were the first of 

approximately 218 Iranians who, over the next two decades, received training in the 

United States on subjects ranging from prison management to civil disturbance control.
63

   

Teacher training was another priority of the Eisenhower administration‟s foreign 

assistance program. In 1954 the FOA sponsored a three-month program for the Iranian 

minister of education and ten provincial directors of education. With assistance from the 

U.S. Office of Education, the FOA created a training program to improve primary 

education in Iran‟s rural areas. In an effort to reorganize Iran‟s highly centralized 

education system, the FOA program underscored the benefits of achieving local 

administrative control, diversifying curricula, and broadening the relationships between 

schools and their surrounding communities.
64

 By the early 1960s the Office of Education 

took control of the International Teacher Development Program, sending Iranian 

educators to rust belt institutions, particularly Ohio University, Ball State Teachers 

College, and the University of Pittsburgh.
65

  

International education figured prominently in U.S. military training and 

economic development programs from 1950 to 1954. The value of the overseas military 

training program that began under Truman became central to the Eisenhower 

administration‟s national security strategy toward Iran. The director of the U.S. Army‟s 
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Office of Military Assistance praised the officer training program that brought Iran‟s 

soldiers and airmen to service schools in the United States: “These officers have come 

back from training friendly to us and anxious to improve their armed forces, with the 

knowledge they have obtained from us.”
66

 The NSC concurred, acknowledging in 

January 1954 that the Pahlavi monarchy‟s “only real source of power” was the army. 

“U.S. military aid,” the NSC concluded, “serves to improve Army morale, cement Army 

loyalty to the Shah, and thus consolidate the present regime and provide some assurance 

that Iran‟s current orientation toward the West will be perpetuated.”
67

  

While military advisers hailed the foreign training programs as “successes,” many 

Americans and Iranians questioned the premise of the U.S. aid programs, military or 

otherwise, that strengthened a government that simultaneously increased its capacity for 

repression. As noted by Jahangir Amuzegar, a prolific writer who received a Ph.D. in 

economics from the University of California at Los Angeles in 1954 before holding 

numerous posts in the shah‟s government, “the [Point Four] program has been accused of 

supporting undemocratic and nonprogressive governments.”
68

 

In the end, the first American attempt to supplant European influence in Iran and 

thwart communist advances through a program of economic development produced 

mixed results. In Amuzegar‟s judgment, Point Four in Iran became “a program of all 

things to all men” that was marred by undue haste, poor planning, and a lack of clarity 

between the provider and the recipient of aid as to the objectives of the program. 
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International education bolstered Point Four‟s effectiveness, but the program itself 

produced a new set of problems.
69

 Moreover, while military and police training 

contributed to the construction of the shah‟s security apparatus, the Point Four program 

did little to satisfy his vision of an “authoritarian high modernism,” as described by 

James C. Scott, that would propel Iran forward through intensive economic planning and 

minimal citizen participation.
70

 For this task, the U.S. and Iranian governments turned to 

the Ford Foundation.  

 

1.2 The Ford Foundation and the Plan Organization 

The Plan Organization became, to quote George Baldwin of the Harvard Advisory 

Group, a “government within a government” during Abolhassan Ebtehaj‟s tenure as 

managing director from 1954 to 1959.
71

 Many Iranians consider Ebtehaj their nation‟s 

“first technocrat.” He served previously as director of the National Bank of Iran, 

ambassador to France during the Mosaddeq period, and an adviser with the International 

Monetary Fund (IMF).
72

 The no-nonsense Ebtehaj presided over the implementation of 

much of the Second Development Plan (1956-62), which employed oil revenue to 

rejuvenate the Iranian economy after the political and economic turmoil of the Mosaddeq 
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era crippled the First Plan.
73

 Ebtehaj‟s planning and his effort, with the help of the Ford 

Foundation, to staff the Economic Bureau of the Plan Organization with a “corps d'elite” 

of young U.S.-educated Iranian economists, elevated Iran to the “take off” stage of 

development in the 1960s. Yet the Ford Foundation‟s work in Iran revealed the tensions 

between private educational initiatives, U.S. foreign policy, and an Iranian monarch leery 

of the Plan Organization‟s ability to create an autonomous center of power in the Iranian 

government.
74

 

The Ford Foundation worked closely with the U.S. foreign policy establishment 

in the 1950s. Founded in 1936 by the archetypical captain of industry, Henry Ford, the 

foundation emerged after his death in the late 1940s as the largest philanthropy in the 

United States. As the Point Four program became the primary mechanism through which 

the U.S. government attempted to ameliorate human suffering in the name of anti-

communism, the Ford Foundation operated semi-independently of official channels and 

focused its energies on the upper echelons of the Iranian bureaucracy.
75

 After learning of 

a Ford-financed technical assistance project in Pakistan, Ebtehaj requested a similar grant 
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for Iran. He proposed that the Ford Foundation send American experts to Iran in order to 

establish the bureaucratic machinery necessary to formulate the Third Development Plan 

(1963-67).
76

  

The Third Plan marked the Pahlavi state‟s most concerted effort to date at central 

planning. The objectives of the plan were consistent with the social scientific paradigm of 

“structural-functionalism,” a macro-level theoretical model that informed American 

understandings of social, economic, cultural, and political change in the developing world 

during the 1950s. Sociologists, political scientists, economists, and other structuralists 

understood societies as all-encompassing systems with inter-related functional parts. 

Development economists such as Paul Rosenstein-Rodan, an Austrian-born professor of 

economics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, argued that comprehensive 

central planning was the only way that “backward” countries such as Iran could spur 

economic growth and engineer social change without disrupting the nation-building 

project. The Third Plan was meant to be Iran‟s “big push,” made possible by financial 

and educational assistance from the West and by the Plan Organization‟s resolute 

leadership, which would pull the country out of the economic doldrums of the early 

1950s and propel it forward into the “developed” world.
77

      

In summer 1955 the Ford Foundation approved a two-year grant in the amount of 

125,000 dollars to send to Iran two economists from the Stanford Research Institute, a 

consulting firm that later assisted with the Alliance for Progress. Francois Cracco and 
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Morgan Sibbet arrived in Iran in fall 1955.
78

 The Cracco-Sibbet mission taxied in Tehran 

but never got off the ground. During a brief visit to Tehran in April 1956, a Ford 

Foundation representative reported that the Stanford group was “having a rough go of it.” 

Cracco realized quickly that foreign advisers did not hold the key for the Plan 

Organization‟s success. He suggested that the Ford Foundation should entice Iranian 

professionals living abroad to opt for a life of public service in their homeland.
79

 

Cracco‟s assessment convinced Ford‟s Near East representative that the foundation could 

make better use of its money by recruiting and training Iranian economists.
80

 The 

Stanford economists and the Ford Foundation‟s Near Eastern specialists agreed that 

Ebtehaj‟s “big problem” was locating well-trained and experienced Iranians to staff the 

Plan Organization.
81

 The Ford Foundation‟s Near East hands spent the bulk of their 

energy in the first half of 1957 attempting to unravel the “knotty question…at the essence 

of the whole project:” how to attract U.S.-educated Iranian economists to work in the 

Plan Organization‟s new Economic Bureau.
82

  

Ebtehaj coupled his search for Iranians residing in the West with a new 

philosophy on economic planning. For nearly a decade since its inception, the Plan 

Organization bore the monumental task of planning and implementing a broad range of 
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projects ranging from improving irrigation techniques in rural areas to building the 

ambitious Dez Dam in Khuzestan. Despite designs to the contrary, the Plan Organization 

allocated minimal funds for and passed little responsibility to the appropriate government 

ministries. This attitude and behavior made for a chaotic planning process with a lack of 

systemic thought on the interrelationship between approved projects. Ebtehaj walked 

away from a series of discussions with the International Bank for Reconstruction and 

Development (IBRD, now the World Bank), confidant that he could craft a wide-ranging 

program of economic development that would be more effective than the first two plans. 

With the help of IBRD loans, U.S. aid, and oil revenue, Ebtehaj and his lieutenants 

devised a comprehensive plan that coordinated public and private sector spending on 

developmental projects to pursue import-substitution industrialization. Ebtehaj knew that 

bureaucratic innovation was needed to successfully carry out a comprehensive plan, and 

in 1958 he created the Economic Bureau to isolate the planning process from the 

implementation of individual projects.
83

  

John Adler of the IBRD offered two suggestions for enabling Ebtehaj to staff the 

Economic Bureau with between fifteen and twenty Iranians and train a new generation of 

economists. Adler recommended that the Ford Foundation provide a “special allowance” 

to skilled Iranians to compensate for the disparity between the salaries that an economist 

could earn in Iran as compared to those working in the West. Competitive salaries, Adler 
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predicted, would appeal to Iranians who were reluctant to return home after graduating 

from universities in the United States and Western Europe. He suggested advertising 

employment opportunities in the publication of the Iranian Student Association in the 

United States. Adler also emphasized the potential benefits of a Ford-backed scholarship 

program geared to provide advanced overseas training in development planning for the 

new hires of the Economic Bureau. He considered the most suitable institutions for 

foreign training to be the International Institute of Social Sciences in The Hague and the 

Economic Development Institute of the IBRD in Washington, which were established in 

1952 and 1955, respectively, to contribute to global development.
84

 Before any of this 

could happen, Ebtehaj and his Ford Foundation advisers needed to find a competent 

manager.  

The search for an Iranian to manage the Economic Bureau led to Khodadad “Joe” 

Farmanfarmaian. He met Ebtehaj in fall 1956 when the Plan Organization managing 

director delivered a lecture on the Second Plan to a group of Iranian students in New 

York.
85

 But the push for Farmanfarmaian came from Hector Prud‟homme, who learned 

first-hand about the slew of problems that accompanied a foreign head of an Iranian 

government bureau. Prud‟homme was the son of a Belgian engineer who, after working 

for the Marshall Plan in Germany, traveled to Iran as part of an IBRD mission to serve as 

head of the Plan Organization‟s Technical Bureau. He had for years urged Tehran to 

create an Iranian-led wing of the Plan Organization that focused solely on planning. 
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Prud‟homme recommended Farmanfarmaian for the job in an August 1957 letter to 

Kenneth Iverson, who ran the Ford Foundation‟s Near East field office from Beirut.
86

 

Khodadad Farmanfarmaian spent fifteen years studying in Lebanon, Great 

Britain, and the United States. He was born into one of Iran‟s old, landed families in the 

ancient Median city of Hamadan. He left Iran as a teenager to attend the Preparatory 

School of the American University of Beirut. After a stint in London, he moved in fall 

1947 to Greeley, Colorado, where he attended the Colorado State College of Education 

one year before Sayyid Qutb arrived on campus. In fall 1949, after bouncing between 

American and British universities, Farmanfarmaian settled in the economics department 

at Stanford University, where he received a B.A. and M.A. He earned a Ph.D. in 1956 

from the University of Colorado at Boulder after completing a dissertation on oil-

generated economic development. He was teaching at Princeton University in 1957 when 

Prud‟homme identified him as a potential deputy director of the Economic Bureau.
87

 

Farmanfarmaian, who lacked practical experience but had the academic 

credentials, intrigued the Ford Foundation. Harvey P. Hall, the executive director of 

Ford‟s Overseas Development Program, sought the advice of T. Cuyler Young, the 

esteemed Iranologist in Princeton‟s Department of Oriental Studies. Young, who was in 

Tehran at the time, attested to Farmanfarmaian‟s superior academic achievements. Young 
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identified in the promising Iranian the “ambivalence in culture” that the Ford Foundation 

desired. “He has been in the West long enough to have absorbed the best of our social 

and intellectuals [sic] ideals,” Young described, “yet he is still in rapport with his own 

country and culture.”
88

 Before the end of the year, Farmanfarmaian accepted Ebtehaj‟s 

offer to begin work as deputy director of the Economic Bureau beginning on February 1, 

1958. “The first thing Joe wants to do,” according to one Ford representative in the 

United States, “is interview candidates for the Iranian members in this country.”
89

 

Farmanfarmaian and the Stanford Research Institute‟s Morgan Sibbett drew up a 

list of Iranians qualified to staff the Economic Bureau, and they both agreed that Reza 

Moghadam was “the type of man” they needed.
90

 The son of a merchant, Moghadam left 

Iran in 1945 at the age of eighteen. He remained in the United States for twelve years, 

doing his undergraduate studies at a small liberal arts college in New Jersey. While 

working toward his Ph.D. at Stanford University, Moghadam received a Ford Foundation 

grant in 1953 that allowed him to complete his dissertation on exchange policies and 

national development. He wrote his dissertation under the direction of the Hungarian-

born economist Tibor Scitovsky. But Moghadam gravitated toward the ideas of 

Stanford‟s Marxist economist Paul A. Baran. As one prominent scholar observed, 

Baran‟s influence may have encouraged the young Iranian to, after two years at the IMF, 

forsake private sector work abroad for a life of public service in Iran. It was also at 
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Stanford where Moghadam met Farmanfarmaian, his fellow student with whom he 

developed an enduring friendship and working relationship. Farmanfarmaian later 

recalled that his colleague was “a brilliant student” and “a top economist by any Western 

standards.”
91

 

Harvey Hall‟s Overseas Development Program served as a link between Iranian 

economists in the United States and the Plan Organization in Tehran. Inspired by 

Ebtehaj‟s fall 1956 lecture on the Second Plan, NYU‟s Sharif Adib-Soltani and the 

University of Minnesota‟s Farhad Ghahraman submitted to Hall their letters of interest 

and resumes.
92

 So did Abbas Ghezelbash, a newly-minted Ph.D. in economics from the 

Ohio State University who was conducting post-doctoral research at the University of 

Chicago. Harvey Hall forwarded the three names to Farmanfarmaian, who hired the 

young Iranians for employment with the Economic Bureau.
93

  

The Ford Foundation benefited from the resources and experience of two of 

America‟s preeminent private organizations dedicated to international education. George 

A. Naifeh directed the Student Placement Service of the American Friends of the Middle 
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East from the organization‟s midwestern regional office in Chicago, where he 

interviewed students each semester to assess their skills, interests, and future plans for 

employment. The “chief purpose” of Naifeh‟s division was to persuade Middle Eastern 

graduates of American universities that their training would “be of great service in the 

development of their own country‟s economy.”
94

 The Statistical Services Division of the 

more established Institute of International Education proved more helpful than AFME in 

the Plan Organization‟s search. The IIE prepared a list of all of the Iranians who had 

enrolled in graduate programs in economics in the United States since the end of the 

Second World War.
95

  

Farmanfarmaian was drawn to U.S.-educated Iranian economists for three 

reasons. First, he attributed his proclivity to look to the United States to “a natural 

tendency on the part of the American-educated Management of the Bureau to seek the 

type of qualities common with their own.” Second, Farmanfarmaian preferred U.S.-

trained economists because of their grounding in economic theory. He considered this 

focus preferable to the Germans and French, whose training emphasized institutional 

economics and economic history. Third, Farmanfarmaian expected his mid-level and 

senior economists to read and write English well enough to communicate with the new 
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contingent of American advisers that the Ford Foundation assigned to work with the 

Economic Bureau.
96

   

To ensure Farmanfarmaian‟s team a smooth start, the Ford Foundation issued a 

second, much larger grant to the Plan Organization that totaled more than 1.2 million 

dollars. This grant began in spring 1958 and targeted the Economic Bureau.
97

 Its 

objectives were three-fold. First, the Ford Foundation bankrolled a foreign advisory team 

to help organize the Economic Bureau and provide on-the-spot training to its members. 

Second, it issued supplemental salaries to Iran‟s top economists to avoid the quick 

disillusionment and high turnover rates that would disrupt the continuity of personnel and 

ideas required for sound economic planning. Third, it provided approximately three 

fellowships per year to Economic Bureau employees to study economic planning and 

resource development in Western institutes and universities.
98

    

The Harvard Advisory Group worked with the Economic Bureau as the Iranian 

recruits finalized the blueprint for Iran‟s Third Plan. The dean of Harvard‟s Littauer 

Graduate School of Public Administration recommended that Kenneth Hansen serve as 

the group‟s field supervisor.
99

 Hansen was a thirty-four-year-old veteran of the Economic 

Cooperation Administration in Austria who spent much of the 1950s in the private sector. 

With next to no familiarity with Iran, Hansen‟s crash course included reading the Ph.D. 

dissertations of the Iranian members of the Economic Bureau. He devoted the bulk of his 
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attention from 1958 to 1961 to transforming Farmanfarmaian from a promising 

theoretical economist with little field experience into a bold planner and effective 

administrator. According to his protégé, Hansen‟s task “was primarily to mould well-

educated young men into strong, able and dedicated decision-makers and administrators, 

as well as to help build a lasting, productive and efficient organization.” Hansen‟s Iranian 

counterpart described him as a friendly taskmaster concerned with all levels of planning 

and policy who retreated into the background during his final year in Tehran. In 1961 

Hansen accepted a post in the Kennedy administration‟s Bureau of the Budget. The 

Harvard-trained Canadian Thomas McLeod assumed control of advisory group.
100

 

Sixty thousand dollars of the grant went toward the supplemental salaries of 

fourteen members of the Economic Bureau. When determining who received the 

supplements, which ranged from 1,500 to 15,000 rials, the Ford Foundation considered 

current salaries, standing in the Economic Bureau, professional experience, and academic 

credentials. In the end, nine U.S.-educated Iranians received bonuses. They included 

graduates of the University of California at Berkeley, the University of Southern 

California, and the University of Kansas, as well as Farmanfarmaian, Moghadam, and the 

three individuals who obtained employment through Harvey Hall: Adib-Soltani, 

Ghahraman, and Ghezelbash. Five additional bonus recipients studied economics in 

Paris, Geneva, Lausanne, and Bombay. The salary supplements succeeded in encouraging 

Iranians to return home to enter public service. Yet the process also created problems. 

The Ford Foundation‟s prominent role in staffing, training, and paying the Economic 

Bureau, and the upward mobility of the Iranians who could communicate with the 
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Harvard advisers in English, served as reminders that the Americans had gained 

tremendous influence in Iran after the 1953 coup.
101

  

The Ford Foundation also offered fellowships to members of the Economic 

Bureau for advanced training abroad. The IIE administered the fellowship program, and 

Ebtehaj, Farmanfarmaian, and Hansen determined the recipients, the amount of the 

award, and the appropriate host institution. The Iranian directors and Harvard adviser 

required fellows to have achieved a stellar record of accomplishment during a minimum 

of one year of work with the Economic Bureau. Farmanfarmaian recalled that the 

fellowships were “highly sought after,” in part because the recipients usually received a 

promotion upon return. By the time the Harvard mission departed Iran in 1962, 50 

percent of the members of the Economic Bureau left Tehran to study abroad for between 

nine months and a year, almost half of whom did so with Ford Foundation grant 

money.
102

 

Farmanfarmaian thought that the Ford Foundation grant set the Economic Bureau 

on the right track. While Ford Foundation officials and American technical advisers 

considered the Bureau‟s lack of practical experience a liability, Farmanfarmaian 

considered it “a blessing in disguise.” The fresh outlook was what separated his young 

technocrats from career government bureaucrats. He did not think that the bureaucrats 

who came of age during the reign of the first Pahlavi shah possessed “the type of 

mentality which was needed for breaking away from the ways and practices of the past 
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and creating new policies, practices and institutions suitable for a changing society and a 

growing economy in the second half of the Twentieth Century.” From Farmanfarmaian‟s 

point of view, international education and a modernizing Iran went hand in hand. He 

asserted that as deputy director he “carefully watched” for recent graduates of American 

and European universities, yet the “need was in excess of the availability.”
103

  

The Harvard advisers disagreed. Thomas McLeod devoted forty-four pages of his 

end-of-tour report to the “displaced persons” who returned from abroad to contribute to 

Iran‟s economic development. McLeod argued that many of the foreign trainees had little 

credibility in Iran because they had spent too much time overseas. After returning, they 

often ruffled the feathers of the gatekeepers of power in Iran with their hyper-critical take 

on what they considered inefficient development policies and bureaucratic conservatism. 

Ironically, he at the same time noted that most members of the Economic Bureau hailed 

from Iran‟s “thousand families,” the traditional landed elite that most Americans 

considered an impediment to modernization. To McLeod, the staffing procedures of the 

Economic Bureau simply created “a new elite within the old elite.” Nevertheless, as one 

of McLeod‟s American colleagues pointed out, in a short period of time the Economic 

Bureau “managed to acquire and train a planning staff of considerable competence.” The 

staff‟s international education played a vital part in “the building of institutions” and “the 

transmission of ideas and attitudes,” two linchpins of economic development.
104
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The product of Farmanfarmaian‟s cadre, the Third Development Plan, was a 

relative success during its implementation from 1962 to 1967. That it did can in large part 

be attributed to Farmanfarmaian‟s appeal to internationally educated young intellectuals. 

In consultation with Reza Moghadam and Kenneth Hansen, he hired able individuals, 

many of whom went on to distinguished careers with international institutions such as the 

World Bank.
105

 During their time with the Economic Bureau, Iran‟s young technocrats 

developed a plan that helped produce a growth rate of 9 percent per-year in the mid-

1960s. Oil revenues, which increased from the 1950s but had not yet reached the 

unwieldy levels of the 1970s, consisted of 145 billion of the 230 billion rials that went 

into the Third Plan. But there were drawbacks. Iran‟s planners favored heavy industry 

over agricultural development, the problems with which became apparent after the failure 

of the shah‟s post-1963 land reform. The Third Plan included an overabundance of what 

one analyst termed “prestige-giving projects.” Indeed, 80 percent of the irrigation budget 

went to grandiose projects, such as the three large dams modeled on the Dez Dam. By the 

plan‟s end in 1967, nevertheless, the United States declared Iran a “developed” nation.
106

   

Iran had developed, but because of the lack of integration between the Plan 

Organization and Iran‟s political leadership, that development was stunted. Iran‟s most 

powerful technocrat, Ebtehaj, failed to comprehend the political climate within which he 
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worked. His brashness offended the government ministries and, more important, the shah. 

The conflict between the two men came to a head when Ebtehaj charged the shah with 

funneling a disproportionate amount of oil revenues into the military and away from 

development projects. While Ebtehaj was an “independent nationalist” who did not 

identify with Mosaddeq‟s movement and was willing to work for the regime, the shah 

thought that he was growing too powerful and the Plan Organization too autonomous. In 

February 1959 the majlis eliminated that autonomy by transferring authority over the 

Plan Organization to the prime minister, a position over which the shah exercised 

unchallenged control. Ebtehaj stepped down the same month.
107

 

 The shah‟s attitude is readily understandable. Ebtehaj‟s organization was one of 

the few obstacles that stood in the shah‟s way as he consolidated control over the country 

in the late 1950s. The Plan Organization‟s power, and the political philosophies that 

many of the Economic Bureau employees brought with them from the United States and 

Western Europe, created a potentially volatile situation. As U.S. embassy officials in 

Tehran noted in 1970, “Iranians educated in the U.S. or Western Europe in the 1950s or 

early 1960s yearn for and believe Iran‟s development would be better served by the 

greater political and intellectual freedom they experienced or witnessed while abroad.”
108

  

No one personified the tenuous path of the 1950s more than Hosein Mahdavi, 

who Farmanfarmaian recalled “stood his ground for a long, long time” and was 
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“representative of the tragedy of…the National Front.” Born in 1931, this son of a leader 

of the 1906 Constitutional Revolution leapfrogged between the world‟s most elite 

universities. He studied economics at Oxford University and the Sorbonne during the 

mid-1950s and was offered a Ford-supplemented salary to join the Economic Bureau. He 

focused on industrial development and worked his way through the ranks to become 

Farmanfarmaian‟s assistant director. Farmanfarmaian recalled that Mahdavi, after taking 

a ten-month leave to study economics at Princeton on a Ford Foundation grant, returned 

to Iran “disenchanted.” Mahdavi resigned from the Plan Organization in 1964 to continue 

his studies abroad, this time at Harvard University.
109

 There he became an outspoken 

critic of the Pahlavi regime. In 1967, when discussing the Iranian student opposition in 

the United States, an American diplomat at the embassy in Tehran predicted that 

“Mahdavi may well be a key figure in this problem.”
110

 In the 1960s Mahdavi 

coordinated his opposition to the shah‟s regime with the Iranian Student Association in 

the United States, which another philanthropic organization – the American Friends of 

the Middle East – established in 1953.    

 

 

 

                                                           
109

 Dr. Khodadad Farmanfarmaian, in an interview recorded by Habib Ladjevardi, December 17, 

1982, Cambridge, Massachusetts, Iranian Oral History Collection, Harvard University, 

http://www.fas.harvard.edu/~iohp/farmanfarmaian8.html (accessed August 17, 2012); William G. Miller, 

“The „New Men‟ and their Challenge to American Policy in Iran,” RG 59, RRI 1964-1966, box 12, folder: 

POL 1 Iran 1965, NARA; Ford Foundation Grant 58-158, R-0812, attachments to Kenneth Hansen, 

“Supplementary Salaries for Economic Bureau Personnel,” April 4, 1959; Farmanfarmaian, “Report on 

Formation and Development of Economic Bureau,” Appendix I.  

110
 Martin F. Herz to Theodore L. Eliot Jr., April 13, 1967, RG 59, RRI 1965-1975, box 2, folder: 

POL 15-1 – Shah‟s Visit, NARA.  

http://www.fas.harvard.edu/~iohp/farmanfarmaian8.html


 

46 

 

1.3 The American Friends of the Middle East 

The American Friends of the Middle East was as central as the Ford Foundation 

to building the educational bridge between the United States and Iran. In May 1951 some 

two dozen pro-Arab and anti-Zionist academics, writers, clergy, lawyers, and former 

diplomats congregated at the house of syndicated columnist Dorothy Thompson. The 

eclectic group that founded AFME believed that “people are democracy‟s outposts,” and 

proposed that “peace can be waged” by fostering “human relations” between the peoples 

of the United States and Middle East.
111

 Thompson‟s organization began its relationship 

with Iran amid the tumult of the oil crisis. By late 1953 AFME had established a high-

traffic post in Tehran and, as described by one of the organization‟s representatives, 

began to place students in “proper Protestant colleges and universities in the USA.”
112

 It 

also founded the Iranian Student Association in the United States (ISAUS), a move that 

proved to be its legacy within the context of the U.S-Iran relationship.   

Unbeknownst to many before the New Left magazine Ramparts broke the story in 

1967, AFME was a front organization for the CIA. Consequently, AFME had the 

potential to be more effective than the USIA, Voice of America, and the Fulbright 

exchanges in winning hearts and minds in the Middle East. So long as CIA involvement 

remained covert, target audiences would not view the organization as a state-sponsored 
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instrument of American power. In 1951 Allen Dulles, then the CIA director of plans (the 

newly-formed directorate responsible for covert operations), contacted Cornelius Van 

Engert, a diplomat and future AFME officer, to initiate the relationship. Over the years, 

individuals such as Kermit Roosevelt, the architect of Operation AJAX, the 1953 project 

which ousted Mosaddeq and restored the shah‟s rule, and other active and retired CIA 

officials joined AFME‟s ranks. Financially, AFME received generous subsidies from the 

CIA‟s International Organizations Division and through the Dearborn Foundation, and 

ARAMCO also sent financial assistance through William Eddy. With such support, 

AFME‟s operating budget swelled from seventy-five thousand dollars during its first year 

to one million dollars by the end of the decade.
113

 AFME was one of the many instances 

in which the CIA bankrolled educational programs in an attempt to promote pro-

American sentiment among youths of the world.
114

 Yet the Agency‟s involvement 

compromised that objective. Iran‟s student activists were privy to AFME‟s sources of 

funding years before Ramparts ran its expose. In 1964 the ISAUS international affairs 

vice president, Majid Tehranian, stated explicitly, and correctly, that AFME had ties to 

American oil companies and the CIA.
115

 Despite its internationalist pretenses, AFME 

declared “strong and constant support” for Eisenhower‟s Middle East policy.
116
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AFME‟s bustling Tehran post, which the organization boasted “eminently 

illustrates” its mission, opened in August 1953. As director of the Tehran post, Lafayette 

College‟s Charles Hulac established working relationships with a broad range of Iranian 

and American entities in Tehran, including the shah‟s court, the Iranian Ministry of 

Education, the Near East Foundation, the Iran-America Society, and the USIA. Academic 

advisers in Tehran helped undergraduates, but because of their tendency to become 

“uprooters” upon return, AFME favored students who sought advanced degrees or 

specialized training. They provided guidance in the form of placement, counseling, and 

orientation. Of the organization‟s six posts in the Middle East, half of the student 

inquiries and approximately two-thirds of AFME‟s student placements originated in 

Tehran. During the 1954-1955 academic year, just fewer than seven thousand Iranians 

visited the office to inquire about studying in the United States. Hulac and his staff 

assisted 395 Iranian students with their applications, 315 of which were accepted. Four 

years later the Tehran office interviewed 2,405 students, submitted 1,262 applications, 

and recorded 694 acceptances.
117

   

AFME devoted its resources to placement services, not financial assistance. The 

majority of AFME-assisted students financed their own education. Of the twenty-one 

candidates for employment with the Economic Bureau that AFME‟s Student Survey 

Program provided the Ford Foundation, only one student had studied in the United States 

on an Iranian government scholarship. Another student received a one-year scholarship 

courtesy of the Smith-Mundt Program to study nuclear physics at the University of 
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Illinois. While AFME provided no financial assistance to this sample group, American 

universities often awarded undergraduates with scholarships and graduate students with 

research and teaching assistantships. AFME placed students in respected institutions 

across the United States that offered programs suited for Iran‟s developmental needs. 

Three of the four students who AFME placed in the University of Oklahoma earned 

bachelor‟s degrees in petroleum engineering. Three students at the University of 

Colorado studied hard sciences, while students at Roosevelt University and the 

University of Chicago gravitated toward math and economics. One-third of the students 

attended institutions in the state of California.
118

  

American officials, particularly those working in the consulate in Tehran, 

considered the American Friends of the Middle East the most reputable counseling 

service in Iran. But AFME struggled to meet the rising Iranian demand for international 

education. The heirs to Dorothy Thompson‟s organization assisted as few as 4 percent of 

the Iranians who inquired about study abroad, and only the most qualified. AFME turned 

away the other 96 percent, many of whom sought the assistance of employees with Iran‟s 

Royal Translation Bureau who moonlighted as education counselors. These “I-20 

merchants” (the name derived from the form that foreign nationals filled out to apply for 

an F-1 student visa) walked a line between philanthropy and entrepreneurship. While 

AFME employees and consular officials deemed the merchants unsavory characters, they 

provided a desirable service for the young Iranians that AFME turned away but still 

sought to leave the country. The United States was not, of course, the only country to 
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grow frustrated with I-20 merchants. In 1957 British Ambassador to Iran Roger Stevens 

worried that the interplay between “unrecommended agents and uninspected schools” 

would do little to further his nation‟s interests. Indeed, while AFME placed students in 

elite private institutions and the growing land-grant universities, the top destination for 

Iran‟s most active merchant was Northeastern A&M, a junior college in Miami, 

Oklahoma that AFME-sponsored students could not attend.
119

 
 
 

While AFME could not match the quantity of students that the I-20 merchants 

assisted, the Department of Student Affairs labored to enhance the quality of the 

experience of the Iranian students it placed in American universities. AFME‟s vision was 

much more expansive than that of their counterparts from the Royal Translation Bureau. 

Because AFME believed that “Middle Eastern students in the United States were 

„ambassadors of good will‟ not only in name, but in fact,” the Department of Student 

Affairs worked “to assist interested Middle Eastern students to fulfill their 

„ambassadorial‟ role.” Central to this project was AFME‟s four student organizations: the 

Organization of Arab Students and national organizations for students from Pakistan, 

Afghanistan, and Iran. Academic advisers in Tehran expected that the organizations 
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would minimize the feelings of loneliness and detachment that come with study 

abroad.
120

  

In its effort to establish national student organizations, the American Friends of 

the Middle East tapped the preexisting ties that Lafayette College forged with Iran 

through the Presbyterian Board of Foreign Missions. Because of its affiliation with the 

Presbyterian Church, the small liberal arts college in Pennsylvania produced many of 

America‟s earliest representatives in Iran, including Samuel Martin Jordan, the founder 

of the American College of Tehran, later Alborz College.
121

 Ties between Lafayette and 

Iran managed to survive Reza Shah‟s deposition and the Allied occupation. Before 

heading AFME‟s Tehran post, Charles Hulac directed the Alborz Foundation for the 

Presbyterian Board of Foreign Missions from 1945 to 1950 and served as Lafayette‟s 

admissions director and foreign student adviser from 1950 to 1953. In November 1952 he 

traveled to Iran on AFME‟s behalf to investigate the effectiveness of U.S. student 

exchange programs.
122

  

Because of Lafayette‟s decades-long relationship with Iran, the first Iranian 

student association in United States was based on the northeastern Pennsylvania campus. 

All incoming mail passed through Hulac‟s foreign student office. While some of the 
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organization‟s officers lived near the Lafayette campus, others attended universities in 

nearby New York City. The treasurer was Clifford Gurney, an American graduate student 

of international affairs at Columbia University who was born in Tehran to a Presbyterian 

missionary family. He later worked for AFME and the Fulbright program in Iran before 

spending the 1960s and 1970s as a student adviser at the Iranian embassy in Washington. 

Hushang Piranazar, a future member of the Economic Bureau of the Plan Organization, 

sat on the board of officers.
123

 Feizollah Larudy, an Iranian pastor at Southern 

Presbyterian Church in Easton who served as general secretary, noted that in late 1952 

the student association at Lafayette was “in close contact with The American Friends of 

the Middle East.”
124

   

As Larudy observed, AFME‟s effort to replace the Lafayette group with a 

national organization began in late 1952. Reverend William A. Wright Jr. convened a 

series of small meetings with Iranian students in the United States that paved the way for 

AFME‟s Department of Student Affairs to sponsor a planning conference in Chicago in 

December 1952. The attendees agreed to hold a four-day convention the following 

September at Denver University. At the time known as the Iranian Student Convention, 

the Lafayette-New York group held monthly meetings in a building on East 57th Street in 

Manhattan to plan for the creation of a national Iranian student association. Less than two 
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weeks after Mosaddeq‟s ouster, AFME representatives and 85 Iranian students met in 

Denver to found the Iranian Students Association in the United States.
125

  

By the late 1950s, the ISAUS could boast of some 1,200 members. The 

organization maintained its New York headquarters, and it published a newsletter in 

English and Persian that was available for an annual nominal subscription fee. AFME 

provided the association with most of its funds in the form of an annual grant, most of 

which went toward the annual convention and informational material. By 1958 the 

ISAUS had produced an illustrated book, titled “Iran at a Glance,” designed for an 

American audience, and a pamphlet that summarized immigration laws for foreign 

nationals. At the decade‟s close, local chapters sprouted in New York, Minnesota, 

Nebraska, and Northern California.
126

  

Cyrus Samii, the first president of the ISAUS, attended the American University 

of Beirut, received an M.A. in English literature from the University of Michigan, and 

earned a Ph.D. in political science from the University of Kansas where he specialized in 

budgeting and administration. As a student leader in the United States from 1953 to 1955, 

he founded and served as editor of the ISAUS publication, Daneshjoo. In 1956 Samii 

returned to Iran to join the Plan Organization. Three years later he was back in 

Washington, D.C. in a year-long course on the theory and practice of economic 
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development at the IBRD‟s Economic Development Institute. Javad Vafa was Samii‟s 

second-in-command. After helping to found the ISAUS, Vafa also returned to work with 

the Plan Organization in Tehran, where he attempted to build bridges between its 

Manpower Section and the Iranian Ministry of Education.
127

  

The Iranian students organized the Denver conference around five “study 

groups.” The first four groups reached conclusions that meshed well with the objectives 

of U.S. public diplomacy in Iran. The student association, which was avowedly secular, 

devoted four of the five study groups to the relationship between national development 

and Iranian industry, education, agriculture, and society. The students shared with 

America‟s diplomats a critique of Iran‟s centralized education system. “Authoritarianism 

is the dominant theme in the Iranian educational system,” the students reported. They 

“recommended that the whole school system be modified and rearranged to fit the 

democratic spirit and a different conception of human learning.” The study groups 

stressed the need for provincial control over the education process, affirming the 

objectives of the Foreign Operations Administration‟s International Teacher 

Development Program. The students also devoted substantial time to the subject of 

agricultural improvement and rural development, which was the focus of the initial U.S.-

Iran Point Four agreement.
128
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The fifth study group in Denver, which focused on how Americans and Iranians 

could attain mutual understanding between their countries, underscored the tensions 

inherent in the post-Mosaddeq U.S.-Iran relationship. On the one hand, the ISAUS 

showed no sympathy for the Soviet Union, applauded the United States and its efforts to 

contain communist expansion, and proclaimed their support for Iran‟s project of national 

development. Albeit hesitantly, the students even affirmed their enduring belief that “the 

United States‟ main objective seems to be the establishment and preservation of 

democracy.” They declared that Iran “desperately needs economic and social 

development,…modernization, and the establishment of a „government of the people, by 

the people and for the people.‟” The study group expressed optimism for the future of 

American-Iranian cooperation and shared a “common feeling…that the interests and 

ideals of the two peoples are not only not incompatible, but to a surprisingly great extent 

similar and identical.”
129

  

On the other hand, the democratic ethos and pro-Mosaddeq sentiment that 

pervaded the Denver conference led the committee to question the commitment of the 

Eisenhower administration and the Pahlavi regime to fostering a binational relationship 

founded on such ideals. The students criticized the United States for colluding with the 

British rather than backing Iran‟s nationalists. That decision, according to study group 

number five, warped the ideals that the United States held out to the world decades earlier 

“when the spirit of Wilsonian democracy was at its height,” and “gave place to despair, 
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illusion and suspicion” among many Iranians toward the United States.
130

 The fifth study 

group‟s report manifested the emerging rift between U.S. foreign policy, the shah‟s 

modernization project, and Iran‟s progressive internationalists. 

The fifth study group concluded that mutual understanding between the United 

States and Iran required both countries to commit to democratic governance. “One cannot 

fight an idea with machine guns alone,” the students asserted as they speculated about 

how the shah might respond to his communist and nationalist foes. Reaffirming their 

steadfast anti-communism, the students argued that the best way for Iran to block Soviet 

ambitions was to establish “a democratic regime in Iran which allows free and 

constructive criticism by the people of the acts of the government.” Mutual understanding 

required the United States to devote fewer resources to its military assistance program 

and more to economic development, cultural projects, and foreign travel. The students 

advised that the emphasis of U.S. foreign policy toward Iran “should be put on butter 

rather than guns.” The ISAUS concluded their assessment of U.S.-Iran relations with a 

not-so-subtle message: “May the governments of arms and oppression be banished from 

the face of the earth.”
131

  

The American Friends of the Middle East insufficiently appreciated the 

implications of the fifth study group‟s report. “Meeting in the midst of Iran‟s then current 

political crisis,” AFME reported, “the students successfully, although with some 

difficulty, restrained their own political biases.”
132

 AFME‟s assessment, which glossed 
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over the students‟ perception of Mohammad Mosaddeq‟s National Front as a blessing 

rather than a curse, ran counter to the recollections of the Iranian attendees. Manouchehr 

Ganji, a human rights advocate who in the mid-1970s served as Iran‟s minister of 

education, recalled in his memoir that he delivered a speech at the Denver meeting that 

“was bitter and very critical” of both the Pahlavi regime and U.S. foreign policy.
133

   

The anti-shah sentiment that bubbled over at the first ISAUS convention became 

more pronounced as the 1950s progressed. At the second ISAUS convention in 1954, 

many of the 140 students who gathered at Berkeley‟s International House were frustrated 

with the repression that accompanied the shah‟s consolidation of power in the aftermath 

of the coup. AFME noticed the signs of political discontent, reporting that the students at 

Berkeley “made it quite clear that the…development of their country could be achieved 

only in an atmosphere of stability and freedom, and pledged themselves to work toward 

these goals for Iran.”
134

 Despite calls for democratic reform, more than one hundred 

ISAUS members mingled with the shah and the royal party at a Minneapolis banquet in 

June 1958.
135

 Still, anti-shah sentiment continued to intensify. In 1959 AFME lamented 

that the ISAUS was experiencing “organizational difficulties,” charging that the Iran‟s 

elected officers allowed politics to overshadow other organizational functions. AFME 

noted that rival student associations were emerging, and questioned “whether any of 

these organizations can develop into a cohesive and generally effective association.”
136
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Iranian student politics created distance between the ISAUS and its patron. While AFME 

boasted in its 1959-1960 annual report of maintaining “close liaison” with the Arab, 

Pakistan, and Afghan student associations, any mention of the ISAUS was conspicuously 

absent.
137

  

A willful ignorance of the political dimension of international education and the 

CIA‟s covert presence pushed AFME and the ISAUS apart. Contrary to AFME‟s original 

intent, then, the ISAUS served as the foundation for Iranian student organizing in the 

United States. First-generation members established networks of communication and 

created a political culture of dissent that made the ISAUS a central component to the 

progressive internationalist coalition of the 1960s and 1970s. 

********** 

The U.S. government, as well as modernizing elites in the Ford Foundation and 

the CIA-sponsored AFME, used international education as a vehicle, as Allen Dulles 

articulated, to “knit it [Iran] into the western world.”
138

 The Iranian military benefited 

from the training that its servicemen received in U.S. academies. Technical training in the 

United States was one component of the Point Four program. The Ford Foundation 

cooperated with the Plan Organization during one of Iran‟s most intensive and dynamic 

periods of state-directed economic planning. And AFME provided counseling and 

placement services to young Iranians seeking to study abroad. More important, AFME 

established the ISAUS, an organization whose path deviated from its patron‟s 

expectations in 1960.  
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U.S. educational initiatives made it significantly easier to travel from Iran to the 

United States than it was to leave Iran for the Soviet Union. Until the Soviet-Iran 

rapprochement of the mid-1960s, there was no direct path for Iranians to take to Soviet 

universities. In 1967 the U.S. embassy in Tehran reported that Iran selected twelve 

“official” students to study hydrology and ichthyology in Leningrad and Astrakhan. 

Roughly three-dozen additional “unofficial” students enrolled in Moscow‟s Patrice 

Lumumba University after applying for scholarships through Soviet diplomatic offices in 

Europe.
139

 International education combined with bilateral defense agreements, such as 

the one the two governments signed in 1959 that pledged the United States to defend Iran 

in the face of external aggression, to strengthen the Washington-Tehran alliance and keep 

the flow of students between Iran and the Soviet Union to a minimum.
140

     

But the flow of Iranians to the United States did little to improve the American 

image in Iran. By the end of the 1950s, U.S. support for the Pahlavi regime began to 

discredit many otherwise worthy U.S. educational initiatives in the minds of Iranian 

progressives. In November 1959 the Iranian Student Organization in Europe criticized 

Iran‟s centrality to America‟s defense posture in the Northern Tier as the Baghdad Pact 

reformed as the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO). Because “the President is a 

liberal-minded American,” the students surmised, Eisenhower must have been “very 

badly misinformed…about the kind of government regime existing in Iran.” The students 
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contended that the military alliance between the United States and Iran subverted the 

American claim to the anti-imperialist mantle among the rising tide of youth throughout 

Africa, Asia, and Latin America. They argued, “Anybody who thinks that the present 

regime in Iran should be supported and protected is very colonial-minded, and we are 

sorry to say, rather criminal-minded.”
141

 

Despite their protestations, authoritarian development was an idea without 

boundaries that resonated with Iranian officials seeking to maintain control over the 

domestic levers of power and American policymakers who worked to secure a stable ally 

in Persian Gulf. In Iran, the shah consolidated royal authority during a period of martial 

law from August 1953 through September 1956. He restricted the freedoms of speech and 

assembly, placed Mosaddeq under house arrest, scattered the National Front into disarray, 

disrupted the organizing capacities of the Tudeh Party, and banned from the formal 

political sphere Ayatollah Abol Qasem Kashani and other prominent members of the 

ulama. From 1953 to 1961 Washington provided the shah with five hundred million 

dollars in military aid, the size of the armed forces doubled, and Iran‟s national defense 

budget grew from 2.5 to 14.2 percent of the GNP. By 1956 the largest U.S. military aid 

mission in the world was located in Iran. In 1957 the CIA and the Israeli Mossad helped 

establish the notorious National Intelligence and Security Organization, known by the 

Persian acronym SAVAK, which through the 1970s maintained jurisdiction over political 
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trials and served as military magistrates. SAVAK, as the historian Jeremy Kuzmarov 

describes, modernized the Iranian state‟s capacity for repression.
142

  

After the Suez crisis of 1956, the Iraqi Revolution of 1958, and the Anglo-

American military interventions in Jordan and Lebanon, Eisenhower identified Iran as 

pivotal to U.S. strategy in the Middle East. That meant increasing the availability of 

training in the United States for Iran‟s military and security establishment. Nearly one 

thousand Iranian servicemen received training at American military academies during 

Eisenhower‟s last year in office, a figure almost ten times greater than it was five years 

earlier. SAVAK officers also came to the United States to learn how to improve their 

surveillance, interrogation, and communications techniques.
143

 The shah, noted 

Eisenhower‟s NSC, was “clearly determined to use authoritarian means if necessary to 

maintain stability and carry forward desirable economic and political programs.”
144

 

One U.S.-educated Iranian pointedly asked an American journalist in 1959, “Why 

don‟t you work with the people who believe in Western democracy as we have studied it 

in England, France and America?” The American journalist described his interviewee as 

“a young force and a proud force and one whose presence in the Middle East the West 

may sooner or later have to recognize -- or reckon with.”
145

 He was right. 
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CHAPTER 2 – THE WINDOW: 

DEBATING MODERNIZATION DURING THE KENNEDY ERA 

 

As far as revolutionary potential goes, he [Ali Fatemi] did not seem markedly 

more optimistic about the future than the last time I saw him. He thinks that the 

State Department had firmly committed itself to supporting the Shah…, and that 

in the battle between State, which supports the Shah, and Bobby Kennedy, who 

supports the [National] Front, State has won. 

 

– Ronald Story, USNSA International Commission (1963)
1
 

 

 

American support for the Pahlavi regime wavered as the New Look gave way to 

the New Frontier. The John F. Kennedy administration, convinced that third world 

leaders needed to initiate reform from above to prevent revolution from below, urged the 

shah to concentrate his energies on economic rather than military modernization. 

Kennedy‟s apprehension over Iran began when he learned of a conversation between 

political commentator Walter Lippmann and Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev. 

Lippmann recalled with consternation Khrushchev‟s assertion that “Iran is the most 

immediate example” of the ever-increasing global appeal of revolutionary socialism. 

Khrushchev‟s proclamations sent shockwaves through the Kennedy White House.
2
 The 

president assigned Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs (NEA) Phillips 

Talbot to preside over the interdepartmental Iran Task Force. Robert Komer, who later in 

the 1960s became famous for heading up the Civil Operations and Revolutionary 

Development Support (CORDS) pacification program in South Vietnam but under 

Kennedy was a vocal member of the Task Force who oversaw day-to-day policymaking 
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on Iran as a senior member of McGeorge Bundy‟s National Security Council, asserted 

that the administration must not let Khrushchev “make good on his boast that Iran will 

fall like a ripe plum into his lap.”
3
 Debates on if and how to remedy Iran‟s flagging 

economy and turbulent political system split the administration into three camps.  

The most well-known camps, as identified by James Goode, were the 

traditionalists in the Departments of State and Defense and modernizers in the White 

House and the Bureau of the Budget. Traditionalists such as Iran desk officer John 

Bowling and NEA‟s Phillips Talbot pushed for stability in Iran through arms sales and 

strengthening Eisenhower-era regional defense pacts. They worried that too much 

American pressure for reform could push the shah toward the nonaligned camp. 

According to the modernizers, who initially did not identify a risk in pressuring the shah 

to reform, State instructed the White House “to keep its cotton-picking hands off this 

problem.” Robert Komer was, in addition to Kenneth Hansen, who stepped down as chief 

of the Ford Foundation-financed Harvard Advisory Group in Iran to serve as assistant 

director of the Bureau of the Budget, the most influential modernizer in the White House. 

Komer proposed that the administration persuade the shah of the merits of economic 

development and a smaller, more mobile army. Despite Komer‟s centrality to the 
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decision-making process as one of the national security adviser‟s top aides, calls for 

reform failed to penetrate what he called “the stonewall of State.”
4
  

Neither traditionalists nor modernizers pushed for political liberalization in Iran. 

In summer 1960 former Mosaddeq confidants Mehdi Bazargan, Khalil Maleki, Allahyar 

Saleh, and Karim Sanjabi formed the Second National Front. But the rejuvenated 

coalition did not enjoy the support of most reformers in Washington. Komer 

recommended in early 1962 that the shah should initiate just enough reforms “to take the 

wind out of the NF‟s sails.” He advised President Kennedy that the Iranian Student 

Association, which adhered to the National Front line in the early 1960s, was little more 

than a “minor, though tendentious” problem.
5
 

Officials who did promote political liberalization in Iran coalesced around the 

precepts of “free speech modernism” to form a third camp. The decentralized structure of 

the Kennedy administration, in contrast to the pyramid-like structure of the Eisenhower 

national security architecture, provided an avenue through which individuals and 

organizations outside of traditional foreign policymaking communities could reach the 

president‟s most trusted advisers.
6
 Anti-regime Iranian students established contacts with 
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powerful individuals in Washington, notably Supreme Court Justice William Douglas 

and Attorney General Robert Kennedy, both of whom had access to the president‟s ear. 

The transnational coalition of American and Iranian free speech modernists called for the 

restoration of the 1906 Iranian Constitution and insisted that freedom of expression 

accompany economic development. An interpretation of modernity that focused primarily 

on the political sphere frustrated American traditionalists and modernizers, as well as the 

shah and his representatives abroad. 

Policy deliberations in Washington between reformers of different stripes – those 

who accepted authoritarian rule if it facilitated economic development and those who 

insisted on political liberalization – were intertwined with the debate on Iranian 

modernity. The sociologist Farzin Vahdat argues that a dialectical process between 

coercive and emancipatory modernities that began in the mid-nineteenth century 

remained unresolved through the reign of the second Pahlavi shah. Iran‟s free speech 

modernists who studied in the United States in the early 1960s represented one 

manifestation of Vahdat‟s “emancipatory modernism.” On the American side, the lens 

through which the Kennedy administration viewed Iran was, more so than its Republican 

predecessor, tinted by the hue of modernity and driven by ideas about modernization. Yet 

administration officials did not share a monolithic understanding of modernity, nor did all 

policymakers propose modernization as the prescription for a prosperous Iran. Kennedy-

era debates on what type of reform would better secure American interests in Iran broke 
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down between coercive modernists like Komer and free speech modernists such as 

Robert Kennedy.
7
   

The philosophy of free speech modernism and the Kennedy administration‟s 

advising and decision-making style opened the door for Iranian students and their 

American allies from outside of traditional foreign policymaking communities to become 

influential political actors. Robert Kennedy‟s Justice Department acquired leverage over 

the policymaking process as the passports of prominent student organizers in the United 

States became a point of contention between Washington and Tehran. The influence of 

American and Iranian free speech modernists rivaled that of the traditionalists and 

modernizers through early 1963, as the Kennedy administration reevaluated the merits of 

its Iran policy.  

 

2.1 The Shah, the “Harvard Boys,” and Free Speech Modernism 

The emergence of a transnational community of American and Iranian free speech 

modernists exacerbated the anxieties that the shah harbored toward the Kennedys. The 

shah distrusted Kennedy administration officials, to whom he sardonically referred as the 

“Harvard boys.”
8
 Commenting on the shah‟s reading of American politics, NEA 

maintained that Kennedy‟s election “heightened his anxieties” that the new 

administration might abandon its treaty commitments, seek superpower détente at the 
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expense of smaller nations, or support a faction of the opposition and intervene in Iran‟s 

internal affairs. The shah was particularly concerned with preserving the flow of 

American-made armaments to the Iranian military. State reported that because the shah 

was “almost obsessed” with increasing the size of the military, he was “bitterly 

disappointed” with the Kennedy administration‟s push for economic development. 

Discontinuing American military aid to Iran, Foggy Bottom opined, would offend the 

shah‟s “most sensitive personal quirk” and increase the possibility of a nonaligned Iran.
9
 

The shah‟s concerns proved justified when Washington suspended aid deliveries as it 

awaited the Iran Task Force report of May 1961. Meanwhile, Komer and Hansen – the 

self-proclaimed “heretics” – continued to renounce sizable arms sales to Iran.
10

  

Seeking information from beyond the Beltway, these modernizers followed with 

great interest the proceedings of a conference held in late 1961 on U.S.-Iran relations at 

Princeton University. The participants included Princeton‟s Iranologist T. Cuyler Young, 

the University of Pittsburgh political scientist and scholar of Iranian nationalism Richard 

Cottam, and George Baldwin of the Harvard Advisory Group. The conferees reached an 

overwhelming consensus that the United States erred in oversupplying Iran with 

armaments because a strong military diminished the incentive for political 

liberalization.
11

 The growing rift in the administration and the reliance on advice outside 
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of traditional foreign policymaking communities empowered free speech modernists to 

influence a president already skeptical of the shah‟s leadership qualities. 

Iranian politics entered a tumultuous period in 1960 that sent warning signs to 

free speech modernists and modernizers alike about the shah‟s authoritarian methods of 

governance. A series of fraudulent elections in August 1960 and January 1961, which the 

government rigged and the Second National Front boycotted, revealed the limitations of 

the two-party state that the shah constructed in 1957. The shah dissolved the twentieth 

majlis in the wake of a deadly teacher strike in early May 1961. That same month he 

appointed as prime minister Ali Amini, a liberal French-educated lawyer and economist 

who served as ambassador to the United States from 1956 to 1958 before his opposition 

to the government-controlled Melliyun Party led to his dismissal. Amini‟s premiership, 

which the Kennedy administration hoped to strengthen at the expense of the monarchy, 

was marked by the second period of martial law in less than four years. Free speech 

modernists called for the restoration of the majlis, national elections free from 

governmental interference, and the realization of the Iranian Constitution. But elections 

for the twenty-first majlis did not take place until September 1963. The suspension of 

parliamentary governance in Iran for all but six months of Kennedy‟s presidency 

produced an environment conducive for free speech modernists to influence 

Washington‟s Iran policy.
12

   

Supreme Court Justice William Douglas was the chief American proponent of 

free speech modernism. He was a First Amendment absolutist, an avid environmentalist, 
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a seasoned world traveler, and an internationalist in an age of dominated by national 

interest. After Franklin Roosevelt appointed Douglas in 1939 to replace the aging Louis 

Brandeis on the Supreme Court, the lawyer from the Pacific Northwest carried on the 

legacy of the New Deal at home and abroad for thirty-six years. He was a vehement 

opponent of the traditionalist stance toward Iran who claimed that “military aid is the 

saddest chapter of our foreign aid adventure.” Douglas identified a symbiotic relationship 

between America‟s domestic and foreign affairs. As he declared in his 1963 book, The 

Anatomy of Liberty: The Rights of Man Without Force, “Liberty at home means nothing 

in this nuclear age if liberty is no more than a mirage to those in other lands.”
13

 Douglas 

worried that liberty was a mirage in Pahlavi-era Iran.  

A friend of the Kennedys, Douglas recalled that he “talked to Jack frequently 

about conditions in Iran.” His advice diverged from the policy recommendations that the 

president received from the traditionalists and modernizers.
14

 While Douglas‟ solutions 

appeared radical to many cold warriors, his intimate knowledge of Iran lent credence to 

his opinions. One Iranian heaped praise on Douglas for understanding Iran “far better 

than any single man in your Dept. of State.”
15

 His knowledge of Iran stemmed from 

decades of traveling and the contacts he forged with a wide spectrum of Iranians, ranging 
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from members of the Qashqai in the Fars province to former Prime Minister Mohammad 

Mosaddeq.
16

 

 Douglas supported Mosaddeq‟s nationalist reforms and took up the cause of 

Iranians who struggled to uphold the constitution as the shah consolidated power in the 

1950s. The charismatic Mosaddeq made an impression on Douglas when the two men 

met in November 1951 during the prime minister‟s trip to the United States. Douglas 

referred to Mosaddeq as “a personal friend” for whom he had “great admiration.”
17

 

Admiration for Mosaddeq and support for the National Front led Douglas to watch with 

consternation as the shah entrenched his power in the aftermath of the 1953 coup. He 

agonized as Hosein Fatemi‟s life hung in the balance in Tehran. Fatemi was Mosaddeq‟s 

outspoken foreign minister who at various times decried the shah as “shameless,” a 

“traitor,” and a “criminal.” When the shah reclaimed the Peacock Throne in August 1953, 

he charged Fatemi with treason, a crime punishable by death. In November 1954 Douglas 

cabled the shah to argue for Fatemi‟s pardon.
18

 The shah rebuffed Douglas and Hosein 

Fatemi‟s execution marked a turn toward authoritarianism in Iran.  

For the justice, who lamented in 1957 that “things are going from bad to worse in 

Iran,” discussions with international students provided a way to sway the next generation 
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of Iranian leaders.
19

 Throughout the 1950s Douglas cultivated a relationship with Iranian 

student leaders in the United States and fostered transnational ties based on common 

conceptions of constitutionalism. He wrote to the ISAUS in 1958 that “Iran has some 

wonderful students here and it always does my heart good to meet and talk with them.”
20

 

Hosein Fatemi‟s relatives and former colleagues formed the core of Iran‟s free 

speech modernists in the United States with whom Douglas corresponded. Fatemi‟s 

family hailed from Nain, a city ninety miles east of the old Safavid capital of Isfahan. 

Nasrollah Saifpour Fatemi was Hosein‟s brother and the family elder in the United States. 

He earned graduate degrees from Columbia University and the New School for Social 

Research, was a local politician in Iran‟s Fars Province, a member of the majlis from 

1943 to 1947, and a delegate to the United Nations from 1952 to 1953. After 1953, the 

elder Fatemi began an illustrious career as a professor of international affairs at Fairleigh 

Dickinson University in Teaneck, New Jersey. His son, Fariborz, graduated from 

Pennsylvania‟s Muhlenberg College in 1956 before earning an M.A. from the Fletcher 

School of Law and Diplomacy. In the early 1960s Fariborz was a graduate student in 

international law at the Maxwell School of Public Administration at Syracuse University 

and a Congressional Fellow with Congressman James Roosevelt (D-CA) and the anti-

shah Senator Frank Church (D-ID). In 1953 Congress granted residency to Nasrollah and 
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his immediate family, including Fariborz. But his nephew, Ali Mohammad Saifpour 

Fatemi, was not a naturalized American citizen.
21

 

Fariborz and his cousin Ali Fatemi were vocal opponents of the shah while they 

studied in the United States. In 1956 Ali graduated from Fairleigh Dickinson. After 

graduation he worked at the United Nations in New York until December 1960, departing 

only months after friction emerged between the ISAUS and the Iranian government. In 

the early 1960s he was a doctoral student in economics at the New School and the three-

term ISAUS president. Fatemi was, one American student assessed in 1963, “the ramrod 

of virtually everything ISA has managed to get done.”
22

 The ISAUS embraced an openly 

anti-shah stance under the leadership of Fatemi and the young Georgetown University 

student, Sadeq Qotbzadeh.  

Qotbzadeh was the most vocal of the approximately five thousand Iranian 

students who studied at American universities in the early 1960s. He was one of seven 

children, born in 1936 into a relatively well-to-do and pious Tehran bazaar family. 

Politics engulfed Sadeq‟s life at an early age. His father was a lumber merchant who 
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despised the shah for encroaching on the autonomy and hindering the prosperity of Iran‟s 

bustling bazaars by encouraging Western imports. The elder Qotbzadeh supported the 

National Front and befriended Mosaddeq. In 1956, after Mosaddeq was released from 

prison, Sadeq‟s father urged him to spend two weeks with the old constitutionalist in his 

Ahmad Abad home. Qotbzadeh became enthralled by the teachings of Mehdi Bazargan 

and Ayatollah Mahmud Taleqani, the cofounders of the Liberation Movement of Iran 

(LMI), which was a group of moderate Islamists affiliated with the Second National 

Front. The young Sadeq soon began to articulate his own fusion of nationalism, 

socialism, and Shia Islam. In May 1958 Sadeq‟s father learned that the newly-established 

SAVAK planned to arrest his son. Sadeq left Iran for the United States to avoid 

persecution. He enrolled in the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University.
23

  

While Iranian and American free speech modernists reached similar conclusions 

from radically different perspectives, individuals like Qotbzadeh and Douglas agreed that 

Pahlavi rule infringed on the political rights of Iranian citizens. They hoped, as H.E. 

Chehabi describes the position of Iran‟s nationalists, that the “climate of liberty” created 

by U.S. calls for political reform “could be used to wrest a true democratization from the 

regime.”
24

 Douglas relayed the concerns of Iran‟s students to Kennedy administration 

officials and earned the respect of Ali Shayegan and other Iranian exiles. Shayegan was 

Mosaddeq‟s minister of education who helped organize the National Front abroad and the 

Europe-based Confederation of Iranian Students before moving to the United States to 

begin teaching at the New School. Shayegan praised Douglas‟ “high ideals, integrity and 
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liberalism.”
25

 Little more than one month after Kennedy‟s inauguration, Douglas 

attempted to convince the new administration that Iran‟s nationalist exiles collectively 

could inform policymaking and help break down traditional biases and stereotypes that 

many Americans harbored about Iran and its people. As Douglas proclaimed in a 

February 1961 letter to the president, “All the Jack Kennedys of Iran are in hiding or in 

exile as a result of the American policy.”
26

  

Douglas‟ framing of repression in Iran resonated with an administration that 

wanted to increase the scope and effectiveness of U.S. student exchange programs and 

liberalize the country‟s immigration policies. Kennedy was one of the young Democratic 

senators who, with Hubert Humphrey, Michael Mansfield, Wayne Morse, and John 

Sparkman, joined the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in the late 1950s. After 

Fulbright became chairman in 1959, the new blood on the Committee reversed Capitol 

Hill‟s perennial reluctance to devote federal money to public diplomacy. Kennedy turned 

his attention toward international education on the campaign trail in 1960. He ordered a 

series of East African airlifts and tasked the National Association of Foreign Student 

Affairs (NAFSA) with establishing a Task Force on International Educational 

Exchanges.
27
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Kennedy embraced many of the NAFSA task force‟s recommendations when he 

entered the White House, devoting unprecedented attention to international education. He 

formed the Inter-Agency Youth Committee (IAYC) to streamline the administration‟s 

exchange efforts. With Kennedy‟s endorsement, in September 1961, Congress passed the 

Fulbright-Hays Act, or the Mutual Educational and Cultural Act. The law revolutionized 

the objectives of international education by abandoning the drive for the one-way 

imposition of American values in favor of a two-way process of cultural transmission. In 

1963 the administration negotiated a new Fulbright agreement with Iran to guarantee that 

the flow of students and educators between the two countries continued uninterrupted. 

With regard to immigration policy, the president appointed Abba Schwartz to run the 

Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs (SCA). Schwartz‟s admissions policies diverged 

sharply from those of the mid-1950s when the red-baiting Scott McLeod attempted to 

hermetically seal American borders.
28

  

Robert Kennedy was the link between policy formulation in the White House, the 

liberalization of U.S. immigration policy, William Douglas, and the Iranian student 

community. Kennedy became familiar with Iran in 1955 when he joined Douglas on a 

trek through the country. The two lawyers shared an aversion to the shah and an affinity 

with Iranian constitutionalism. Douglas recalled after Robert Kennedy‟s death that 
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“Bobby spent hours listening to these student-refugees and caught their spirit of 

independence and felt their longing for justice under law.”
29

 Carole Jerome, a Canadian 

journalist and confidant of Sadeq Qotbzadeh, offered a similar recollection. According to 

Jerome, “The attorney general had taken a liking to Sadegh and the students from 

Georgetown University in Washington, and they, in turn, kept him informed on events in 

Iran.”
30

  

The growing militarization of the shah‟s Iran convinced many Iranian students to 

study abroad. The placards of a contingent of picketing Iranian students in Northern 

California made clear that connection, avowing that the shah could send troops into 

Tehran University but could not rely on his army “to suppress free-thinking in U.S.”
31

 

While Robert Kennedy and Iran‟s politically active students condemned the shah‟s 

misuse of resources and restriction of civil liberties, traditionalists in the State 

Department were unwavering in their assertion that Iranians in the early 1960s enjoyed 

“great freedom of speech.” While noting that the regime placed limits on public assembly 

and viewed exile as a safety valve for the monarchy, the State Department insisted that 

“Iran is far from being a „police state‟ in the ordinary sense of the word.”
32

  

The State Department all but dismissed the most restive segment of Iranian 

society – the urban middle class. A bastion of support for Mosaddeq‟s National Front, 
                                                           

29
 Letter from William Douglas to Patricia K. Lawford, September 24, 1968, PWOD, box 348, 

folder 3. 

30
 Jerome, The Man in the Mirror, 60-61. 

31
 Iran Nameh: A Publication of Iranian Students in the United States of America 3:17 

(November-December 1962), located in RG 59, Records of the Iranian Affairs Desk (RIAD) 1958-1963, 

box 7, folder: 13-A Students: Fatemi and Qotbzadeh 1962, NARA.  

32
 “The Current Internal Political Situation in Iran,” attached to Memorandum from NEA (George 

A. Morgan) to McGeorge Bundy, “Iran” March 27, 1961, PPK, NSF, Countries, box 115A, folder: Iran 

General, 3/21/61-3/31/61, JFKL.    



 

77 

 

many middle-class Iranians criticized the shah for building a strong army rather than a 

free political system and sustainable economy. Many among the urban middle class were 

western-educated, and many more footed the bill for their children to study abroad. 

State‟s Near Eastern specialists contended that middle-class adherents to constitutionalist 

principles were “idealistic and impractical.” Despite the State Department‟s wish to 

ignore “the new student movement” that was “younger, more radical, and more 

demagogic,” the demographic of youth was one that the American and Iranian 

governments had to consider.
33

  

Iran‟s population was young in the early 1960s. More than half of the twenty-two 

million Iranians were under the age of twenty. The U.S. cultural affairs officer in Tehran 

noted that the number of university students grew more than seven times faster than the 

Iranian population between 1953 and 1961, exploding from 9,430 to 22,849. Because 

more than half of the university applicants failed to secure admissions to Iranian 

universities, approximately fifteen thousand students went abroad, with as many as five 

thousand in the United States, more than three-quarters of whom were undergraduates. 

The Iranian government provided three levels of assistance to support international study. 

Some students received full government scholarships that covered tuition, room and 

board, and travel between the United States and Iran. Others received a one hundred 

dollar monthly stipend for four years to defray miscellaneous expenses. While less than 7 

percent received scholarships from the Iranian government, almost all Iranians students in 

the United States benefited from a discounted exchange rate. Another 10 percent of the 
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students received financial assistance from U.S. government programs or American 

universities. Because more than two-thirds of the Iranian students in the United States 

were financially self-supporting, it was difficult for the Iranian government to use 

financial leverage to moderate political behavior. Yet is was politics at home and abroad 

that combined with rising unemployment rates among recent college graduates to create 

what the U.S. cultural affairs officer in Tehran described as “a tinder box of youth in 

Iran.”
34

  

   

2.2 Iranian Students Organize 

After years of internal divisions and organizational setbacks, oppositional politics 

provided the Iranian Student Association in the United States with newfound cohesion in 

1960. Nearly 170 Iranians studying in American universities in 25 states attended the 

eighth-annual ISAUS convention on the campus of Eastern Michigan University in 

Ypsilanti from August 29 to September 2, 1960. The students resolved to establish 

Iranian Student Association branches throughout the United States to facilitate organizing 

at the local level and promote camaraderie among students residing in similar 

metropolitan centers. Equally important was the delegates‟ election of a new board of 

directors. Ali Fatemi assumed the presidency. Sadeq Qotbzadeh, Majid Tehranian, 

Mansour Sadri, and Kayvan Tabari rounded out the board. The new ISAUS constitution 

articulated the tenets of free speech modernism, demanding the “establishment of a 
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national government based on democracy” and that “individual freedoms for patriots and 

freedom of national associations be recognized in practice.”
35

 The politicization of the 

ISAUS transformed its relationship with the American Friends of the Middle East, the 

Iranian government, and the Kennedy administration. 

The American Friends of the Middle East occupied an awkward position between 

the student association and national governments in Tehran and Washington. After the 

Ypsilanti convention, allegations swirled that Iranian diplomats in Washington threatened 

to close down AFME‟s Tehran office if the organization continued to fund the ISAUS. 

While AFME representatives continued to attend Iranian student conventions after 1960, 

it acquiesced to the Iranian government‟s demands and discontinued its annual grant to 

the ISAUS.
36

 In 1963 the ISAUS president attempted to make amends with AFME 

Chairman Earl Bunting. But Bunting rebuffed the student‟s request for financial support 

to publish an Iranian student directory when he discovered that the ISAUS remained 

staunchly anti-shah.
37

 No rapprochement occurred the following year when AFME sent 
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one of its younger members to the survey the ISAUS convention at the University of 

Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.
38

 While the Ypsilanti convention ended the eight-year 

relationship between the Iranian Student Association and the American philanthropy, it 

also widened the rift between the student community in the United States and the Iranian 

government. 

The feud between Ambassador Ardeshir Zahedi and the ISAUS leadership 

embodied the organization‟s tension-ridden relationship with the Pahlavi regime. Zahedi 

was thirty-one years old, the same age or only slightly older than many Iranian students 

in the United States, when he arrived at the American embassy in Washington in March 

1960. The shah‟s young son-in-law, who earned a degree in agricultural engineering from 

Utah State University, served the dual-role of supervisor of Iranian students and 

ambassador for two stormy years from 1960 to 1962. In Ypsilanti he watched with 

dismay as oppositionists gained control of the ISAUS. The now-dominant anti-shah 

faction clamored as the ambassador delivered a speech critical of Mosaddeq‟s 

premiership. Zahedi was furious. With the microphone still live, he reportedly instructed 

an assistant, “Don‟t give these sons of bitches anything.”
39

 

The student leadership challenged Zahedi as the representative of Iran‟s younger 

generation. Having worked at the United Nations and studied at the Fletcher School, Ali 

and Fariborz Fatemi believed that they were more schooled in the craft of diplomacy than 

Zahedi. Ali Fatemi spoke derisively of “these young „diplomats‟” with the Iranian 
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Mission to the United Nations who attempted to thwart the initiatives of the New York-

based Organization of Iranian Students, which joined the national ISAUS in February 

1961.
40

 While at Georgetown‟s School of Foreign Service, Qotbzadeh told anyone who 

would listen that Zahedi was unqualified for the post, charging that the ambassador was 

rewarded either for marrying Princess Shahnaz Pahlavi or as a favor to his father for 

leading the 1953 coup.
41

 While Zahedi became one of the most esteemed diplomats in the 

1970s when he resumed his post on Massachusetts Avenue‟s Embassy Row, his first stint 

as ambassador was less notable.  

The first public sortie of the recently emboldened student association took place at 

the Iranian embassy‟s No Ruz celebration at the Statler Hilton in Washington, D.C. on 

March 20, 1961. Qotbzadeh stole the show. Bejan Savadkovi, an Iranian student and 

friend of Qotbzadeh‟s, was scheduled to deliver a speech in praise of the shah. In light of 

the recent wave of Iranian student unrest, Zahedi hoped that a student willing to openly 

support the shah would impress the many American dignitaries in attendance. Qotbzadeh 

encouraged some of his American friends from Georgetown to attend the event, and with 

Savadkovi‟s complicity he devised a scheme to disrupt Zahedi‟s plans. As Zahedi 

introduced Savadkovi that evening, Qotbzadeh leapt in, grabbed the microphone, praised 

Mosaddeq, and denounced the shah and his ambassador. A cohort of anti-shah students in 

the audience offered Qotbzadeh a standing ovation for his bold maneuver. It was not long 

before food, chairs, and dishes went hurdling through the air, pitting the shah‟s supporters 
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against his opponents in the Washington-area hotel. Security guards restored order to the 

room and metropolitan police escorted Qotbzadeh and four others out of the ballroom.
42

     

 Qotbzadeh‟s verbal ravaging of the Iranian government unleashed a war of words 

between pro- and anti-shah students on the pages of the Washington Post. Reza Valad, an 

Iranian student in Washington, D.C., charged that Qotbzadeh and the other student 

“agitators” inappropriately transformed the No Ruz celebration into a political forum. 

Echoing the claims of Iranian officials and the shah‟s American supporters, Valad 

claimed that individuals of all political persuasions enjoyed a voice in Iran‟s 

“representative government.” He scattered terms such as maturity, rationality, and 

discipline throughout the piece, arguing that “the process of education” would lead 

oppositionist students to see the error of their ways.
43

 Qotbzadeh quickly responded. He 

defended his “every right” to air his grievances at the Iranian embassy, boasting that he 

and his “fellow students openly showed their resentment for this suppression of liberty of 

speech.” Qotbzadeh concluded his letter to the editor by offering to “pledge our blood to 

seek freedom and liberty.”
44
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 Following Qotbzadeh‟s lead, Iranian students throughout the United States began 

to write letters to the editors of major American newspapers. Ali Fatemi contested the 

shah‟s regime on both humanitarian and geopolitical grounds. He asserted in the New 

York Times that the Pahlavi regime was “antithetical to what the Western democracies 

stand for,” proclaiming that U.S. support was “not only morally wrong, it is also 

ineffectual and short-sighted as a deterrent to Communist expansion in Iran.” According 

to Fatemi, the only solution to the unfolding crisis in Iran was National Front 

leadership.
45

 Members of the Iranian Student Association in California warned readers 

that political unrest in Iran could turn the cold war hot. They pointed to the suspension of 

majlis and the Iranian government‟s brute response to the Tehran teacher strike as 

evidence that the American people needed to move quickly to “prevent such a 

catastrophe.”
46

  

The shah and other Iranian officials saw few shades of grey, arguing to American 

policymakers that oppositionist students were sympathetic toward the Soviet Union. If 

not communist-inspired, Iranian Foreign Minister Hosein Qods-Nakhai maintained, then 

student opposition would benefit Iran‟s regional adversary in Cairo. American officials 

reported that, during a conference call at an April 1961 CENTO meeting in Ankara, 

Turkey, the foreign minister “launched into a long disorganized discourse on the 

problems the Iranian Government was having with its students, particularly those 

overseas.” Qods-Nakhai tried to convince Secretary of State Dean Rusk, Phillips Talbot, 

                                                           
45

 Ali Mohammad S. Fatemi, “Iran‟s Regime Denounced,” letter to the editor, New York Times, 

June 17, 1961. 

46
 Iranian Students Association of California, “Troubled Iran,” letter to the editor, Los Angeles 

Times, May 15, 1961. 



 

84 

 

and Ambassador Edward Wailes that the claims of anti-shah students in the United States 

had no basis in reality. Iran‟s foreign minister offered assessments similar to Valad‟s 

letter to the editor of the Washington Post, referring to oppositionist students as “spoiled 

children” who would “return to normalcy” after graduating from college.
47

 Tropes of 

maturity, which reemerged after the shah launched his White Revolution in early 1963, 

proved an effective tool for Iranian officials seeking to discredit calls for political 

liberalization. 

In another move to discredit student criticisms, Zahedi‟s embassy in Washington 

refused to renew the student visas of leading oppositionists. Ali Fatemi received no 

response from the Iranian embassy in January 1961 when he began the routine process of 

renewing his student visa. Nobody was surprised after the No Ruz fiasco that the 

embassy refused to renew Sadeq Qotbzadeh‟s visa when it expired in May 1961. If the 

students did not moderate their politics, Tehran threatened to go one step further and 

revoke their passports altogether.
48

  

Through early 1962 threats of passport revocation remained just that, threats. 

After discussing the passport dilemma with Qods-Nakhai, British diplomats determined 

that the Iranian government‟s “threats to withdraw passports would be enough to frighten 
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students into good behaviour.”
49

 While the ISAUS claimed that its leaders were subject to 

harassment because of their political beliefs, A.M. Shapurian, the Iranian press attaché in 

the United States, offered an alternate explanation. In a July press release, Shapurian 

announced that Ali Amini‟s government was initiating a new austerity program directed 

at the growing number of Iranian students overseas who drained Iran of roughly thirty 

million dollars a year and widened the imbalance in Iran‟s foreign exchange. Shapurian 

asserted that the Iranian government would thereafter refuse to renew the visas of 

students who failed to post at least a “B” grade-point average.
50

  

International education did drain Iran‟s foreign exchange at an annual rate of 

thirty million dollars. Still, it is clear that the Iranian embassy used passports as a political 

weapon to silence dissenters abroad.
51

 While Qotbzadeh‟s grades were less than stellar, 

D.J. Speares, the first secretary at the British embassy in Washington, noted that Ali 

Fatemi passed his classes “with ease.”
52

 It was no coincidence, Fatemi contended, that 

Tehran announced its austerity measures days after a heated exchange between himself, 

Qotbzadeh, and Zahedi at the Iranian embassy in Washington.
53

 If Ypsilanti created the 

rift between the ISAUS and the embassy that the No Ruz debacle widened, the June 18 
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meeting between Ambassador Zahedi and his adversaries in the ISAUS made the divide 

permanent.  

That summer anti-shah students in the United States, Iran, and Western Europe 

highlighted the undemocratic principles by which the shah governed. A group of eleven 

Iranian students entered their consul general‟s thirtieth-floor office at Rockefeller Plaza 

to, as Fariborz Fatemi described, take part in “the American tradition of the sit-in.” Five 

days later many of the same students traveled to Washington to demand that the Office of 

the Supervisor of Iranian Students in the United States renew the visas. At Tehran 

University thousands of pro-Mosaddeq students marched in solidarity with their 

comrades in the United States and denounced what they referred to as the “undemocratic” 

Amini government. Students in London joined in, greeting Iran‟s ambassador with calls 

of support for their embattled compatriots in the United States. American officials were 

stunned at the ability of Iranian students in the United States, Western Europe, and Iran to 

organize in concert across national borders. D.J. Speares reported that Jack Miklos, who 

headed the Iran desk during Bowling‟s brief leave of absence, “saw some significance in 

the fact that the students are apparently able to organize simultaneous demonstrations in 

the three capitals.”
54

  

On July 25, 1961, approximately forty Iranian students demonstrated in front of 

the White House. The students traveled from Ohio and New York to join the Washington 
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chapter of the Iranian Student Association to gain high-level support in the visa 

controversy and protest the recent arrests of National Front leaders in Iran. They also 

aimed to convince the Kennedy administration to discontinue the aid that once again 

began to arrive in Tehran to the tune of 157 million dollars in economic grants and loans 

between 1961 and 1962. The students‟ focus on aid indicates that they considered the 

Pahlavi regime too fragile to withstand the withdrawal of foreign support. To project their 

opinions from the streets into the White House, one student handed a letter to Assistant 

Press Secretary Jay Gildner, urging him to pass it along to the president.
55

 The letter 

lamented the absence of fair elections, the presence of rampant cronyism, and the 

diversion of aid money and oil revenues to the Iranian military instead of the citizenry. 

The students pleaded with the president “to use the prestige of your office and every 

moral force at your command to make it clear, that if America‟s support…of the present 

Iranian regime is to continue, then the regime must…allow the people their basic 

freedoms given to them by the Iranian Constitution and the universal declaration of 

human rights.” The letter probably did not reach Kennedy. But NSC Executive Secretary 

Bromley Smith did forward it to Dean Rusk‟s special assistant, Lucius Battle. 
56

    

Anti-shah Iranian students in the United States invoked President Kennedy‟s lofty 

rhetoric in their appeal to the White House. The students situated Kennedy‟s call in his 

inaugural address for a strengthened internationalism within the context of U.S.-Iran 

relations when they proclaimed, “We are confident that with your wisdom and courage, 
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you will join us, so that together not only can we bring justice to a nation so deprived but 

also to advance the cause of „freedom of man.‟” The students proclaimed that they would 

“sustain any burden and endure any hardships” to improve the welfare of a nation that 

was “politically bankrupt and on the brink of a bloody revolution.”
57

 Vice President 

Lyndon Johnson sent a brief response to the Washington chapter of the Iranian Student 

Association. He expressed “great interest” in “the petition, authored by young Iranian 

students expressing concern about the well-being and future of their country and 

people.”
58

  

William Douglas, not Lyndon Johnson, was the most powerful ally of the Iranian 

student movement in summer 1961. As Iranian students on the East Coast marched in 

support of Fatemi and Qotbzadeh, Hasan Lebaschi of the Northern California branch of 

the Iranian Student Association sent Douglas a telegram. “Your moral support of our 

cause to have the passports revalidated,” Lebaschi claimed, “would be as effective as any 

Peace Corps for Iran.”
59

 One month later, Fariborz Fatemi wrote a similar, but more 

detailed personal letter to Douglas in an eloquent attempt to garner support for his cousin, 

Ali. He contended that Iranian students abroad were “the vanguard in the struggle for 

the…freedom of Iran.” Fatemi articulated in vivid detail the plight of Iranian students in 

the United States. According to Fatemi, oppositionist leaders faced threats of deportation, 

retribution against their families in Iran, harassment by SAVAK agents, and efforts to 
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surveil their activities and censor their publications. Finally, Fatemi rebutted the 

arguments of Iranian government officials who branded anti-shah students as 

communists.
60

  

Fariborz Fatemi was a skilled practitioner of what social scientists have termed 

“global framing.”
61

 He contended in his letter to Douglas that the shah wanted to silence 

students because they “exercised their natural, constitutional and universal rights of 

freedom of expression.” Fatemi referred to individuals such as Thomas Paine, Thomas 

Jefferson, James Madison, Henry David Thoreau, and Abraham Lincoln as “political 

giants.” Similar to Ho Chi Minh‟s famous quoting of the U.S. Declaration of 

Independence when he declared the independence of his own Vietnam, Fatemi hoped that 

his own reference to the 1776 document would spur Douglas into action. In a stylistic 

move that that resembled the letter to which Johnson replied earlier that month, Fatemi 

quoted Kennedy‟s May 25, 1961, “Decision to Go to the Moon” speech. He informed 

Douglas that he and his comrades were “guilty of wanting to accomplish what President 

Kennedy recently said,” mainly to “seek an end to injustice.” Fatemi emphasized that 

Iranian students valued their relationship with Douglas but lamented that American 

policymakers seemed immune to calls for reform in Iran.
62

  

Iranian officials viewed such high level correspondences between prominent 

Americans and oppositionist students as evidence that the Kennedy administration was 
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preparing to abandon the Pahlavi regime at the most crucial hour. In August the lead 

modernizer Robert Komer emphasized to the president that “Iran could result in as great a 

setback as in South Vietnam.”
63

 Such alarmist predictions persuaded the president to 

keep all policy options on the table. In August 1961 President Kennedy informed 

Douglas that he was “following the Iranian matter as carefully as possible with your 

advice in mind.”
64

  

In early 1962 the ISAUS merged with the European-based Confederation of 

Iranian Students to form the Confederation of Iranian Students National Union (CISNU). 

They met in Paris to draft a new constitution and determine the structure of the 

organization. After a series of disagreements between nationalists and members of the 

Soviet-based Tudeh Party, the new Confederation officially adopted National Front 

principles as its own. While the CISNU remained an umbrella organization for the 

student diaspora, it included the Organization of Tehran University Students (OTUS). 

The CISNU determined that its secretariat would alternate annually between the United 

States and Europe to provide balance between students on both sides of the Atlantic. The 

first CISNU secretariat was located in New York and resembled the Ypsilanti leadership, 

with Hasan Lebaschi and Farajallah Ardalan joining Fatemi, Qotbzadeh, and Tehranian.
65

 

The Confederation of Iranian Students National Union provided oppositionist students 

abroad with organizational cohesion to exploit the politics of international travel.    
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2.3 The Politics of International Travel 

Two developments in early 1962 designed to enhance the level of trust between 

the Kennedy administration and the Pahlavi regime further destabilized U.S.-Iran 

relations: Robert Kennedy‟s goodwill tour and the shah‟s state visit to the United States. 

Iran was initially peripheral to Robert Kennedy‟s month-long goodwill tour of February 

1962. In addition to week-long stays in Japan and Indonesia, Iran was one of fourteen 

countries that Kennedy was scheduled to visit.
66

 As Kennedy prepared for his departure, 

Julius Holmes, the new U.S. ambassador to Iran, encouraged Rusk to invite the shah to 

the United States. The visit, according to Holmes, would demonstrate support for the 

shah, extend Ali Amini‟s time in office, and allow the president personally to stress the 

need for balance between economic and military modernization.
67

 The two trips – one 

that never materialized and another plagued with protest – produced results counter to 

their planners‟ original expectations. 

Before leaving for his goodwill tour, Robert Kennedy read a widely circulated 

eleven-page White Paper that was critical of the shah and sympathetic to the opposition. 

Fariborz Fatemi prepared the White Paper for Congressman James Roosevelt. It refuted 

the claims of Congressman Robert R. Barry (R-NY) that Iranian students exaggerated the 

degree to which the shah repressed his political opponents at home. Both Roosevelt and 

Barry were preparing for an upcoming vote on a bill that Senator Harrison Williams (D-

NJ) proposed in September 1961 to grant Qotbzadeh permanent residency in the United 
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States. Fatemi‟s White Paper included a powerful letter to the editor of the Washington 

Post from an Iranian living in Washington, D.C. who spoke about the threats of “torture 

and exile” that Tehran University students faced.
68

 The Senate rejected Williams‟ 

proposed legislation. Still, the White Paper‟s influence went beyond the specific 

legislation.  

Robert Kennedy‟s Justice Department proved especially receptive to the concerns 

of Iran‟s free speech modernists. Edwin Guthman, the attorney general‟s press secretary, 

collected a variety of dissident publications, including Iran Nameh, a New York-based 

news bulletin published by the Fatemi cousins. Similar to the White Paper, the November 

1961 issue of Iran Nameh featured the testimony of an Iranian student who sought 

political asylum in the United States. Shafi Alhosaini traveled to the United States in 

1954 on a scholarship to study agricultural chemistry at the University of Rhode Island 

before transferring to the New England Conservatory of Music. He joined the ISAUS in 

1960 and began to disseminate oppositionist literature, speak to church groups, and 

organize rallies in the Boston area. Guthman paid special attention to Alhosaini‟s 

explanation of why he sought asylum: “If my application for political asylum is accepted 

by United States authorities, then it will mean they realize how bad the situation is back 
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there [in Iran]. If it is not accepted, then it shows the United States is indifferent to the 

humanitarian demands of the Iranian people.”
69

  

The Iranian government‟s violent response to unrest at Tehran University spurred 

a wave of protests in the United States and Europe on the eve of Kennedy‟s goodwill 

tour. The shah ordered a brutal crackdown on six thousand Tehran University students – 

half of the student body – who staged a massive demonstration on January 21. In the 

words of political scientist James Bill, government security forces “went beserk” and 

“desecrated the institution.”
70

 In the long-term, the attack scarred the minds of many 

Iranian intellectuals. In the short-term, it set off a series of student protests overseas. 

Approximately two dozen National Front students picketed in front of the United Nations 

in New York City. More than forty ISAUS members organized a three-hour sit-in at the 

Iranian embassy to call for Amini‟s resignation. Nearly two hundred Iranian students in 

Austria followed suit. Unlike the protesters in New York, they clashed with police as they 

marched toward the Iranian embassy in Vienna.
71

    

On January 19, 1962, Ali Fatemi wrote a letter on behalf of the ISAUS to Robert 

Kennedy. Fatemi notified the attorney general of the creation of the CISNU in Paris 

earlier that month, and told him that the Pahlavi regime prevented representatives from 
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Tehran University from attending the congress. He invited Kennedy to visit Tehran 

University and meet its student leaders during his upcoming visit. Fatemi challenged the 

administration to consider Iran a test case, not for the application of social scientific 

theories of modernization, but for the implementation of President Kennedy‟s lofty 

rhetoric. “We find great similarities between [the] goals and ideals expressed by the 

President,” Fatemi concluded, “and those which we are struggling for.”
72

    

Just days before Kennedy departed for his goodwill tour, he invited to his office a 

group of approximately sixty Iranian youths. Ali Fatemi did much of the talking. He 

discussed the income disparity in Iran, lack of free speech, press censorship, and 

SAVAK. The students brought to the attorney general‟s attention the plight of the Tehran 

University students who had, days earlier, faced the wrath of the shah‟s security forces. 

They argued that Kennedy‟s scheduled visit to Iran was an implicit show of support for 

the regime. Much to the State Department‟s dismay, Kennedy left the meeting persuaded. 

He demanded to meet with the jailed students whose names appeared on a list that Fatemi 

and his colleagues provided. Robert Kennedy later recalled the dispute with Foggy 

Bottom: “I wanted to visit the university and visit students. They said I couldn‟t visit 

students. So I said I wouldn‟t go to Iran. That caused a major fuss in the State 

Department.”
73

 

The meeting in the attorney general‟s office made a lasting impression on the 

student leaders and Iranian government officials. Fatemi described Kennedy as “most 
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kind,” and Carole Jerome recalled that Qotbzadeh‟s fondness for Robert Kennedy 

“bordered on hero-worship.”
74

 Ardeshir Zahedi offered a different assessment. In June 

1971, nearly a decade after the meeting, Zahedi recalled to Ambassador Douglas 

MacArthur II his “unpleasant experience when Attorney General Robert Kennedy not 

only received [a] group of radical Iranian students that had been attacking [the] shah but 

had actively encouraged them by giving them ball-point pens with President Kennedy‟s 

name inscribed thereon.”
75

 On February 15, just two weeks after the meeting in 

Kennedy‟s office, the shah put an abrupt end to Zahedi‟s ambassadorship for failing to 

win over the Iranian student community. Zahedi‟s transference to the Court of Saint 

James, a move that the student movement “joyfully welcomes,” did not affect the protests 

planned for the shah‟s trip to the United States in April 1962.
76

 The ISAUS worked to 

turn the monarch‟s visit into what Walter Lippmann termed a “diplomatic Pearl 

Harbor.”
77

  

Iranian students attempted to reach the Kennedy White House prior to the visit. 

Members of the newly-formed CISNU wrote a letter to the president in an effort to 

convince Kennedy that the interests of the student movement and the administration had 
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aligned. The students asserted that they “believe in democratic institutions and desire 

social and economic development.” They charged that the Iranian government restricted 

the freedoms that the president identified as essential to forestalling revolution from 

below. Their message to President Kennedy was clear: “You have extended your 

invitation to a man who has failed to carry out his oath as a constitutional monarch and 

who has smeared his hands with many innocent people‟s blood.”
78

  

The editors of Iran Nameh, in an “Open Letter to the President of the United 

States,” employed global framing to propel their concerns into policymaking discourses 

in Washington. The students contended that U.S. foreign policy during the cold war 

failed to be “constructive and in line with the great democratic and revolutionary 

traditions and ideals of Lincoln and Jefferson.” They then compared Mosaddeq to the 

American founding fathers. The Fatemis urged the president to take seriously the 

concerns of the student diaspora, proposing the creation of a commission that would 

“travel in the U.S. and Europe and organize a sort of [G]allup poll amongst the thousands 

of Persian students who form the Persia of tomorrow.”
79

   

Iranian student protest in the United States stoked the shah‟s suspicion that the 

Kennedy administration was conspiring against him. On one level, the shah was 

dumbfounded. To a monarch who resolutely stamped out the domestic opposition, it was 

unfathomable that the U.S. government could tolerate dissent toward its foreign policy. 

On another level, the shah suspected that he understood the administration all too well. 
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He interpreted Robert Kennedy‟s cancellation of the Iranian leg of his goodwill tour and 

the vocal dissent of individuals like William Douglas as an indication that the Kennedys 

might withdraw American support for the Pahlavi monarchy. U.S. officials devoted a 

portion of the president‟s background paper for the upcoming visit to the “special 

problem” of Iranian students in the United States, warning President Kennedy that the 

shah was “irritated by the fact that these groups have received the sympathy of some 

well-known American liberals.” Because U.S. officials worried that protests would 

curtail what influence Washington might have over the shah‟s reform program, they 

urged the president to make clear that the U.S. government did not condone the 

“vociferous campaign of anti-Shah propaganda in the United States.”
80

 American 

concerns proved correct. Donald Wilber, the CIA agent who helped orchestrate Operation 

AJAX, recalled that the shah‟s 1962 visit “was marked by picket lines and the 

distribution of leaflets that featured the most intemperate language.”
81

  

The most visible and violent confrontation between Iranian students in the United 

States and the shah‟s entourage took place outside of the Waldorf Astoria hotel in New 

York. When the shah exited the hotel after holding a press conference, between thirty and 

forty students lined up on Park Avenue and charged the police barricade dividing the 

protesters from the royal party. “They fell upon us,” SAVAK‟s chief operative in the 

United States recalled, “raining blows on us with their fists and the sticks that held their 

posters.” Ten Iranian security agents quickly moved into the melee and lent muscle to 

local police that attempted to subdue the brawl. SAVAK‟s Mansur Rafizadeh later 
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described the imbroglio on Park Avenue as competing Iranian political factions “„ironing 

out‟ their difficulties on a Manhattan street.”
82

  

The heavy hand of Iranian security forces abroad did not dampen the students‟ 

enthusiasm. Thirty-five members of the new Confederation of Iranian Students marched 

down First Avenue in support of Mosaddeq as the shah and his wife joined Secretary-

General U Thant at the United Nations for a state dinner.
83

 On the West Coast, Dr. Parvis 

Taherpour led members of the Southern California chapter of the Iranian Student 

Association in protest outside of the royal party‟s hotel. Similar to the demands of Iranian 

students in Washington the previous summer, Taherpour informed reporters for the Los 

Angeles Times that the protesters hoped that the Kennedy administration would pull the 

plug on American aid to Iran.
84

 Thirty pro-Mosaddeq students saw the shah off when he 

departed San Francisco on April 29.
85

  

Despite his efforts, the shah did not persuade the White House of Iran‟s need for 

more sophisticated military hardware. Conversely, the administration was unable to 

convince the shah to scale back the manpower of his military forces by 25 percent and 

divert investments from war material to social and economic development. The two 
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meetings between the president and the shah on April 12 and 13 were friendly enough, 

but the thorniest issues remained unresolved. When calling for the need for increased 

military aid, the shah charged that “America treats Turkey as a wife, and Iran as a 

concubine.” Tensions simmered underneath the façade of diplomatic formalities as the 

meetings revealed the strategic disagreements and personal distrust between the two 

national leaders. Recalling the shah‟s 1962 visit, Douglas wrote that “Jack concluded that 

the Shah was corrupt and not a person we could trust.”
86

 The shah reached a similar 

conclusion. Five months later he signed a treaty with the Soviet Union that prohibited 

foreign nations, including the United States, from staging missiles in Iran.
87

   

The student protests exacerbated the differences between the New Frontiersmen 

and the Shah of Iran. The shah had, reported the CIA, “expressed annoyance at Iranian 

students in the United States and was particularly bitter about a small demonstration of 

Iranian students in Washington.”
88

 Iran‟s student leaders hailed their efforts to discredit 

the shah as a success. Iran Nameh printed a story with the headline “Shah‟s Visit Fails: 

Students Use Opportunity to Expose His Regime.”
89

 While the demonstrations 

encouraged the Iranian government to carry through with its previous threats and revoke 

the passports of the most vocal dissenters in the United States, Robert Kennedy‟s 
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reluctance to enforce their departure challenged the State Department‟s jurisdiction over 

the conduct of foreign relations.  

 

2.4 Deportation and Geopolitics 

The Iranian government‟s call for the deportation of nearly thirty students, 

including Ali Fatemi and Sadeq Qotbzadeh, jeopardized to an unprecedented degree 

relations between the Kennedy administration and the Pahlavi government. The dispute 

also widened departmental rifts in Washington. There was no love lost between the State 

Department and Robert Kennedy as the president‟s brother became increasingly involved 

in foreign affairs. While Rusk‟s State Department was responsible for issuing travel 

documentation, the Justice Department exercised jurisdiction over foreign nationals once 

they entered the United States. Despite their disagreements, the two departments agreed 

on one thing. As Phillips Talbot opined, both had “little doubt” that the Iranian 

government refused to renew the student passports for “political reasons.” But the State 

Department and Justice Department agreed on little else. By the close of summer 1962, 

traditionalists in the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs maintained that Justice Department 

officials “can only be described as evasive.”
90

 The unresolved question of deportation 

exacerbated the hostility between traditionalists in Foggy Bottom and free speech 

modernists in the Justice Department as each vied for influence over the administration‟s 

Iran policy. 
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The sources of disagreement between the Departments of State and Justice were 

two-fold. First, representatives of each department offered competing interpretations of 

the 1952 Immigration and Nationality Act. On the one hand, State emphasized that 

students no longer qualified for the F-1 visa once the Iranian government revoked their 

passports. Justice, on the other hand, pointed to Section 243(h) of the act, which granted 

it the power to provide safe haven to foreign nationals if they faced potential persecution 

at home. Second, the inter-departmental dispute derived from varying degrees of concern 

over the political ramifications of Iranian student protest on U.S.-Iran relations. The State 

Department asserted continuously that “the continued presence of the two Iranian 

students in the United States is…detrimental to our relations with Iran.”
91

 These concerns 

weighed less heavily on Robert Kennedy, who used his jurisdiction over immigration law 

to infuse the policy discourse in Washington with the tenets of free speech modernism.  

A tug of war broke out between the State Department and the Immigration and 

Naturalization Service (INS) when the latter began to investigate the passport controversy 

shortly after the shah‟s April 1962 state visit. “I wish to state emphatically,” Michel 

Cieplinski of the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs wrote to INS Commissioner 

Raymond Farrell, that the deportation of Fatemi and Qotbzadeh “would be of assistance 

to Iranian-American relations.”
92

 Notwithstanding Cieplinski‟s judgment, the INS opted 

not to enforce their deportation. Worried that the verdict would compel an already 

suspicious shah to veer toward an independent foreign policy, the State Department made 
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the case that the Iranian government would not persecute student activists if they returned 

to Iran.
93

 But when embassy officials in Tehran approached Ali Amini on the issue, the 

prime minister “facetiously inquired whether State Department expected GOI to receive 

them with flowers.”
94

  

One month later Farrell reiterated the reasons why his agency ruled in the 

students‟ favor. He informed Cieplinski that the students in question were, despite claims 

of Iranian officials, enrolled full time and receiving adequate grades. Therefore, Farrell 

continued, “no action will be taken to interrupt their studies.” Farrell predicted that if INS 

attempted to enforce the deportation order, the students would seek political asylum in 

the United States, a process that would only prolong the controversy and bring to light the 

disputes between the shah‟s authoritarian regime and Iranian progressives. Such an 

outcome would be acceptable to the shah.
95

 Throughout the summer, representatives of 

the shah‟s government barraged Ambassador Holmes in Tehran with inquiries about the 

investigation stateside.
96

 

Traditionalists in the State Department moved in August 1962 to put to rest the 

passport dispute. At the direction of John Bowling, Phillips Talbot urged Under Secretary 

of State George Ball to broach the issue with the attorney general. The Justice 

Department‟s position reinforced the shah‟s suspicions about the Kennedys and, 
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according to Talbot, “threatens the maintenance of good relations with the Government 

of Iran, and particularly with the Shah, at a critical period.” Talbot argued that the “hard 

core” members of the ISAUS produced “lurid” propaganda against the shah. He referred 

to the publication and dissemination of oppositionist literature and the demonstrations 

during the shah‟s 1962 state visit to make the case that Justice‟s continued protection of 

the young dissidents exacted damage on the U.S.-Iran relationship.
97

  

Talbot and other State Department traditionalists portrayed anti-regime students 

as easy prey for communist propagandists. Talbot invoked age-old stereotypes of Iranian 

politics, opining that Fatemi was acting “in the Iranian tradition” by “seeking revenge” 

for the death of his uncle. He thought even less of Qotbzadeh, claiming that he was 

“much younger, less intelligent, and less important.” Talbot quickly moved beyond 

Fatemi and Qotbzadeh to the larger movement, claiming that Iranian students in the 

United States and Europe had “a bad reputation…for poor academic work, lack of serious 

attitude toward their studies, and misbehavior.” He then turned to the specter of 

communism to tarnish the image of Iranian students. But he hedged, asserting that while 

he had “no reason to believe” that the ISAUS was a communist organization, its message 

“runs almost exactly parallel to the massive subversive radio propaganda directed against 

Iran by the Soviet Union.”
 98

 Talbot‟s assessment mirrored John Bowling‟s. After dining 

earlier that year with a pro-shah Iranian student from Georgetown University, Bowling 

described Qotbzadeh: “He may not be a communist, but to me he looks like a communist, 
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he acts like a communist, and he talks like a communist. He even smells like a 

communist to me.”
99

 If they were not communists, State worried that student 

demonstrations reinforced Soviet propaganda that charged the shah with being “friendless 

abroad.”
100

 When approaching the attorney general, however, the Office of the Legal 

Advisor of the Department of State urged Bowling to implement “a shift of emphasis in 

the approach taken to avoid a likely clash over civil liberties policy with the Attorney 

General.”
101

  

Kennedy remained skeptical of State Department charges that the students were 

communists. He turned to Douglas. Douglas provided the attorney general with the same 

advice that he offered the president in February 1962. Douglas warned that “the Shah was 

making up lists for the firing squad when they got back.” He urged Kennedy to order J. 

Edgar Hoover‟s Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) to evaluate the ideological 

dispositions of the nearly thirty students whose passports remained in limbo. Little more 

than one month later, Douglas received a telephone call from Robert Kennedy, who 

declared that the FBI reported that “not a bloody one of these kids is a Communist.” 
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Douglas recalled that Kennedy “told Rusk to go chase himself.”
102

 Robert Kennedy 

appreciated Douglas‟ assistance, and the Supreme Court justice gained a pronounced 

voice in policymaking circles in the coming months.  

In August the attorney general persuaded Robert Komer, who remained 

dissatisfied with the absence of reform in Bowling‟s and Talbot‟s platform, to solicit 

Douglas‟ point of view and gauge for himself the nature of the student opposition in the 

United States. According to Komer, Douglas‟ message was clear: “The US can‟t afford to 

underwrite absolute monarchies these days.” Douglas offered a radical suggestion. He 

recommended abandoning the shah and establishing a regency with his friend Nasser 

Khan of the Qashqai and Prime Minister Amini ruling on behalf of the shah‟s son, Prince 

Ali Reza Pahlavi. Douglas also recommended that Komer take advantage of the insight of 

Iran‟s expatriates, including one exile who was a Harvard graduate and former member 

of the Plan Organization.
103

   

The correspondence between the leading American modernizer and free speech 

modernist underscored the ambiguity of the administration‟s Iran policy. Both Komer and 

Douglas agreed that the Pahlavi regime was unlikely to remain stable over the long-term. 

Moreover, Komer maintained that “most of us share Justice Douglas‟ concerns 

about…lack of democracy in Iran.” But while Douglas lobbied for political reform in 

Iran, the modernizers were content with promoting economic modernization and lending 
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lip service to ideas of democratization. As traditionalists and modernizers began to find 

more sources of agreement than dispute, American and Iranian free speech modernists 

lost traction in the NSC. Komer grew leery of Douglas, and disregarded what he 

considered the “one-sided slant by a number of disgruntled, anti-regime Iranians.”
104

 

Robert Kennedy, however, sustained his contacts with anti-shah students. 

In August 1962 Robert Kennedy and Ali Fatemi attended a conference at the 

Aspen Institute on “Foreign Youth and the American Image Abroad.” The conference 

provided a forum for students from Iran, Algeria, the Congo, Kenya, and South Africa to 

interact with prominent Americans ranging from Ambassador Charles Bohlen to future 

Supreme Court Justice Thurgood Marshall. Ali Fatemi relished the opportunity. He 

argued that Washington‟s support for dictatorial governments was the primary factor that 

damaged the American image in the eyes of foreign youths. Not only did Fatemi contend 

that American aid was counterproductive in Iran, but he also surmised that American 

officials suffered from a crippling aversion to risk. Such an aversion, according to 

Fatemi, led Washington to pursue “short cuts” that circumvented democratic processes 

and entrusted U.S. security interests to conservative rulers. Fatemi pointed to the 

contradictions between U.S. national security strategy and its public diplomacy efforts, 

inquiring why the United States trumpeted the merits of democracy through its 

propaganda programs in Iran when it supported an anti-democratic leader. He demanded 

that the most important issue at stake in Iran was the creation of a “government by 
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consent” through free elections.
105

 Fatemi‟s arguments impressed the attorney general. 

And Robert Kennedy‟s responsiveness to international students impressed Fatemi. One 

American student activist recalled two years later that “Fatemi said that he and Kennedy 

had become friends…in Aspen.”
106

  

On August 17, at Robert Kennedy‟s suggestion, Komer sat down for a thirty-

minute conversation with Ali Fatemi. Fatemi expressed his pleasure that he “had access” 

to such high-ranking American officials, joking that before he met Robert Kennedy “the 

highest US official that he had seen…was an immigration inspector.” He emphasized to 

Komer that while he and other nationalist students were not in the least anti-American, 

they objected to U.S. support for the shah, Iran‟s membership in CENTO, and the 

consortium of Western oil companies that profited from Iran‟s natural resources. When 

asked about politics, Fatemi pointed to the long-time secular liberals Allahyar Saleh and 

Karim Sanjabi, along with Ali Shayegan, as the most prominent leaders of the nationalist 

opposition. Komer recalled that Fatemi labeled the shah “the chief opponent of all the US 

stood for” and called for the United States to pursue “a realistic policy in Iran.”
107

 By the 

end of the summer Komer had met with the two leading American and Iranian free 

speech modernists. But he was unmoved by their arguments. 

In addition, Robert Kennedy‟s comments at the Aspen Conference alarmed 

National Security Adviser McGeorge Bundy. He articulated his indignation in a 

                                                           
105

 Martin McLaughlin and Robert W. Craig, eds., summation of the proceedings of the Aspen 

Institute Conference on Foreign Youth and the American Image Abroad, August 1962, RG 59, RIAD 1958-

1963, box 7, folder: 13-A Students: Fatemi and Qotbzadeh 1962, NARA.  

106
 Robert Witherspoon to Confidential Files, report on conversations with Ali Fatemi, December 

11, 1964, USNSA box 282, folder: Iranian. 

107
 Robert Komer, “Memorandum of Conversation with Ali Fatemi, August 17, 1962,” August 18, 

1962, PPK, NSF, RWK, box 424, folder: Iran 1961-1962, White House Memoranda, JFKL. 



 

108 

 

memorandum to NEA‟s James P. Grant. “This document is one of the most shocking 

things I have ever read,” Bundy declared, “Do you know this document could wreck 

CENTO?”
108

 Bundy referred specifically to the attorney general‟s remarks that 

discounted the utility of the Washington-Tehran alliance and questioned the character of 

the monarch who, according to Kennedy, “considers himself a semi-god.”
109

 Robert 

Kennedy‟s comments and his closeness with anti-shah students exacerbated Bundy‟s and 

Komer‟s fears of the internal and regional instability that a republican Iran might have 

generated. By fall 1962, as the administration turned its gaze to cold war hotspots in 

Cuba and Berlin, the modernizers in the White House and traditionalists in the State 

Department saw Iran in a similar light.    

 On October 20 Robert Komer prepared a paper on Iran. Komer suggested, “One 

course would be to ride with anti-Shah forces and perhaps encourage them.” He 

concluded that he saw “no contender worth considering” as an alternative to the shah, but 

added that the administration was “keeping [its] eyes peeled.” Komer patronized the 

National Front as “minor league politicians.” He expressed dissatisfaction with Douglas‟ 

regency plan, describing it as a “non-starter.” While the administration was correct not to 

intervene and implement Douglas‟ regency plan, it failed to integrate the concerns of 

anti-shah Iranian students and the larger nationalist opposition into a more dynamic 

strategic framework. Because Komer was “leery of such radical solutions” as lending 
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support to the National Front, he concluded that there was only one logical conclusion: 

“We stick with realpolitik.” Komer informed Bundy that he was sending a copy of his 

paper to Robert Kennedy “to counter the flak he‟s getting from the Douglasites.”
110

 The 

individuals with the most influence over the administration‟s Iran policy calculated that 

the risk of radical change in Iran was too great. The shah was a known quantity in the 

rapidly changing Persian Gulf region. 

The difference of opinion between the two groups of reformers – the modernizers 

and free speech modernists – was the result of contrasting interpretations of power in the 

international arena. Komer reported that at a December meeting he was “eaten for 

breakfast” by Douglas, who proclaimed that “perhaps I should go to Teheran and give a 

few lectures and start the revolution.” “Affirmative policies” based on progressive 

notions of civic engagement, Douglas wrote in his 1963 book Democracy‟s Manifesto in 

a direct rebuttal to both Marxism and Rostovian modernization theory, would produce a 

“radically different design” of U.S. cold war strategy. What Douglas‟ termed a “counter 

plan” would replace “a policy cast in defensive terms.” Komer, despite offering strident 

calls for economic modernization, viewed U.S.-Iran relations through the prism of power 

politics. The Iranian opposition at home and abroad, according to Komer, “don‟t add up 

to enough power or platform for us to support.”
111

 

The period between Amini‟s resignation in July 1962 and January 1963, when the 

shah launched his White Revolution, was the most opportune time for American and 
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Iranian free speech modernists to influence the administration‟s Iran policy. Between 

May 1961 and July 1962 the ISAUS disagreed with the Kennedy administration‟s 

principal objective in Iran, which was to bolster Ali Amini to increase the power of the 

prime minister in relation to the monarchy.
112

 Fatemi and the ISAUS considered Amini 

“a new edition of the same old dictatorial rule.”
113

 With Amini gone and the U.S-Iran 

relationship reeling from Robert Kennedy‟s canceled trip and the rocky meeting between 

the shah and the president months later, William Douglas, Robert Kennedy, and the 

ISAUS lobbied the administration with unprecedented power of persuasion. Komer‟s 

October memorandum closed the window of opportunity. Offering support to the Iranian 

opposition or encouraging the shah to liberalize Iran‟s political system would only irritate 

an American ally who was about to launch his own reform initiative.  

  

2.5 The White Revolution 

The shah launched the White Revolution in January 1963. Passed unanimously 

through a tightly controlled national referendum, the shah‟s six-point program called for 

land reform, the creation of a literacy corps, women‟s suffrage, the nationalization of 

forests, the privatization of state-owned factories, and profit sharing for industrial 

workers. The “Shah-People Revolution” was a diluted manifestation of the reforms that 

Prime Minister Ali Amini and his Minister of Agriculture Hasan Arsanjani initiated 

before resigning. The White Revolution enabled the shah to consolidate monarchical 
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authority, but at a price. The shah effectively broke the power of Iran‟s “thousand 

families” without going far enough to substantially improve the lot of the peasantry. The 

ulama objected to land reforms that infringed on religious holdings and, more important, 

the entrance of women into Iran‟s political life. The shah offered no political 

liberalization, however, to placate the middle class, intelligentsia, and disaffected 

students. In Washington, the White Revolution offered modernizers their “reform” 

program. The shah‟s initiative effectively erased the sense of urgency among the likes of 

Komer that empowered free speech modernists during 1961 and 1962. In the words of 

one historian, “The White Revolution had coopted the New Frontier.”
114

 

While the National Front rejected the politics behind the White Revolution, it was 

not, in principle, against all aspects of the reform program. The Organization of Tehran 

University Students labeled the six points of the White Revolution “propaganda stunts” 

which aimed “to mask its [the shah‟s] oppressive regime with a reformist new look.” In 

an effort to make clear that not all opponents of the White Revolution were feudal 

landholders or religious conservatives, as many in the West claimed, the students in 

Tehran emphasized that the shah failed to address “the thorny question of freedom and 

democracy and the safeguarding of the constitution.”
115

 A group of Iranian students in 

Southern California highlighted the White Revolution‟s contradictions. They asserted that 
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the “enfranchisement of women (and we certainly support their freedom to vote) was…a 

ridiculous gesture in a country where elections are consistently rigged and even the men‟s 

votes don‟t count.”
116

 The secular opposition at home and abroad distanced itself from 

segments of Iranian society that opposed the White Revolution for altogether different 

reasons.  

Student protests erupted throughout Europe in the aftermath of the national 

referendum. The American consul general in Hamburg reported that approximately two 

hundred Iranian students in West Germany staged one of the largest demonstrations of 

the winter. Protests continued throughout the year under the direction of Hasan Masali, a 

medical student in Kiel and National Front leader in West Germany. Similar 

demonstrations took place in Austria. Ambassador James Riddleberger reported that on 

February 2, 1963, approximately two hundred Iranian students from Graz Technical 

College transmitted to the Iranian ambassador in Vienna a resolution that underscored the 

government‟s failure to allow overseas students to vote in the national referendum. A 

federation of Iranian students in Italy opted for a different tactic, writing to William 

Douglas to denounce the shah‟s White Revolution.
117

 

Iranian students in the United States received unfavorable press attention when 

they demonstrated against the White Revolution. Ali Fatemi and a group of forty-five 
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students arrived at the Iranian embassy in Washington on the night of January 21. The 

students presented Ambassador Qods-Nakhai with a note calling for the shah to convene 

the majlis and open his reform program to public debate. The ambassador, learning from 

Zahedi‟s travails, distanced himself from the students and their “slanderous” document. 

When a peaceful overnight sit-in turned vocal at sun up, the Metropolitan Police 

Department forcibly removed the fourteen remaining students from the embassy. Major 

American newspapers now juxtaposed flattering portrayals of the White Revolution with 

descriptions that infantilized dissident students. Readers read in the Chicago Daily 

Tribune and the Washington Post that police officers “dragged 14 screaming Iranian 

students” out of the Iranian embassy before they “unceremoniously dumped the kicking, 

screaming protesters into jail.” The students paid a light fine to obtain their release from 

jail, but not before a judge with the Court of General Sessions issued the students a firm 

warning: “If you commit it again, it will be serious for all of you.”
118

  

As Iranian students confronted an increasingly precarious legal situation in the 

United States, they moved to shore up their relationship with the Justice Department. 

Iranian students had successfully established cordial relations with Robert Kennedy and 

his Executive Assistant Andrew Oehmann. The State Department reported that Fariborz 
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Fatemi praised the Justice Department because it had “rendered great service to the cause 

of dissident Iranian students in the U.S. through its sympathy and understanding of their 

grievances against the present regime in Iran.” In the wake of the sit-in at the Iranian 

embassy, Fariborz Fatemi met with James Symington, the former deputy director of Food 

for Peace and administrative assistant to the attorney general, to object to the “brutal 

manner” by which metropolitan police hustled the student protesters out of the 

embassy.
119

   

After losing the deportation debate in summer 1962, Foggy Bottom made certain 

to have a representative at discussions between Iranian students and Justice Department 

officials. The traditionalist M. Gordon Tiger, who in December 1962 replaced Bowling at 

the Iran desk, attended the meeting that Fariborz Fatemi called. A visibly discouraged 

Fatemi asked why Tiger was present. Symington replied that “questions of U.S. relations 

with foreign countries… [are] more the province of the Department of State than the 

Department of Justice.” An undaunted Fatemi counseled that the Justice Department 

should continue to resist State Department pressures to deport the students whose travel 

status remained in question. As the shah was regaining the initiative with his White 

Revolution, Fatemi emphasized that ISAUS members “represent moderate forces in the 

ranks of overseas Iranian students.”
120

  

Notwithstanding Fatemi‟s claim, Washington endorsed the White Revolution and 

exhibited complacency as the shah moved against bazaari activists and National Front 
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leaders in Iran. The State Department, which never issued serious calls for reform, took 

great “interest and pleasure” with the White Revolution because it would “lead to the 

prosperity, social justice, and modernization to which the Shah has always aspired for his 

people.”
121

 State was unmoved on January 25 when Iranian security forces arrested the 

most vocal critics of White Revolution, including the leaders of the LMI. By February 

1963, observed the preeminent scholar of Iranian nationalism, “The Nationalists inside 

Iran were effectively controlled, but the Iranian student organization…in the United 

States and Europe, always hostile to the Shah, moved into vigorous opposition.”
122

  

In late February 1963 a series of telegrams arrived at the White House from 

Iranian student groups in Europe. A cohort of Iranian youths residing in the Saarland 

region of West Germany “implore[d] you [President Kennedy] to exercise your personal 

influence” to help free Iran‟s “true leaders.” Students representing the Iranian National 

Front in Great Britain decried the “oppression of basic human rights in Iran.” In a more 

radical demand, Iranian students in Leoben, Austria called for “the abolition” of the 

shah‟s government.
123

 Similar to their compatriots in the United States, Iranian students 

in Europe hoped that appeals to presidential power, “abolitionism,” and human rights 

might appeal to a president who harbored skepticism toward the Pahlavi regime.  
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As the divide between the modernizers and traditionalists all but disappeared, the 

layers of bureaucracy surrounding the White House prevented the telegrams from 

reaching the Oval Office. In a memorandum to McGeorge Bundy, State Department 

Executive Secretary William Brubeck opined that the telegrams from Iranian students in 

Europe “grossly exaggerate the situation” that the National Front leaders faced. Komer 

penned his own opinions on the memorandum, contending that the administration should 

avoid direct contacts with the Iranian opposition and support whole-heartedly the shah‟s 

reform initiatives. “We don‟t want to annoy him [the shah] by responding to these pop 

bottles from the bleachers,” Komer wrote.
124

 Komer‟s analogy is telling. Oppositionist 

Iranian students abroad were, in the minds of top American policymakers, relegated to 

the bleachers while foreign policy professionals and heads of states acted on the “field of 

play” to define the contours of the U.S.-Iran relationship. Komer reported that the shah 

was, according to the growing consensus in Washington, “our boy.”
125

 

Iranian student leaders recognized by March 1963 that they were losing influence 

in the administration. Mired in immigration court, Ali Fatemi assessed that he and 

Qotbzadeh had lost the first round of legal proceedings in early 1963 “because someone 

at the State-Department apparently wanted to give us a „lesson.‟”
126

 Many student 

activists recognized that the White Revolution had muted the administration‟s call for 

                                                           
124

 William H. Brubeck to McGeorge Bundy, “Telegrams from Iranian Student Groups,” March 1, 

1963, PPK, NSF, Countries, box 116A, folder: Iran General, 3/63, JFKL. 

125
 Memorandum from Robert Komer to Kenneth O‟Donnell, June 14, 1963, PPK, NSF, 

Countries, box 116A, folder: Iran General, 6/1/63-7/10/63, JFKL. On Ashraf Pahlavi‟s visit to the United 

States, see “Shah‟s Sister Here; Pickets Assail Her,” New York Times, June 10, 1963; Marie Smith, “For a 

Woman‟s Place in the Sun – Or on the Moon,” Washington Post, Times Herald, June 17, 1963. 

126
 Letter from Ali Fatemi to Robert Backoff, March 10, 1963, USNSA box 220, folder: Iran 1963-

1966. 



 

117 

 

political liberalization, a trend that became manifest in the American news media. A 

confidant of Fariborz Fatemi reported that the ISAUS planned to focus the bulk of its 

attention in mid-1963 on “resuscitating the Anti-Shah feeling lost recently by the 

impressive U.S. Pro-Shah news coverage” and confronting their “realization that they 

could not count on the U.S. Government to help them.”
127

 Their realization was 

confirmed when the Kennedy administration stood by in June 1963 as the shah‟s 

government declared war on the ulama, arrested Ayatollah Khomeini, and fired into 

crowds of Iranians who rallied in the streets to defend political and religious freedoms.
128

  

Students abroad mobilized against this most egregious instance of state-

sanctioned violence in modern Iranian history. On June 8 Ibrahim Yazdi, an LMI 

member then residing in New Jersey, wrote to the White House and demanded that 

Kennedy terminate its support for the Pahlavi regime.
129

 When Princess Ashraf Pahlavi 

arrived in the United States less than one week after the June massacre, the New York 

Times ran the headline: “Shah‟s Sister Here; Pickets Assail Her.” Indeed, student 

demonstrations forced Ashraf to seek the protection of a police escort when she traveled 

through New York City.
130

 Iranian students would later point to the events of June 1963 

as a turning point in their movement. The ISAUS declared that the violence on June 5 
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marked “the beginning of the New Wave of struggle.” “The bitter defeat of 1963,” the 

ISAUS would later declare, “taught our people that the path of Iran‟s revolution must 

cross the ruins of the Shah‟s regime.”
131

  

In September the shah held elections to end the twenty-seventh month period of 

martial law. Yet as a group of Tehran University students contended, the elections, like 

the referendum on the White Revolution earlier that year, took place under martial law 

and were not open to a broad swath of Iranian society. National Front leaders were in jail 

and the Iranian government signed off on the candidates that it deemed acceptable to run 

for office. Ali Fatemi published an English-language CISNU newsletter for the sole 

purpose of informing Americans that Iran remained an undemocratic state despite the 

process of elections. He also published an article in M.S. Arnoni‟s Minority of One that 

criticized the shah‟s government and the mainstream American media for holding up the 

1963 Iranian elections as a model of Iranian democracy.
132

    

To protest the September elections, members of the Greater New York chapter of 

the Iranian Student Association organized a sit-in at the office of Iran‟s delegate to the 

United Nations.
133

 The New York-based Iranian group that organized the U.N. 

demonstration put forth four demands. They called for the government to drop all charges 

                                                           
131

 ISAUS, Iranian Peoples‟ Movement, p. 21; U.S. Involvement in Iran, Part One: Imperialist 

Disguises and Liberal Illusions, 1900-1963 (Berkeley: ISAUS, December 1978), p. 75 (hereafter, ISAUS, 

Imperialist Disguises and Liberal Illusions). Emphasis in original. Ervand Abrahamian notes that “the June 

1963 Uprising had brought into being a new „political generation.‟” Abrahamian, The Iranian Mojahedin, 

84.   

132
 “Iran Students Object to Election Restrictions,” The Student 7:11 (1963): in section titled 

“Latest News from the Student World,” USNSA box 22; CIS Newsletter 1:1 (September 16, 1963), located 

in USNSA box 220, folder: Iran 1963-1966; Ali M.S. Fatemi, “The Shah‟s „Democracy,‟” Minority of One 

(November 1963): 20-21. 

133
 “Iranian Students Picket U.N.,” New York Times, August 20, 1963; Memorandum from Phillips 

Talbot to Dean Rusk, “Agitational Activities of Anti-Shah Iranian Students in the United States,” October 

5, 1963, FRUS 1961-1963 XVIII, document 333. 



 

119 

 

against nationalist and religious leaders who faced trial in military courts, free Mosaddeq 

from house arrest, ease press censorship and restrictions on public gatherings, and hold a 

new round of elections.
134

 The September 23 protest caught the attention of American 

and Iranian diplomats, spurring Ambassador Holmes to recommend to the State 

Department that the “time has come [to] press once more” for the deportation of 

Qotbzadeh and Fatemi.
135

  

Foreign Minister Abbas Aram spearheaded an initiative to encourage 

traditionalists in the State Department to pressure the Justice Department to deport Iran‟s 

student leaders. The student issue was at the center of a conversation between Aram, 

Rusk, and Bowling on September 30, 1963 at the United Nations. Aram described the 

continuing wave of student protests in the United States as “a very serious situation 

which is receiving the personal attention of the Shah.” Aram speculated that the students 

received funding from external sources, worried that the opposition abroad was growing 

in size, and denounced the high-level contacts in the U.S. government that some Iranian 

students enjoyed. The Iranian foreign minister asserted that the continuance of student 

protests in the United States “could have a very serious effect on U.S. relations with 

Iran.”
136

 On two separate occasions in less than a week, Aram talked to John D. Jernegan, 

Phillips Talbot, and Katherine Bracken of the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs. Aram 

reiterated the point he underscored with Rusk and Bowling: Iranian student protest was 
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“a problem that was having an increasingly deleterious effect on United States-Iran 

relations.”
 137

 

As Aram made his rounds in Washington, Phillips Talbot produced a paper titled 

“Agitational Activities of Anti-Shah Iranian Students in the United States.” Talbot 

repeated many of his past arguments, calling for the deportation of approximately twenty-

five “hard core” Iranian students who have “for several years severely embarrassed our 

relations with Iran by engaging in violent anti-regime activities.” Talbot argued that their 

political views were “much more extreme” than others in the nationalist opposition. 

Moreover, the student issue was directly related to the Kennedy administration‟s support 

for the White Revolution. According to Talbot, Iranian student “harassments” were 

“embarrassing our relations with Iran at a time when it is in our interest to indicate in 

every way possible our support for the fundamental reform program which the Shah has 

undertaken.” Talbot argued that decisive INS action would not only “disrupt” student 

organizing, but “would go a long way toward ameliorating Iranian bitterness and allaying 

the Shah‟s suspicions of our motives.”
138

  

Secretary of State Dean Rusk wrote to Robert Kennedy to request that he deport 

the students in question. He offered many of the justifications that appeared in Talbot‟s 

October 5 memorandum and cited the damage that student demonstrations inflicted on 

U.S.-Iran relations as reason enough “to take whatever measures we can to bring the 

situation under better control.” Rusk noted that the activities of the approximately 
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twenty-five “hard core” students were “entirely legal although not in conformity with the 

general practice of expecting political refugees to refrain from political activity in this 

country.” Rusk, careful not to offend Robert Kennedy‟s respect for the civil liberties, 

recognized the utility of “not raising the normal rights of free speech or free assembly.” 

The secretary of state argued instead that the “trespass and intimidation” of Iranian 

diplomatic establishments and officials warranted deportation.
139

 Yet Robert Kennedy 

remained steadfast in his determination not to deport the students with whom he began 

corresponding nearly two years earlier. “The only thing the State Department was ever 

able to do,” Iran desk officer M. Gordon Tiger later recalled, was to force Kennedy‟s 

Justice Department to issue Ali Fatemi and Sadeq Qotbzadeh a stern warning.
140

  

On December 24, 1963, one month after the assassination of President John F. 

Kennedy, Fatemi and Qotbzadeh met with Tiger, INS Commissioner Raymond Farrell, 

and his executive assistant James L. Hennessy. Farrell emphasized that the Justice 

Department had been “lenient” with oppositionist students “at the Attorney General‟s 

behest.” But he expressed dismay that, despite the Justice Department‟s leniency, the 

ISAUS continued to engage in “objectional behavior.” With Tiger nearby, Farrell likened 

the students to “guests in our house” subject to deportation if they continued to intervene 

in the official binational relationship. When Fatemi charged that the warning restricted 

his right to free political expression, Tiger lectured that the United States admitted 

international students to the country to study, not to engage in political activity. When he 
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reported on the conversation, Tiger consistently referred to the “rights” of Iranian 

students in quotations, indicating how little State Department officials considered the 

tenets of free speech modernism as a guiding principle of its foreign policy. Fatemi and 

Qotbzadeh got the message loud and clear.
141

 The Justice Department had lost its ground. 

The State Department boasted in a telegram to Ambassador Holmes that Fatemi and 

Qotbzadeh “probed hard for signs of differences between State and Justice positions, but 

received no evidence thereof.”
142

 Qotbzadeh left for Paris within months.
143

 

********** 

The administration did not consider the level of repression in Iran sufficient to 

integrate the concerns of the Iranian opposition generally, and the Iranian student 

movement in the United States in particular, into its strategic framework. In response to 

congressional inquiries about the violence that swept through Iran in summer 1963 and 

the subsequent moves against the National Front, the assistant secretary of state for 

congressional relations contended that the Iranian government was “not using this 

occasion to suppress civil liberties or inflict unusual punishments on its political 

opponents.”
144

 State Department officials reiterated this opinion, underscoring what they 

considered a “general lack of regime persecution of leftist opposition.”
145
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After selling the Kennedy administration on the White Revolution, the shah was 

able to set the parameters of acceptable reform in Iran. Moreover, the shah branded 

himself as a “revolutionary” monarch. As the historians Nils Gilman and Michael Latham 

have noted, policymakers and social scientists alike considered the implementation of 

modernization theory as the most effective way to produce “the right kind of revolution,” 

or a “controlled revolution.”
146

 The shah‟s brand of authoritarian development appealed 

to American policymakers seeking to safeguard U.S. security interests in a country whose 

citizenry, according to late 1950s work of the modernization theorist Daniel Lerner, was 

prone to political extremism on both the left and the right.
147

  

While the White Revolution won the shah supporters in Washington, it created 

new enemies for the monarch in Iran. The White Revolution alienated secular liberals 

such as Ali Fatemi and liberal Islamists like Sadeq Qotbzadeh.
148

 By the mid-1970s the 

White Revolution became a rallying point for the opposition. “The „White Revolution‟ 

was,” the ISAUS charged in 1974, “as much a „cure‟ for the ills of the economy, as two 

asprins [sic] would be to a patient suffering from terminal cancer.” The ISAUS used 

terms such as “underhanded” and “hoodwink” to describe the land reform and profit 

sharing planks of the White Revolution that did little to benefit Iran‟s peasants and 

industrial workers.
149

 The Iranian student lobby‟s ability to project its critiques of the 
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White Revolution into the halls of power in Washington did not translate to meaningful 

political reform in Iran. 

Voices sympathetic to Iran‟s anti-communist nationalist opposition lost resonance 

in policymaking circles as Robert Kennedy fell out of favor in the Johnson White House. 

One week after Kennedy stepped down as head of the Justice Department in early 

September 1964, the INS denied Ali Fatemi‟s request to become a lawful permanent 

resident of the United States. The acting director of the Newark District Office informed 

Fatemi‟s attorney, Lawrence C. Moore, that the State Department argued convincingly 

that a contrary decision “would have adverse effects on the relations of the United States 

and Iran.” Immigration officials declared that Fatemi‟s “disorderly behavior” and the 

“troublesome activities” of the ISAUS “have grievously embarrassed the United States in 

its relations with Iran.” INS ordered Fatemi to leave the country by October 11, 1964.
150

 

After a series of appeals, Fatemi remained in the United States, began teaching 

economics at the University of Akron in 1965, and completed his dissertation on the 

relationship between petroleum and economic development from the New School in 

1967.
151

 Yet as his experience indicates, free speech modernists steadily lost the ability to 

alter the bilateral relationship between the United States and Iran.  

The traditionalists and modernizers who collapsed into the vital center in 

American politics cast free speech modernists such as Kennedy and Douglas as radicals. 
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In the end, modernizers like Komer and traditionalists such as Tiger and Talbot differed 

on the means of Washington‟s Iran strategy but agreed on the ends. The Kennedy 

administration opted to support the White Revolution in the name of stability rather than 

pursue the political liberalization for which American and Iranian free speech modernists 

called, failing in the process to align its strategic framework with the stated ideals of 

international education. But the Kennedy administration‟s decision not to push the shah 

for political reform did not diminish the prospects for future manifestations of 

progressive internationalism. Nor did Kennedy‟s support for the White Revolution 

predetermine future American support for the shah under Lyndon Johnson. 
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CHAPTER 3 – THE CROSSFIRE: 

IRANIAN STUDENTS AND THE JOHNSON ADMINISTRATION 

 

It is probable that the American position in Iran will continue to deteriorate along 

with the growing unpopularity of the Shah‟s régime and that the United States 

will replace Britain as the prime target of nationalist attacks. The urge for political 

freedom, which has already proved stronger than the attraction of recent social 

and economic reforms, is likely to be reinforced by an attempt to free Iran from 

all foreign domination. 

 

– Hosein Mahdavi (1965)
1
 

 

 

The coalition of American and Iranian free speech modernists that emerged as an 

alternative foreign policymaking community during the Kennedy era hoped that President 

Lyndon B. Johnson would globalize the principles of his Great Society. Johnson, a 

former school teacher and Texas State Director of the National Youth Administration in 

the late 1930s, appreciated youth and knew about the Iranian student movement. The 

editors of Iran Nameh wrote that he “graciously acknowledged” the ISAUS petition that 

reached the White House in summer 1961. “The exchange of young people between our 

countries is symbolic,” Johnson declared one year later, “of the future of relations 

between Iran and the United States.” The thirty-sixth president was rivaled only by his 

predecessor in advocating international education. He signed the 1966 International 

Education Act, though Congress refused to appropriate funds as an increasing percentage 

of the national budget hemorrhaged to Southeast Asia, and he declared that he “prizes the 

fullest possible exchange of culture and ideas” between Iran and the United States.
2
 But 
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Johnson‟s support for student exchange and the rights-based liberalism of his Great 

Society did not translate to calls for civic engagement in Iran.  

This chapter argues that Johnson closed the channel that opened under Kennedy‟s 

watch that allowed progressive Americans and Iranians to influence policymaking. That 

channel closed for two reasons. First, the most powerful proponents of a revised Iran 

strategy lost favor in the White House. The president‟s acrimonious relationship with 

Robert Kennedy and William Douglas‟ early and unsolicited dissent against the Vietnam 

War assured that neither influenced the administration when the time came to make tough 

decisions.
3
 Young Foreign Service officers in Tehran sympathetic to the National Front 

also found their policy recommendations slighted by their superiors. Second, the Johnson 

administration accepted military modernization as the preferred method by which to build 

the shah‟s Iran into a pillar of stability in the Persian Gulf region. Time was of the 

essence as diplomatic realignments, war, and imperial retreat remade the map of the 

Middle East in the latter half of the 1960s. The administration responded to the Iranian-

Soviet rapprochement, the Six Day War of June 1967, Great Britain‟s announced 

withdrawal from its posts “East of Suez,” and the pressures of the Vietnam War by 

pursuing an Iran strategy that wed geopolitics with the premises of modernization.  
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With the onset of the White Revolution, much of the U.S. foreign policy 

establishment and large portions of the American public now considered the shah the 

quintessential “modernizing monarch.” Social scientists, particularly Samuel Huntington, 

popularized the concept in the 1960s in an attempt to reconcile the seeming contradiction 

between modernity and monarchical institutions in countries such as Haile Selassie‟s 

Ethiopia and the shah‟s Iran. Leaders like the shah were, according to Huntington, best 

suited to be “protagonists of the royal revolution from above,” similar to the absolute 

monarchs of early modern Europe. The Iran of the mid-1960s faced the “classic 

dilemma” of early political modernization, what Huntington described as the moment 

when “traditional pluralism confronts modernizing despotism.” According to Huntington, 

the shah needed success in two areas to break the impasse. The White Revolution 

fulfilled the first set of criteria, as it demonstrated the shah‟s willingness to promote state-

driven socio-economic reform with “unflagging zest.” The second requirement, in which 

the Johnson administration took great interest, was for the Pahlavi state to win over and 

absorb “the social forces produced by modernization,” especially the new class of 

Western-educated technocrats.
4
 When Edward A. Bayne of the American Universities 

Field Staff published Persian Kingship in Transition in 1968, he confidently described 

the shah as “a monarch whose office is traditional and whose goal is modernization.”
5
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In Iran, the façade of political modernization was preserved as alumni of 

American universities began to enter government service in unprecedented numbers. 

Between 1959 and 1963 the majority of the approximately four hundred individuals who 

swelled the ranks of the “Progressive Circle” were American-educated. The Progressive 

Circle formed under the leadership of Hasan Ali Mansur as a dowreh, or a circle of 

individuals who met privately and on a regular basis to discuss Iran‟s social, economic, 

and political problems. In September 1963 thirty-eight members of Mansur‟s dowreh 

won seats in what the State Department saw as “a carefully screened pro-Shah 

Parliament” that made the shah‟s power “more secure than it has been for years.” The 

twenty-first majlis was the most educated to date, with 121 of the 196 new members 

holding college degrees, 57 from foreign universities. By the time that he assumed the 

premiership in March 1964, Mansur had converted the Progressive Circle into a political 

party. The shah envisioned the Iran Novin Party as an instrument to institutionalize the 

White Revolution and harness the energy of Iran‟s young technocrats to his 

modernization program. Yet the U.S. embassy in Tehran reported that the shah was 

having difficulty fulfilling the second requirement of a successful modernizing monarch. 

Mansur‟s clique did not enjoy popular support and Iran Novin‟s “influence among young 

people in particular is very limited.”
6
 Indeed, the ISAUS considered Mansur subservient 

to the shah.
7
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In the United States, politically active Iranian students faced a situation quite 

different from the early 1960s as they attempted to debunk the myth of the modernizing 

monarch. In September 1964 the ISAUS international affairs vice president worried that 

Robert Kennedy‟s departure from the Justice Department would usher in “the begining 

[sic] of a new tide” against anti-shah students in the United States.
8
 His assessment was 

correct. With Robert Kennedy in the Senate, Iran desk officer M. Gordon Tiger pressed 

Nicholas Katzenbach‟s Justice Department to stop issuing extensions of stay to Iranians 

with expired travel documentation. The INS, feeling the heat from Foggy Bottom, issued 

a statement in fall 1965 that “Iranian students should be treated like all other students.”
9
 

State‟s Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs remained adamant that, despite student claims of 

possible persecution upon return, “opposition to the regime per se does not subject an 

individual to physical persecution.”
10

 Martin Herz, the political counselor at the U.S. 

embassy in Tehran from 1963 to 1967, informed NEA that its take on the consequences 
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of political activism in Iran “is just not true.”
11

 Notwithstanding Herz‟s protestation, NEA 

disregarded it as of insufficient priority, focusing instead on “restoring Iranian confidence 

in United States intentions and, hopefully, dampening the ardor of other agitators.”
12

  

This chapter focuses on the crucial period in the relationship between U.S. foreign 

policy and the shah‟s modernization program between late 1963 and the close of 1967. 

This period witnessed two royal visits to the United States, two parliamentary elections in 

Iran, the “take off” of the Iranian economy with the implementation of the Third 

Development Plan, and the ascendency of Iran to the ranks of the “developed” nations. 

During these four years Johnson‟s foreign policy team discounted American and Iranian 

dissent against the shah‟s project of authoritarian development. The Johnson 

administration had various opportunities to press the shah for political liberalization, and 

the expanding progressive internationalist coalition presented ample evidence that greater 

freedoms were desirable. Yet Johnson‟s proclivity to ignore dissenting voices when 

formulating policy combined with geopolitical shifts in the international arena to lead his 

administration to abandon Kennedy-era calls for reform and eliminate progressive voices 

from the policy discourse in Washington. 

  

3.1 Contesting the White Revolution in the Golden State 

Although the shah‟s 1964 trip to the United States was not a state visit, he met 

with President Johnson. Both national leaders hoped to build on the personal rapport that 
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they established when Johnson traveled to Iran two years earlier. The shah sought equally 

to build cultural bridges. The newly-established American branch of the Iran-America 

Society displayed an exhibit titled “7,000 Years of Iranian Art” at the National Gallery in 

Washington, D.C., and the shah was on hand for the ribbon-cutting ceremony. The 

monarch also received honorary degrees from American University, NYU, and the 

University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA). It was in California where Iranian 

students and their American allies contested the White Revolution and aimed to dispel 

the image of the shah as a modernizing monarch.
13

   

Four months before the shah‟s arrival in UCLA, Ambassador James 

Riddleberger‟s reports from Austria helped policymakers in Washington gauge the 

transnational dimensions of Iranian student opposition. The vocal Iranian student 

community in Austria circulated leaflets in Innsbruck when the shah arrived in the city to 

watch the 1964 Winter Olympic Games. One leaflet charged that for the shah “to 

maintain his inhuman regime he has caused thousands of people striving for freedom to 

be killed and to be thrown into prison.” Despite such language, Riddleberger struggled to 

interpret the “chain reaction of demonstrations” that took place across Austria. “It is 

extremely difficult to determine if,” Riddleberger surmised, “the anti-Shah sentiment is 

indicative of a strong political movement among the students or if it is merely an outlet 

for their frustrations as poor foreign students in an alien land.”
14

 Back in Washington, 
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Tiger took interest in Riddleberger‟s report and asked for more “spot reporting on future 

incidents and developments.”
15

 Fearing that dissident Iranians from Europe would try to 

enter the United States, U.S. officials suspended their eligibility for travel visas during 

the shah‟s visit that June.
16

  

 In the United States, the organizational power center of the Iranian student 

movement had recently shifted away from the Northeast. From 1960 to 1963, students 

such as Ali Fatemi and Sadeq Qotbzadeh dominated day-to-day operations. To be sure, 

Iranian students on the East Coast maintained influence in the ISAUS and directed some 

of the most active chapters during the subsequent decade. From 1963 to 1965, however, 

ISAUS President Hasan Lebaschi and Vice President Ali Barzegar resided in California 

and Minnesota. Lebaschi was a graduate student in political science at the University of 

California at Berkeley who raised eyebrows in Washington when he sent to the White 

House a letter critical of the shah. With the newly-elected president enrolled in the 

University of California system and the shah scheduled to appear in Los Angeles, the 

ISAUS was well placed to mobilize.
17
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In spring 1964 the Southern California chapter of the Iranian Student Association 

assembled a diverse coalition to contest the White Revolution. In March its members 

distributed a pamphlet on UCLA‟s campus that professed a “desire [for] social and 

economic development under freedom for our people.” The students countered the shah‟s 

reputation as a “reform-minded” monarch by highlighting specific instances of “the 

suppression of human rights and liberties in Iran.” Repeatedly invoking the United 

Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), the three-page pamphlet 

spurred American students living in Westwood to write to high-ranking U.S. officials in 

search of answers.
18

 The president of the ISA Southern California furthered the student 

movement‟s effort to inform young Americans about political life in Iran. Mostafa 

Chaharmahali Kaidi was a student at Woodbury College and an active campus organizer 

at nearby UCLA who frequented the International Student Center and was a regular at the 

meetings of the Young Socialist, W.E.B. Du Bois, and Young Democrat Clubs.
19

 Kaidi 

also persuaded the UCLA chapter of the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) to 

organize a conference on the shah‟s abuses of state power.
20

   

Word spread throughout the University of California system, and the shah became 

a rallying point for an emerging student culture of opposition at Berkeley. In April 
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members of the ISA Northern California manned posts at Sather Gate and in front of 

North Gate Hall to build a campus-based movement that linked the absence of academic 

freedom in Iran to the University of California. In three hours the Iranians had gained the 

support of five hundred individuals who opposed their university‟s association with the 

shah.
21

 Others expressed their dissent in a series of articles that appeared in the student 

newspaper. In the Daily Californian an American graduate student shared his concern 

that U.S.-funded security forces were thwarting Iran‟s domestic opposition. All the while, 

the student charged, the University of California chose to “help the government 

perpetuate this hoax” of the shah as a benevolent monarch. Iranian students in Berkley 

offered a similar pronouncement four days later in the same publication, asserting that it 

“learned with great shock” that the university chose to honor “a man whose hostility 

towards the academic world and the basic rights of man is well known to any observer of 

the Iranian scene.” The ISA, focusing on academic freedom, claimed that the honorary 

degree was “antithetical to the purpose and damaging to the high esteem of this great 

institution.”
22

 The senate of the Associated Students of the University of California 

agreed. On May 12 the student government passed a motion by a count of thirteen to two 
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in favor of rescinding UCLA‟s invitation to the shah. The Regents of the University of 

California disregarded the vote.
23

  

UCLA officials were alarmed that student opposition to the shah might disrupt the 

spring commencement. A public affairs officer at UCLA and the university‟s vice 

chancellor had recently talked with Habib Naficy, the new supervisor of Iranian students 

in the United States, in Minneapolis at the annual meeting of the National Association of 

Foreign Student Affairs. According to Naficy, “bus loads” of anti-regime students from 

across the country were ready to travel to Los Angeles and join in protest with the eight 

hundred Iranians in local colleges and universities. Making matters worse, the Daily 

Bruin printed a full-page feature, based on a letter that Kaidi sent to UCLA officials, 

which condemned the university for bestowing the honorary degree. John D. Jernegan, 

NEA‟s deputy assistant secretary of state, discussed these “ominous developments” with 

UCLA officials. He reported that, because Chancellor Franklin David Murphy worried 

that “the recent series of civil rights disturbances had popularized the idea of 

demonstrations in this country,” the university wanted to “call the whole project off.”
24

  

State Department officials warned Ambassador Julius Holmes that UCLA 

expressed “grave doubts that ceremonies can take place with dignity.” While State 

emphasized that its “principal concern is actually over humiliation Shah might suffer,” 

Holmes cited a letter of reassurance that the shah received from Clark Kerr, the president 
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of the University of California, to dismiss the possibility of canceling the West Coast leg 

of the trip. The shah‟s determination to uphold his UCLA engagement forced the State 

Department to expend considerable energy to guarantee that the trip would improve, 

rather than damage, the new administration‟s relationship with the Iranian monarch.
25

  

Jernegan urged Robert Kennedy‟s Justice Department to “throw the fear of God 

into the students.”
26

 Charles H. Mace, the deputy administrator of the Bureau of Security 

and Consular Affairs, sent a letter to INS Commissioner Raymond Farrell in which he 

asserted that “untoward or tragic incidents involving the groups in question would be 

highly damaging to our…national security interests in view of Iran‟s military importance 

to us.” Mace offered two recommendations. First, the INS should deport Ali Shayegan, 

the former Mosaddeq cabinet minister, Douglas confidant, and leader of the nationalist 

opposition abroad. Secondly, he advised Farrell to issue a blunt warning – one less 

“nebulous” than the December 24 warning – to the ISAUS for its members to “avoid 

extreme anti-regime activities or face deportation.” He singled out Ali Fatemi and 

Mostafa Kaidi Chaharmahali. State Department security officials considered these 

measures necessary to convince the shah that the new administration, in contrast to its 

predecessor, harbored no sympathies for his political opponents.
27

   

 While Robert Kennedy‟s Justice Department proved unreceptive, the Johnson 

administration cooperated with SAVAK to minimize the visibility of student 
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demonstrations during the shah‟s visit.
28

 General Hasan Pakravan, the director of 

SAVAK from 1961 to 1965, notified the American embassy in Tehran that three of his 

officers were scheduled to take up posts as attachés at the Iranian embassy in 

Washington. Ambassador Holmes noted that the three security officers would “be 

concerned with control of Iranian students.” One of the three SAVAK officers, Colonel 

Nasser Moqadam, was the chief of SAVAK Department Three, which was responsible 

for maintaining internal security in Iran. But now added to his responsibilities was 

surveilling Iranian students in the United States as the shah prepared to for his first 

official meeting with President Johnson. Moqadam compiled a two-volume log – which 

Iran‟s students referred to as a “blacklist” and NEA called a “Lookout Book” – that 

contained personal information on leading dissidents. State Department officials 

requested the log from the Iranian ambassador in April. They had it by May.
29

  

As the commencement ceremony grew near, Iranian students worked to extend 

their base of support beyond California. A dissident Iranian woman named Parvaneh 

Shargh published an article in The Militant, claiming that the shah‟s visit to the United 

States offered “a good time to expose and analyze the Iranian situation.” She defended 

                                                           
28

 Within a week of Mace‟s letter, the Office of the Attorney General rejected requests to deport 

Shayegan. Memorandum from J.L. Hennessy to John E. Nolan Jr., “Iranian Nationals,” May 21, 1964, 

RFKP, Attorney General‟s General Correspondence, box 28, folder: Iran, JFKL. 

29
 Telegram from American Embassy Tehran to Secretary of State, “Shah‟s Visit,” May 23, 1964, 

RG 59, CFPF 1964-1966, box 2331, folder: POL 7 Iran 1/1/64, NARA; Memorandum from “Controlled 

American Source” to Political Section Chief American Embassy Tehran, “SAVAK Discussion with NF 

Leader,” August 1, 1964, Digital National Security Archive (DNSA), IR00533; “Iranian Students Stage 

Protest Sit-In at Consulate,” New York Times, July 6, 1961. On NEA‟s request for a list of Iranian 

dissidents that included passport and visa status, see Katherine Bracken to Phillips Talbot, “Iranian 

Students: Your Meeting Today with General Pakravan and Foreign Minister Aram,” April 27, 1964, RG 

59, RRI 1964-1966, box 6, folder: Iran 1964 POL 13-2 and 13-2-b, NARA. Reference to the acquisition of 

a “Lookout Book” in May 1964 appears in Franklin J. Crawford to P.J. Balestrieri (SCA), “Reported Entry 

of Farajollah Ardalan into the United States,” February 16, 1966, RG 59, RRI 1964-1966, box 11, folder: 

Iran 1966 POL 13-2-b, NARA. 



 

139 

 

Mosaddeq‟s premiership, discussed at length the perennial violence that occurred at 

Tehran University, and accused the shah of having “made the constitution meaningless.” 

Shargh was particularly critical of American policymakers for turning a blind eye to the 

human consequences of the shah‟s modernization program. She cited sympathetic 

Americans such as Richard Cottam and William Douglas to buttress her argument that 

Iranians were “suffocating and need to breathe the fresh air of freedom now.”
30

  

On the eve of the shah‟s arrival, the ISAUS Executive Committee released a 

statement to a wide-range of progressive organizations that included the ACLU, the 

Congress of Racial Equality, and the International League for the Rights of Man. The 

ISAUS revealed the unfortunate irony that the shah was scheduled to receive an honorary 

doctorate in humane letters from UCLA on a date that “coincides with the anniversary of 

his most manifest act of inhumanity:” the June 1963 massacre. The ISAUS maintained 

that the demonstrations in Los Angeles would “be in good faith and in accord with 

democratic principles of protest and peaceful assembly…and for the sole purpose of 

defending freedom, justice and equality under the rule of law.” Hosein Hoseinmardi of 

the ISAUS offered a similar statement to reporters from the Los Angeles Times. “This 

campaign is not a violent campaign,” Hoseinmardi asserted. “It is an educational 

campaign. Our main purpose is to present the fact that the Shah is against academic 

freedom. This man is not supposed to be honored.”
31
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The tensions that mounted throughout the spring boiled over in June when the 

shah stood outdoors before a crowd of 12,600 and delivered the keynote address at 

UCLA‟s commencement. Four graduates, including members of the university‟s ACLU 

chapter, walked out of the ceremony as Clark Kerr introduced the shah. The shah brushed 

off the rustling in the crowd and proceeded to hail the merits of his White Revolution. He 

argued that, as one of the “progressive and democratic leaders” of the world, he would 

usher in the “construction of a new society in which all the citizens…would enjoy 

equality, freedom, and social justice.” The shah also maintained that his “peaceful 

revolution” would “promote civic harmony.” As he spoke of upholding “democracy and 

human dignity,” law enforcement officials paced nervously through the aisles. In one 

instance, they removed a group of students that attempted to display an anti-shah banner. 

Overhead, a police helicopter hurried out of sight a small, student-rented airplane that 

towed a banner that read, “Need a Fix – See the Shah,” referring to heroin production in 

Iran. As many as two hundred protesters just outside of the venue added chants of “shah 

is a murderer” to the sound of engines and propellers overhead. The worst fears of 

government and university officials became realities.
32

 

When the shah returned to New York from the West Coast to discuss the 

modernization of Iran‟s military forces with members of the Department of Defense, one 

U.S. official observed that the shah “appeared tired and somewhat melancholy. One had 

the impression that the demonstrations in Los Angeles had depressed him.” The shah 
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cheered up when he learned that he would receive almost two hundred M-60 tanks and 

four C-130 transport planes in addition to a Hawk battalion, howitzers, armored 

personnel carriers, machine guns, and an extension of U.S. Military Assistance Program 

grants through the end of the decade. The agreement was made official on July 4, 1964 

when the United States and Iran signed a memorandum of understanding that effectively 

removed the possibility that future military grants, credits, and sales would be contingent 

upon the liberalization of the Iranian political system. According to one U.S. official the 

shah “spoke with manifest irritation” about the events that unfolded at UCLA, but after 

learning that Johnson was more willing than his predecessor to help Iran modernize its 

military, he “was manifestly pleased.”
33

  

 

3.2 The Marble Palace “Plot” 

In 1965 a transnational network emerged that criticized the shah‟s abuse of state 

power through the language of “human rights.” Its members diverged from free speech 

modernists who criticized the Pahlavi regime in the early 1960s through the language of 

constitutionalism; and it differed from the human rights network of the 1970s in size and 

influence. The nascent human rights network took shape when Iranian students abroad 

joined with American and British progressives to contest the manner by which the shah 

responded to the violence that swept through Iran in early 1965.  

                                                           
33

 Memorandum of Conversation, “Military Modernization Discussions with the Shah of Iran,” 

June 12, 1964, FRUS 1964-1968 XXII, document 42; Telegram from Department of State to American 

Embassy Tehran, Memorandum of Understanding between the United States and Iran Covering the 

Military Modernization Program, July 2, 1964, DNSA, IR00531; Telegram from American Embassy 

Tehran to Department of State, Memorandum of Understanding Signed, July 4, 1964, DNSA, IR00532.  



 

142 

 

Political assassinations were the mark of this wave of violence. On April 10, 

1965, less than three months after the assassination of Prime Minister Hasan Ali Mansur, 

Reza Shamsabadi, a twenty-two-year-old conscript in the Imperial Guard, tried but failed 

to kill the Shah of Iran in the Marble Palace.
34

 The assassination attempt exacerbated the 

shah‟s fear that study abroad produced as many revolutionaries as technocrats. As he told 

a reporter from the French periodical Le Monde: “Those who tried to assassinate 

me…have returned precisely from England. It is in London and Manchester that 

revolutionaries are made.”
35

  

The shah‟s response was to take preemptive measures and divide the opponents of 

his “White” Revolution into two groups: the “black reactionaries” (religious opposition) 

and “red reactionaries” (leftists).
36

 In a move against the former to avenge Mansur‟s 

death, Iranian security forces arrested fifty-five members of the Islamic Nation Party.
37

 

But it was the latter that the shah assessed as the most severe threat because Parviz 

Nikkhah, a Maoist and recent graduate of the University of Manchester, returned to Iran 

in 1964 to organize Iran‟s peasants into revolutionary cells.
38

 The shah ordered the arrest 
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of a cadre of British-educated Iranians, known as the “Nikkhah Group,” on the most 

tendentious charges. Because five of the detained Iranians had been active members of 

the CISNU and a host of other student societies in Great Britain, the Confederation 

accused the shah of taking advantage of the circumstances surrounding the assassination 

attempt to orchestrate a “conspiracy to silence the students.”
39

  

 U.S. diplomats in Tehran moved quickly to determine how well-placed Western-

educated Iranians assessed the implications of the assassination attempt. The embassy‟s 

first secretary reported that two nationalists who studied in Hamburg and New York 

before gaining employment with Iran‟s powerful Industrial and Mining Development 

Bank “hope that we are dusting off our contingency plans for the Shah‟s departure from 

the scene.”
40

 Jalal Abdoh, a Paris-educated lawyer, politician, and diplomat, offered 

similar advice. To the dismay of the embassy‟s second secretary, Abdoh proposed that 

the U.S. ambassador “buttonhole the Shah and advise him to „allow the creation of a 

popular Government.‟”
41

  

Even as the embassy summarily dismissed such suggestions, a group of Labour 

Party Members of Parliament (MPs) in Great Britain sent a critical letter to Ardeshir 
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Zahedi, now Iran‟s ambassador in London. The letter, dated May 7, demanded a civilian 

trial for the fourteen accused Iranians and expressed concern over allegations emanating 

from Iran that SAVAK was torturing Nikkhah to extract a confession of guilt. The Times 

of London published the letter, which reached newsstands hours before Zahedi received 

the original document. Zahedi claimed that the letter was “based solely on rumours and 

allegations” and “most assuredly constitutes an act of interference in the internal affairs 

of my country.” The ambassador offered the MPs his “complete assurance that your fears 

regarding these rumours are groundless.” Zahedi‟s defensive reaction piqued Arthur 

Stanley Newens‟ interest in Iran. The Epping representative, who became one of the most 

vocal parliamentary critics of the shah and steadfast allies of the student movement, 

helped establish the Committee for the Defense of Political Prisoners, which received all 

financial contributions to the Confederation‟s defense campaign in Great Britain. Zahedi, 

hoping to avoid the pitfalls that he experienced in Washington, severed communications 

with the Committee.
42

 

 The controversy in London stunned U.S. embassy officials in Tehran. Martin 

Herz, ever the consummate realist, criticized the British “back-benchers” for interfering 

in the conduct of international relations between London and Tehran. Herz noted that 

“from the strict point of civil liberties and fairness toward political accused the British 

protesters have a point.” But he deemed Nikkhah and his comrades the wrong kind of 
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opposition. “The only question is whether all of them, or only some of them, are guilty of 

terrorism,” Herz postulated.
43

  

Herz‟s counterparts in the State Department agreed. M. Gordon Tiger worked 

tirelessly during his last weeks at the Iran desk to ensure that the trial did not undo his 

previous efforts to mend the U.S.-Iran relationship that came unglued during the Kennedy 

era. “I felt in my bones when hearing the news that the assassination conspirators were 

student returnees from abroad,” Tiger wrote to Herz, “that we would have some renewed 

pressure” on the issue of student activism abroad. “I hope we can keep it from escalating 

into something big.”
44

         

As if on cue, Iranian students confronted the shah during his brief stopover in 

New York on May 18. According to Ambassador Armin Meyer, who replaced Julius 

Holmes in Tehran weeks after the assassination attempt, “The Shah‟s concern about 

Iranian students abroad is, undoubtedly, increased by evidence that the recent attempt on 

his life was probably engineered by Iranian students abroad.”
45

 The student 

demonstrators who shadowed the shah during his evening in the city became a policy 

concern of the utmost importance for an administration attempting to manage its relations 

with the increasingly independent monarch. Meyer reported that Foreign Minister Abbas 
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Aram “spoke to me strongly” about the thirty-five ISAUS members who “tagged along 

and ruined the entire evening.”
46

  

Iranian students in the United States also launched a letter-writing campaign. 

Tiger intercepted a letter that ISAUS President Hasan Lebaschi wrote to Lyndon Johnson 

that highlighted the lack of due process in Iran‟s legal system.
47

 The president of the 

Iranian Student Association of Minnesota followed with a letter to the president, Vice 

President Hubert Humphrey, Senator Walter Mondale (D-MN), and Congressman 

Donald Fraser (D-MN). The student declared that the U.S. government bore “a moral 

responsibility to insure [sic] fair and open trials to our accused friends.” If the 

administration failed to act, he asserted, Washington would “be an accomplice in the 

suppression of basic human rights in Iran.” He pointed out that Johnson‟s stance toward 

Iran was “unlike the strong humanitarian we have seen on television pleading for the 

rights of…citizens in the South.” The Iran desk determined that no reply was necessary.
48

  

With no sympathy from U.S. officials, the Confederation turned to familiar 

partners such as William Douglas to gain support for its defense campaign. Douglas 

agreed with the Minnesota branch of the ISA that the United States was responsible for 

strengthening the repressive capacities of the Pahlavi state. “Those who fill the jails of 

Iran are impotent against these American weapons,” Douglas wrote shortly after the 
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detention of the Nikkhah group.
49

 Douglas read a CISNU press release that described the 

arrests as being “inspired by the characteristic McCarthyism of all dictatorial regimes,” 

and he backed the Confederation‟s strategy of attempting to “draw the attention of all 

democratic-minded people” to the legal injustices in Tehran.
50

 The Chicago branch of the 

Iranian Student Association appealed directly to Douglas, claiming that the five British 

alumni “have fallen prey to the shameful extermination practice of the shah.” The 

students asserted that American progressives like Douglas needed to pay heed to “the 

clamor of a nation which is struggling for its most basic human rights.”
51

 Douglas was 

happy to acquiesce to a request from the ISAUS to send a “message of solidarity” to the 

organization‟s twelfth congress that August. According to Douglas‟ message, “These are 

trying times for those whose star is the democratic ideal. I congratulate you on your 

steadfastness to that idea.”
52

 

 Douglas also corresponded regularly with the Hosein Mahdavi, who had quit the 

Plan Organization to pursue a doctorate in economics at Harvard University. Mahdavi 

became increasingly unpopular with the Royal Court after his election to the Central 

Committee of the National Front in April 1964. Now in the United States, and with 

government service behind him, Mahdavi worked to strengthen the organizing capacity 

of the Iranian student movement abroad. Mahdavi caused a stir in Tehran when he 

published “The Coming Crisis in Iran” in Foreign Affairs. Criticizing the shah for 
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considering “economic development to be the cure-all for every major problem that Iran 

faced,” the article argued that the shah‟s modernization program was doomed for failure 

so long as it favored economic formulae and military muscle over a more inclusive 

political system. He and the other delegates to the 1965 ISAUS convention in Chicago 

determined that it was necessary to create a legal defense fund modeled on the Labour 

Party‟s Committee.
53

 Mahdavi returned to Cambridge to direct the ISAUS-affiliated 

Committee for the Defense of Iranian Political Prisoners and Students (CDIPPS). 

Mahdavi‟s CDIPPS proffered the most vocal defense on the American side of the 

Atlantic for the Iranians who stood trial in Tehran. The committee‟s “policy” was “to 

defend the human and constitutional rights of all political prisoners in Iran irrespective of 

their political views or ideologies.” Mahdavi demanded that the defendants stand trial in a 

civilian court rather than a military tribunal and be free to obtain counsel from attorneys 

with no ties to the Iranian government. He also urged the court to discount confessions 

obtained through torture. CDIPPS material urging “all U.S. citizens who believe in 

justice and rights of man” to offer support for its three demands poured into Douglas‟ 

office during the months leading up to the trial.
54
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Amnesty International, which the English barrister Peter Beneson had formed 

four years earlier, was of potentially greater assistance to the students organizing abroad 

and those standing trial in Tehran.
55

 The arrest, detention, and trial of the Nikkhah group 

provided Amnesty International with an opportunity to test its “prisoners of conscience” 

strategy. Two of its representatives had managed to enter Iran in summer 1965, despite 

the Iranian government‟s effort to keep out international observers as military prosecutors 

built their case, and collect evidence to support the claim that SAVAK tortured the 

defendants. The Labour Party‟s Iran Committee echoed the allegations in a series of 

articles that appeared in The Guardian as the military tribunal convened in early October. 

In mid-October three additional Amnesty International-affiliated lawyers – Louis Blom-

Cooper, Luigi Cavalieri, and Hajo Wandschneider – arrived in Tehran to monitor the 

trial. They later authored a report highly critical of Iran‟s legal system.
56

 

The trial marked an attempt to extend military control over civilian minds. The 

chief prosecutor, Brigadier General Zia Farsiv, claimed that “dangerous and ill-directed 

political beliefs were injected into their minds” in Great Britain by “anti-nationalist” 
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student organizations. Most of the defendants did not deny that they read communist 

literature. Yet as one young defendant asked: “Am I being tried here for my deeds – or 

for my thoughts?” He continued, stating that he was unaware that possessing political 

pamphlets “was akin to keeping a decapitated body in my home.” One of the defense 

counsels, also a brigadier in the Army, argued that his clients would benefit more from 

“guidance” than severe punishment. But the prosecutor countered by asserting, “Just 

because they are young does not mean we should forgive them and let them go home and 

start polluting society.” Nearing the end of the trial, one of the four young men who faced 

the death sentence tried a different approach. He proclaimed that he was a “Shah-loving 

man.”
57

   

As the life of the four Iranians hung in the balance in Tehran, the CISNU turned 

to the United Nations for support. In an October 25 statement to the Commission on 

Human Rights, the CISNU called for the “strict application” in Iran of the UDHR. The 

students asserted that while the shah was deaf to their concerns, “the Iranian Government 

cannot remain indifferent to the international opinion…in the face of the intervention of 

international organisations.” The CISNU also invoked the Iranian Constitution, pointing 

to articles seventy-seven and seventy-nine that mandated that political trials take place in 

civilian courts. In an effort to pressure the Iranian government to meet its demands for an 
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open trial, the CISNU announced that it would initiate a worldwide hunger strike on 

October 25.
58

  

The hunger strike began in Karlsruhe, West Germany, but Iranian students also 

rallied in Austria, Switzerland, Italy, France, Belgium, Great Britain, and the United 

States. While many of the strikers disbanded after the initial seventy-two-hour period, 

forty-five remained without food for more than nine days. These students called off the 

strike only after they received supportive communiqués from the United Nations and 

Amnesty International. John Peters Humphrey – a Canadian attorney and co-drafter of 

the UDHR – informed the CISNU that Secretary General U Thant planned to act in a 

“personal capacity” to encourage the Iranian government to admit a greater number of 

international observers to the trial. In a November 3 press release, the CISNU Secretariat 

expressed its “heart-felt thanks to great world personalities” such as U Thant, Bertrand 

Russell, Jean-Paul Sartre, and Amnesty International‟s attorneys that supported their 

“humanitarian enterprise.” Two of the four defendants whose crimes were punishable by 

death received the maximum sentence when the tribunal issued its verdict on November 

1. Four days later, with the international eyes on Tehran, the former students filed an 

appeal.
59
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William Douglas, who received a telegram from the seat of the CISNU hunger 

strikes, pressed the Johnson administration to intercede as the appellate court heard 

arguments.
60

 Douglas wrote to President Johnson on November 8 “convinced that these 

trials are really trials of the political opposition, not of criminals.” He suggested that 

Johnson “send a message to the Shah” through the diplomatic corps in Tehran that made 

clear that the administration would view the outcome of the trial as either the first step 

toward the rejuvenation of the constitution or a signpost of the onward march of 

authoritarianism in Iran.
61

   

Robert Komer replied on the president‟s behalf. “I am sure that you would wish to 

know,” Komer informed Douglas, “that some of the facts in the case were not as they 

were apparently represented to you.” Komer claimed that the accused were culpable in 

the assassination attempt and leveled that individuals charged with crimes against the 

state did not warrant a civilian trial. Douglas charged in a biting response that “the person 

who prepared your letter apparently has not delved very deeply into the Iranian law.” He 

maintained that the substance of his November 8 was true to the word, “your staff to the 

contrary notwithstanding.”
62
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Douglas ascertained through his contacts with Mahdavi that their correspondences 

were but one component of a nascent transnational network committed to limiting if not 

eradicating the abuse of state power in Iran in the name of universal human rights. He 

learned that Luigi Cavalieri and the Federation of Iranian Students Societies in Italy 

forged a coalition that resembled Douglas‟ relationship with Mahdavi‟s CDIPPS. 

Douglas also discovered that the British Committee for the Defense of Political Prisoners 

in Iran grew from forty-nine MPs in May to seventy-four by early November. The 

Committee, viewing the trial within the larger context of Western-supported authoritarian 

regimes, asserted that the verdict would “determine whether or not Iran must be finally 

classified with South Africa, Portugal and Spain.”
63

  

The transnational organizing of Iranian students and their allies from May through 

December was significant in three respects. First, in late December the shah commuted 

the two death sentences to life in prison. It is probable that student organizing spared all 

of the fourteen young Iranians from execution.
64

 Second, the expansion of the progressive 

internationalist coalition threatened relations between the shah and his Western allies. 

“The events of the summer 1965 when the British press and British M.P.s got the bit 

between their teeth over the trials following the attempt to assassinate the Shah,” a British 

official recalled three years later, “is something we should not be keen to live through 
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again.”
65

 Third, the defense campaign diversified the actors and organizations of the 

expanding progressive internationalist coalition. Amnesty International‟s Louis Blom-

Cooper took away from the 1965 trial the belief that the shah‟s military tribunals would 

slowly lose favor in a world that “regards justice as having no national boundaries.” For 

this reason, Blom-Cooper predicted that the shah would “not long be able to contain” the 

Iranian student movement abroad.
66

  

 

3.3 The Technocrats and the Politics of Development 

In the mid-1960s American and Iranian officials questioned whether international 

education was strengthening or weakening the binational relationship and Iran‟s capacity 

to modernize. “Foreign studies have not been closely geared to national needs,” wrote a 

pessimistic John Baldwin after he completed his tour of duty with the Harvard Advisory 

Group in Iran.
67

 The groundswell of opposition that surfaced at UCLA in 1964 and the 

embryonic human rights network that formed the following year indicated to 

international audiences that there was widespread discontent with the Pahlavi 

government. While few expected a change of heart among the Iranian student community 

abroad, U.S. diplomats noticed, as the trial of the British-educated Iranians wrapped up, a 

shifting political dynamic in Tehran. By 1966 Johnson‟s foreign policy team concluded 

that a small but important cadre of technocrats, many of whom quietly worked to temper 

the shah‟s desire to swell the ranks of the army with loyal men and sophisticated 
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hardware, decided to cooperate with the regime. The “technocratic modern middle class,” 

which consisted primarily of Western-educated administrators who rose to the upper 

crust of the state bureaucracy and held influential positions in the private sector, became 

the bedrock of the second Pahlavi shah‟s developmental project.
68

 This group was, as one 

scholar describes, “willing to participate in power without fundamentally challenging the 

system.”
69

 Technocracy was the answer to the Johnson administration‟s strategic 

dilemma in Iran.    

Central to the administration‟s dilemma was that many young Iranians rejected as 

illegitimate the White Revolution. Nowhere was this more evident than in CISNU. As the 

shah crushed the last traces of opposition inside Iran, students affiliated with the National 

Front, the Liberation Movement, the Tudeh Party, and the Maoist-influenced 

Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party of Iran vied for influence over the 

movement abroad. Regardless of affiliation, the delegates at the Confederation‟s fourth 

congress in Cologne, Germany challenged the foundations of U.S. policy by calling for 

Iran to withdraw from CENTO and demanding the abrogation of the controversial 1964 

status-of-forces agreement. They also supported Palestinian self-determination, 

championed anticolonial movements in Aden, Angola, Mozambique, South Africa, and 

Rhodesia, requested the admission of China to the United Nations, and denounced 

America‟s covert and overt interventions in the Congo and Vietnam. While some 

students began to look toward Algeria, China, and Cuba for models of resistance, most 

were not yet ready to advocate full-fledged revolution. The CISNU declared that its 
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platform was “inspired by the ideals of human freedom and justice.” The fourth congress 

condemned the shah for “unconstitutional interventions in the country‟s affairs,” 

demanded the realization of “freedom of assembly, press and association,” and called for 

the reinstatement of Iranian judges who were unseated because of their “unequivocal 

defence of the Constitution and of the independence of the Judiciary.”
70

   

Exacerbating the Johnson administration‟s dilemma was the fact that the United 

States had recently surpassed West Germany as the largest host nation to Iranian students. 

Iran remained, throughout the 1960s, one of the top five exporters of students to the 

United States, behind Canada, India, Taiwan, and eventually Hong Kong. UNESCO 

estimated conservatively that the Iranian student population abroad increased from 

10,273 in 1964 to 11,740 in 1968. These estimates were low, in part because UNESCO 

excluded youths who left Iran to attend college abroad with a tourism visa, rather than the 

F-1 student visa. Indeed, in 1962 the U.S. consulate in Tehran issued a mere 374 student 

visas compared to 1,126 tourist visas. Three years later the embassy in Tehran reported 

more accurately that 11,000 Iranians were enrolled in American institutions of higher 

education alone, with another 14,000 students working toward degrees elsewhere outside 

of Iran. By the end of the decade, the Iranian Ministry of Science and Higher Education 

reported that 25 percent of Iran‟s college students were overseas. Of those, 41 percent 

were in the United States, with 28 percent in West Germany, 12 percent in Great Britain, 

8 percent in Austria, 7 percent in France, and 6 percent in Turkey. The American consul 

                                                           
70

 Matin-Asgari, Iranian Student Opposition to the Shah, ch. 6; “Resolutions of the Fourth 

Congress of the Confederation of Iranian Students,” located in PWOD, box 1719, folder 6. 



 

157 

 

general in Tehran asserted that one thing was certain. Relative to its population, “Iran is 

the world‟s greatest exporter of students.”
71

  

The diverse cast of Americans and Iranians associated with the binational 

educational project offered two competing explanations as to why, despite the increase in 

numbers, the results ran counter to the project‟s original aims. One camp, which included 

the American Friends of the Middle East and the Iranian government, placed the blame 

on the students themselves, either for circumventing the established channels of student 

migration or for embracing progressive ideologies that challenged the shah‟s legitimacy. 

A second camp, which included most Iran scholars in the United States and the USIA, 

considered the shah‟s steadfast authoritarianism the root of the problem.  

John E. Whiteford Boyle was representative of the first category. He was an 

authority on U.S.-Iran educational relations, having served as the director of AFME‟s 

Tehran office, an English professor at Iran‟s National University, a commission member 

of the United States Educational Foundation in Iran, and an affiliate of the National 

Association of Foreign Student Affairs. He contended that the intentions of the binational 

educational project were “laudable” but “the execution leaves a good deal to be desired.” 
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According to Boyle, “There are too many Iranian students of the wrong kind studying the 

wrong subjects and in second-class American schools.” He argued that AFME and 

consular officials in Tehran needed to raise “quality controls” to filter out students who 

were the “the nemesis” of the INS and “the despair” of foreign student advisers in the 

United States. The heart of the problem, according to Boyle, was the continued activities 

of I-20 merchants and their “unethical arrangements which subvert established 

procedures.”
72

  

The shah and his top ministers reconsidered the costs and benefits of international 

education after the 1965 assassination attempt. In the early 1960s the shah had intervened 

in the universities to prevent the further expansion of Iran‟s domestic system of higher 

education. As the shah consolidated his power, he aimed to limit access to higher 

education as much as possible to the youths who were personally invested in the survival 

of the monarchy and the success of the White Revolution.
73

 The Marble Palace plot 

increased this tendency and shifted the focus abroad. In May the minister of education, 

Hadi Hedayati, proposed a ban that would have prohibited undergraduates (75 percent of 

the Iranian student population in the United States) from studying abroad. Hedayati 

presumed that graduate students were less likely to become politically active and more 

likely to return home and contribute to Iran‟s development. But the proposal was shelved, 
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primarily because it did not sit well with Iran‟s powerful families and the growing middle 

class, both of which saw international education as the most direct path toward 

professional prestige and upward mobility because of the value of foreign degrees and the 

prohibitive ceiling on domestic enrollment.
74

 Martin Herz interpreted Hedayati‟s proposal 

as evidence that “the Shah‟s profound dissatisfaction over the political results of foreign 

education” had grown after he had taken into account that his would-be assassin had 

connections with the alumni of British universities. Proving Herz‟s assessment correct, 

the shah sneered in June 1965 that “the political effects of training people in the Soviet 

Union could hardly be worse than those that have been obtained from sending students to 

England and the United States.”
75

 

Princeton‟s T. Cuyler Young countered with the argument that the increasingly 

repressive atmosphere in Iran sapped the enthusiasm of many Western-trained Iranians 

for public service. Young argued in Foreign Affairs that while Iran was at an “advanced 

stage in that total social revolution,” the country suffered from “manpower bottlenecks” 

in management, administration, skilled labor, and the technical fields. These bottlenecks 

were not the result of a lack of well-trained and highly-skilled Iranians. Rather, the shah 

had lost the support of Iran‟s young, potential modernizers by failing to address “the 

problem of how to attain freedom with order.” To Young‟s mind, the perils of 

authoritarianism outweighed the promises of economic growth and prevented “the 

development of a new and abler cadre of public servants from the swelling reservoir of 
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educated youth.” The bottom line, he argued, was that Iran‟s educated elite thought “that 

there is room at the top only for those willing to betray the values of democracy and 

freedom.”
76

    

The United States Information Agency offered a similar assessment. The USIA 

interviewed three hundred urban, male, Tehran University students, who were among the 

most likely candidates to seek graduate training overseas in the future. The information 

agency concluded that “beliefs about effecting political change in the country are of such 

crucial importance and may ultimately mean the difference between a democratic and a 

totalitarian system.” Many of the interviewees, 20 percent of which were National Front 

supporters, criticized U.S. foreign policy for supporting a system of governance that was 

contrary to American ideals. Approximately 35 percent called for political change 

ranging from democratic reform to revolutionary upheaval. While the overseas student 

opposition had not yet embraced revolution as the solution for Iran‟s stinted political 

growth, the USIA anticipated that the number of students in Tehran that called for the 

shah‟s ouster was even higher than the reported 13 percent. “We are again treading on 

dangerous ground, for a student would probably have to be fairly committed to a 

revolutionary process to admit his views to an unknown interviewer.”
77

  

The Harvard Advisory Group summed up the prevailing sense that international 

education was meaningless if the shah‟s effort at planned economic development did not 

enjoy popular support. The Harvard technicians consistently expressed their frustration 

with what they considered a lack of effective political leadership in Iran. By the time he 
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took over as chief of the advisory group, Thomas McLeod considered a continued effort 

at planned economic development either “an exercise in self-delusion” or “a mop-and-

bucket operation.” Likewise, Edward Mason, the dean of Harvard‟s Littauer Graduate 

School of Public Administration who had been involved in the technical assistance 

projects of the late 1950s and early 1960s, told officials with the State Department and 

the Agency for International Development that, regarding continued aid to the Pahlavi 

government, “the time has come to stop this nonsense.” The Ford Foundation, which 

sponsored the Harvard Advisory Group, stopped funding Iranian development in 1964.
78

  

With two competing explanations as to why nearly two decades of educational 

exchange was not tracking a smooth path toward modernity, it was up to the U.S. 

embassy in Tehran to separate the wheat from the chaff. In contrast to the 1970s, 

embassy officials in the mid-1960s faced few restrictions when reporting to Washington. 

As one diplomat who served in Iran from 1959 to 1965 later recalled, “In the period from 

Kennedy through Johnson…the issue of governance was open and the American 

government was listening to nationalist expression.”
79

  

That diplomat was William Green Miller, the Foreign Service officer most in tune 

with Iran‟s political dynamics. Miller had received an introduction to Iranian politics 

from Hosein Mahdavi when the two young men attended Oxford in the mid-1950s. After 

three years at the U.S. consulate in Isfahan, Miller relocated in 1962 to the embassy in 

Tehran to serve as a political officer under Martin Herz. Miller‟s time at the embassy 
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coincided with the heyday of the political section, whose size peaked at twenty-one in 

1963 before falling to a mere six a decade later. Miller‟s reporting benefited from the 

insights of Hosein Mahdavi and such other leaders of the Second National Front as 

Darius Homayun, Fereydun Mahdavi, Hedayatollah Matin-Daftari, and Cyrus Qani. “My 

beat,” Miller recalled about his time at the embassy, “was the opposition, which meant 

my friends.”
80

    

Miller first made a name for himself as the drafting officer of a lengthy 

examination of the Iranian intellectual community that arrived in Washington during 

Johnson‟s first month as president. The intellectual community included university 

students, professors, technocrats, and other individuals whose education afforded them 

the power to influence Iran‟s domestic development and international trajectory. 

According to Miller, “One of the most exciting political problems of Iran today is how to 

bring younger elements of the intelligentsia into closer harmony with the regime.” He 

found it “refreshing to find that idealism and especially a belief in civil liberties and 

democratic government are sincerely held by so many young people.” But Miller 

cautioned that Iran‟s “new intelligentsia” condemned U.S. foreign policy because of “its 

support of a regime that denies these young people the role to which they think they are 

entitled.”
81

 Miller‟s report caused an uproar in Foggy Bottom. John Bowling, at the time 
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the deputy director of Greek, Turkish, and Iranian Affairs, complained that the embassy‟s 

reporting betrayed “an underlying assumption that somewhere in Iran there are (people) 

who provide a viable alternative to the Shah.”
82

  

In early 1965 Miller left Tehran for the Bureau of Intelligence and Research 

(INR), the State Department‟s intelligence component, where he laid out the challenges 

that Iran‟s “New Men” presented to U.S. policymakers. Miller argued that it was the 

young technocrats – not the monarch – who were responsible for modernizing Iran and 

administering the nation‟s economic growth. Despite long-held stereotypes of the 

“emotional” Iranian nationalist, Miller portrayed the young elite as a “pro-Western center 

group” that staked out a middle ground between “military rule and irrational fanaticism.” 

Yet Miller emphasized that, as the shah destroyed the last vestiges of Iran‟s constitutional 

monarchy, the new men felt “hemmed in” and experienced “a deep feeling of „cramp.‟” 

Contributing to the technocrats‟ political frustrations was their observation that the 

United States had “actively directed the growth of Iranian military and security forces” 

and “passively watched the successive inhibition and even destruction of such political 

institutions.”
83

  

Miller stressed that “the most numerous, most talented and most pro-American of 

the New Men are those who have had some education in the U.S.” He dubbed Hosein 

Nasr, a graduate of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology who earned a Ph.D. in the 

history of science from Harvard, the “philosopher” of the new men. Another of the 
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archetypical new men was Cyrus Qani, a former member of the ISAUS and a graduate of 

the NYU School of Law. Miller described Qani as “a constitutionalist in the Iranian 

tradition of 1906” whose “great respect for and an understanding of civil rights” grew 

during his many years studying in the United States. Khodadad Farmanfarmaian was, 

according to Miller, the “technocrat-administrator” and “the symbol of the New Men.” 

Farmanfarmaian eventually assumed the position of managing director of the Plan 

Organization after his stint with the Economic Bureau. But he quickly resigned, in part 

because he disagreed with the shah‟s decision to divert 30 percent of development funds 

to the security forces. While Farmanfarmaian‟s resignation had political undertones, 

Miller reserved for his Oxford friend, Hosein Mahdavi, the title of “political leader” of 

the new men.
84

 

The message of Miller‟s report was clear: “The political development of Iran is 

not incompatible with American interests.” After five years in Iran and many 

conversations with the growing class of U.S.-educated technocrats, Miller worked to 

break Washington free of a strategy that he and the new men agreed was “administered 

by a bureaucratic conservatism not in keeping with the expressed liberalism of the recent 

presidents.” Miller urged the Johnson administration to act, and to act fast. He called for 

“creative diplomacy” during a two-and-a-half-year “leeway” period between the 

completion of his report in spring 1965 and the elections for the twenty-second majlis in 

August 1967.
85
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Miller‟s calls for the Johnson administration to reorient its Iran policy toward the 

growing U.S.-educated intellectual community stalled in State‟s Bureau of Near Eastern 

Affairs. In May 1965 NEA‟s John Howison advised Miller to be more “careful” and 

“prudent” when reporting on the National Front. While Howison had “personally spoken 

quite frankly to Bill on this subject,” he urged Martin Herz “to take the opportunity soon 

to counsel him further.”
86

 Indeed, Miller was in the minority, even among his cohort of 

young Foreign Service officers that disagreed with the State Department‟s insistence that 

the shah should be the “linchpin” of U.S. strategy. Archie Bolster, who also worked in 

Tabriz, Tehran, and with INR during the 1960s, later asserted that William Miller, “to my 

way of thinking, was way off on one extreme.”
87

 Miller resigned from the Foreign 

Service in 1967. 

His former superiors in Tehran and Washington breathed a sigh of relief when, 

only months after Miller concluded his report, some of the new men that Miller described 

muted their criticisms and began to cooperate with the shah‟s government. Armin 

Meyer‟s embassy identified a group of National Front supporters who, after climbing the 

ranks of Iran‟s Industrial and Mining Development Bank, conducted “a 180-degree turn” 

away from their vocal opposition to the Pahlavi government. As one development 

economist told an embassy official in August 1966, “We (the technocrats) have this 

country moving, progressing faster than it‟s ever done. Give us 10 more years and we‟ll 

really have Iran on her feet.” Meyer‟s aide concluded that “it appears that many of the ex-
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National Fronters who are technocrats have decided not only to tolerate the present 

regime but also to work with it.”
88

  

Darius Homayun was one such example. During his time at Harvard on a Nieman 

Fellowship, the young journalist presented a critical paper on Iranian politics at an April 

1965 conference on the “Problems of Contemporary Iran.” The conference, which was 

jointly sponsored by Harvard‟s Center for Middle Eastern Studies and the ISAUS, 

brought esteemed Iranologists such as Peter Avery, Richard Frye, and T. Cuyler Young 

together with younger scholars like Richard Cottam and Nikki Keddie. Most troublesome 

for the shah was Homayun‟s participation alongside ISAUS President Majid Tehranian 

and the perennial dissenter Hosein Mahdavi. Notwithstanding the views he expressed in 

Cambridge, Homayun returned to Iran and became a vocal supporter of the Pahlavi 

regime when he took a job with the U.S.-run Franklin Book Program in fall 1965. Martin 

Herz suspected that the regime was working to “seduce” Homayun. In a larger sense, the 

embassy commented that discussions between Homayun and other former oppositionists 

“have raised the basic moral question for them of how far they should go towards 

cooperating with the regime.”
89

  

As some of Iran‟s modernizers opted for accommodation, the embassy in Tehran 

explained continued opposition to the Pahlavi regime by focusing on the 

“irresponsibility” of individual dissenters rather than the stifling effects of authoritarian 
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rule on the nation. In October 1965 Martin Herz proposed various courses of action to 

“alleviate our political problem and to reduce the serious wastage of Iranian resources 

and American good-will.” He cautioned State Department officials not “to overlook the 

fact that in the free atmosphere of the United States…Iranian students are more apt to 

become aware of, and critical of, the lack of freedom in the country from which they 

came.” But Herz presupposed a connection between political activism and poor academic 

performance, contending that “the politically obnoxious students are almost without 

exception not truly engaged in academic pursuits.” His analysis did not account for the 

likes of Mahdavi and Tehranian. Nevertheless, Herz maintained that it was the 

“marginal” students “whose political activity most irks the Iranian authorities” because 

they “do little to enhance the reputation of Iranians as a group in the United States.” Nor 

were they likely to return to Iran and contribute to the shah‟s modernization program.
90

 

The embassy advised the Johnson administration to take every possible measure to 

convince the shah that the United States was a stalwart ally rather than attempt to 

reconcile the fundamental contradiction between the various tracks of American 

diplomacy. 

 

3.4 “Tired of Being Treated Like a Schoolboy” 

The shah‟s 1967 state visit to the United States provided the Johnson 

administration with an opportunity to reaffirm its commitment to one of its most 

indispensible allies. The administration valued Iran‟s economic relationship with the 
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West, the shah‟s hostility toward Nasser‟s Egypt and friendship with Israel, and his 

support for the American war effort in Vietnam. Yet U.S. officials worried about the 

shah‟s “independent nationalism” and his efforts to establish Iran as a “third force” in 

international affairs. In 1965 the shah secured Soviet funding for his much-vaunted steel 

mill in Isfahan. And he continued to pressure Washington for greater quantities of 

military hardware that he claimed he could purchase at cheaper rates from the Soviet 

Union. George Carroll, an aide to Vice President Hubert Humphrey, described the crux of 

the Iranian monarch‟s complaints: “The Shah is tired of being treated like a schoolboy.”
91

  

Iranian student demonstrations in the United States and the politics of 

international travel amplified the shah‟s sense of under-appreciation and persuaded him 

to seek rapprochement with the Soviet Union. Ambassador Meyer reported from Tehran 

in fall 1965 that Princess Ashraf Pahlavi “contrasted cordial treatment which is accorded 

royal family when it visits communist countries” with the “tomato-throwing…vulgarity 

and indecency” that they experience in the United States.
92

 The shah‟s unpleasant 
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experiences in the United States in June 1964 and May 1965 had, according to Herz, 

“clearly affected” the shah‟s impression of the United States as a reliable ally.
93

  

Still more problematic was the shah‟s suspicion that the Johnson administration 

condoned the activities of the Iranian student movement. In summer 1966 Foreign 

Minister Abbas Aram informed Ambassador Meyer that “there is a belief that certain 

students are being „held‟ in the U.S. as „reserve‟ for possible action some day.”
94

 The 

shah‟s suspicions were reinforced in April 1967 when Ramparts revealed that the CIA 

had been recruiting international students in the United States to serve as company assets 

when they returned to their countries of origin.
95

 One month after the Ramparts story 

broke, Meyer reported that the shah and Prime Minister Amir Abbas Hoveyda “have 

mentioned several times to me in past few days their suspicions that CIA has been 

subsidizing anti-Shah Iranian students in U.S.”
96

 

Nothing could have been further from the truth. The State Department Office of 

Security compiled, with the help of Iranian authorities, “a list of persons…who maintain 

some degree of animosity towards the present regime in Iran.” The updated version of 

1964‟s “Lookout Book” included the names of slightly less than four hundred Iranians, 

mostly students, their INS identification numbers, last known addresses, and 

miscellaneous information such as positions of leadership in oppositionist 
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organizations.
97

 Moreover, the Iran desk officers who succeeded M. Gordon Tiger 

jumped through hoops to discredit the claims of Iranian students who challenged the 

legitimacy of the Pahlavi regime. In a March 1966 conversation with David Carliner, the 

progressive Washington attorney who represented many Iranian students in immigration 

court, Franklin Crawford expressed scorn for “the proclivity of Iranian „outs‟ to attack the 

„ins‟ on grounds of unconstitutionality.”
98

 Daniel Newberry, who took over for Crawford 

at the Iran desk in summer 1966, remained committed to the fallacy that there was “a 

fairly wide spectrum of political opinion in Iran.” He interpreted anti-shah 

demonstrations as part of “a pattern of action” of students “conniving to remain in the 

United States” rather than a grassroots manifestation of dissent.
99

  

William Douglas continued to offer a counter narrative by raising concern over 

what he called “alarming stories” of political persecution in Iran that “shock the 

conscience.” In April 1967 the aging Supreme Court justice wrote to the State 

Department to inquire “if there were not ways to indicate to the Shah that all is not well.” 
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He referred specifically to the execution of a group of Qashqai rebels that revolted 

against the intrusion of state control into the nomadic tribal regions of southwestern Iran. 

This round of killings followed the highly publicized November 1966 execution of 

Bahman Qashqai, an Amnesty International-adopted prisoner of conscience who studied 

medicine in Great Britain before returning to Iran in 1964 to lead the resistance in Fars 

province. Stuart Rockwell responded from the embassy, noting that the individuals 

perished as the government attempted to “maintain security” and continue the 

“significant social and economic progress which is being made in Iran.” He reminded 

Douglas that it was the policy of the United States to “not involve itself in matters which 

are internal Iranian judicial decisions.”
100

   

Douglas had allies, as reflected by what became known as “L‟Affaire 

Fulbright.”
101

 United Press International published a story on May 9 that contained 

remarks from Fulbright and John T. McNaughton, one of Secretary of Defense Robert 

McNamara‟s must trusted confidants. Fulbright and McNaughton claimed that the shah 

sought American-made arms to reinforce his domestic power more than to deter a Soviet 

threat from the north or an Egyptian one from the west. Senator Fulbright contended that 

the United States pursued “a wrong course and very unwise one” by encouraging the shah 

to retain a monopoly on political power in Iran.
102

 According to Meyer, a “recent 
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conversation with [a] „very intelligent young man from Iran‟ who warned that further 

repression of freedom in Iran is bound to result in revolution” explained the senator‟s 

perspective.
103

 

The fact that anti-regime Iranian students influenced Fulbright‟s stance provoked 

outrage in Tehran. After the shah threatened to cancel his upcoming visit to the United 

States, Meyer tried to calm the anxieties of Prime Minister Amir Abbas Hoveyda and talk 

the “Shah down from [the] chandelier.”
104

 The shah, according to Meyer, was horrified 

that “an itinerant student” could influence such a high-ranking American politician. 

Meyer lamented the possibility that the “Iranian student who spoke to Senator Fulbright 

would be allowed to „defeat‟ [the] Shah.” The ambassador proposed that a strong 

showing in the United States would counteract any damage that the student had inflicted 

on the monarch‟s international reputation.
105

 Rusk concurred, and when discussing 

senatorial criticism he instructed Meyer to make known in Tehran “that these barbs have 

in no way diminished the esteem in which we hold the Shah.”
106

 Yet the “barbs” took on 

great significance after geopolitical developments shook the Middle East in summer 

1967. 
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 American policymakers reassessed their Persian Gulf strategy in the wake of the 

Six Day War. The war began on June 5 when Israel struck the Egyptian, Syrian, and 

Jordanian armies.  The conflict temporarily ceased on June 10 after Israel captured the 

West Bank, Sinai Peninsula, Gaza Strip, Golan Heights, and East Jerusalem. Egypt‟s 

humiliating defeat delighted the shah because he viewed Nasser as the most serious threat 

to Iranian security.
107

 While the Six Day War exacerbated the instability between Arabs 

and Israelis, Iran was geographically and culturally removed from the cockpit of the 

Middle East conflict. It was also an ally of Israel, and the only pro-Western nation in the 

region that the 1967 war did not destabilize.  

The war forced the shah to postpone his visit to the United States and compelled a 

range of powerful individuals in Washington to argue for the shah‟s centrality to the 

Johnson administration‟s Persian Gulf strategy. Instead of meeting with the Iranian 

monarch, President Johnson and Special Assistant to National Security Affairs Walt 

Rostow, Ambassador Meyer, and NSC Middle East staffer Harold Saunders gathered to 

discuss how the war would affect U.S. strategy in the region. Meyer recalled that the 

NSC recommended that with Nasser “finished,” the shah should become “our man” in the 

region.
108

 Reflecting on the summer‟s developments, one of NEA‟s rising Iran hands 

agreed that shah‟s value had “increased in recent weeks as a result of our deep 
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appreciation for Iran‟s constructive policies in the Middle Eastern crisis.”
109

 Richard 

Helms – the director of central intelligence, former schoolmate of the shah‟s at the 

Institut Le Rosey in Switzerland, and future ambassador to Iran – asserted to McNamara 

that the shah‟s visit, which was rescheduled for August 1967, “may well be a critical 

point in the history of our relations with modern Iran.”
110

   

Still, Iranian student unrest in the United States remained a divisive issue between 

the two nations. On the eve of the shah‟s arrival, Daniel Newberry lamented that Iranian 

students had gained the assistance of American civil liberties groups and “ultra-liberals” 

in publicizing accounts “of restraints on personal liberty in Iran.” Newberry observed that 

Iranian students and their American allies had “caused continuous irritation in our 

diplomatic relations with the Shah and his Government.” He asserted that because the 

student movement “succeeded during previous visits by the Shah in provoking public 

incidents insulting to the Shah,” the administration “cannot be sanguine about the 

prospects for avoiding altogether some organized protest or other efforts to embarrass the 

Shah during his current visit.” While U.S. officials acknowledged the difficulty of 

silencing student protesters who did not breach local, state, or national laws, Newberry 

stressed that U.S. authorities “exerted extraordinary efforts to bring to justice or to deport 

such agitators wherever there is a legal basis for doing so.”
111

  

The ISAUS, under the leadership of a San Francisco State graduate student named 

Khosrow Kalantari, moved to exploit the rift between the shah and the U.S. leadership. 
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The ISAUS Executive Committee sent a telegram to President Johnson urging him to 

withdraw his invitation to the shah. Doubtful that Johnson would rescind the invitation, 

all twenty-nine chapters of the ISAUS prepared to descend on the White House. The 

Iranians encouraged “Americans and non-Americans” alike to join the protest. “We have 

a common cause,” the ISAUS proclaimed. “We believe in democracy, freedom, and 

human dignity.”
112

  

Iranian protesters, wearing masks to hide their identity lest SAVAK persecute 

them or their relatives, greeted the shah upon arrival in the nation‟s capital. Authorities 

issued a permit for Iranian students to demonstrate in Lafayette Park after denying a 

request to gather in front of the White House. The approximately 60 to 150 anti-shah 

students who marched through the afternoon and evening hours eventually caught the 

attention of White House officials. As a precautionary measure, the Secret Service 

advised President Johnson and the shah‟s entourage to steer clear of student 

demonstrations. Local police were present to keep the protesters at bay.
113

 The students 

who heaved anti-shah and anti-CIA leaflets at the monarch‟s motorcade as they marched 
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down Pennsylvania Avenue were, as one news reporter described, “joined in a fracas 

with Park police.”
114

  

Nonetheless, the American embassy in Tehran, the State Department, and the 

shah interpreted the August 1967 visit as a resounding success. “The flattering sun of 

success shone on the Shah‟s unofficial visit in Washington,” the embassy‟s political 

section proclaimed. Concluding that President Johnson enhanced his rapport with the 

shah and steered Iran away from its independent foreign policy, the embassy hailed the 

trip as a “diplomatic triumph” and boasted that Iranian student demonstrations in 

Washington were “small and ineffective.”
115

 Commenting on the protests in Washington, 

Foggy Bottom contended that “they certainly did not mar success of visit in any way 

despite tendency of press to give them more attention than they deserved.”
116

 For his part, 

the shah departed Washington satisfied that he was scheduled to receive a new squadron 

of F-4 Phantoms. The historian Andrew Johns goes so far as to argue that summer 1967 

ended with the shah gaining the upper hand in the U.S-Iran relationship.
117

  

The shah certainly realized that as never before he had gained a friend in the 

White House, an uncritical friend. Ignoring the voices of Iranian dissidents only two 

blocks away, Johnson praised the shah for “winning progress without violence and 
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bloodshed – a lesson others have still to learn.” He contended that “Americans challenge 

every propagandist and demagogue – whether he speaks on the radio waves of the world 

or in the streets of our own cities – to demonstrate his commitment to progress with facts 

and figures. The people of the world cry out for progress – not propaganda. They hunger 

for results, not rhetoric.”
118

 Johnson, who told the shah that he was “heartened to 

remember what Iran has accomplished under your great leadership,” declared Iran a 

“developed” country at the end of the year. In late November President Johnson 

expressed to the shah his hope that the termination of the U.S. Agency for International 

Development‟s mission in Iran would mark “the beginning of a new era of cooperation 

and partnership between our countries.”
119

 

The same month that the shah secured his relationship with Washington, he 

cemented his domestic power in Iran. Commenting on the August 1967 elections, 

William Helseth reported from the U.S. embassy in Tehran that it would “be strictly a 

party affair.” Iran Novin posters, which popped up in Iran throughout the summer, hailed 

the party as the “Guardian of the Revolution” that “Bars the Way to Reaction.” Stockwell 

Everts reported from the American consulate in Khorramshahr that voters residing on the 

eastern shore of the Shatt al-Arab waterway appeared “apathetic and cynical,” unable to 

consider that a candidate without government approval could win a seat in the majlis. 

They were correct. “Would that every election outcome were as easy to predict,” Herz 
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assessed in its aftermath, “as the one we recently went through here in Iran.”
120

 Iran 

Novin candidates won 80 percent of the seats in Iran‟s three chambers, including 180 of 

the 219 seats in the majlis.
121

 After the next election cycle in 1971, the political scientist 

Marvin G. Weinbaum identified Iran Novin as an ideal test case for Samuel Huntington‟s 

argument that the institutionalization of state parties in stride with demands for political 

mobilization would maintain “political order in changing societies.”
122

  

The 1967 elections exposed the contradictions in American strategy toward Iran. 

On the one hand, many American-educated Iranians were disenchanted with Iran Novin‟s 

political hegemony. Consider the case of Ardeshir Molavi. After attending university 

overseas, he returned to Iran and gained employment with the National Petrochemical 

Company, in a sector of the economy that thrived under the Third Development Plan. He 

launched a campaign in northern Iran, running as the Mardom candidate from Meyaneh, 

but lost after what Molavi considered blatant intervention from the government in support 

of his opponent. Helseth reported that talk of the election “led to a long discussion…on 

what the educated-abroad young Iranian expects in his country.” Helseth considered 

Molavi “an earnest, serious, able young man” who “would like to see a concomitant 

loosening of the political reins along with the economic development of Iran.”
123
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On the other hand, many returnees were, as Molavi described, “putting their 

shoulders to the wheel” to embrace the White Revolution and the Iran Novin Party.
124

 

Indeed, international education was transforming Iran‟s economic, cultural, and political 

landscape in the 1960s. Theodore Eliot speculated that the Western-educated technocrats 

such as Alinaghi Alikhani, Gholamreza Nikpey, and Mehdi Samii were “eclipsing old-

style politicians” like Manouchehr Eqbal and Jafar Sharif-Emami for power in Tehran.
125

 

He was correct. Of the twenty-three members of the shah‟s cabinet in 1967, ten had 

studied in the United States and eleven possessed degrees from Europe.
126

 By the late 

1960s the contributions that international education had made to Iran‟s development, the 

apparent stability of the Pahlavi regime, and U.S.-Iran relations eliminated the urgent 

calls for political reform that, in the early 1960s, had produced an opportunity for 

American and Iranian progressives to influence policy formulation in Washington. 

********** 

Lyndon Johnson closed the window for political liberalization that opened during 

the Kennedy era. The most vocal advocates for a revised Iran strategy, including 

oppositionist Iranian students in the United States and individuals such as William 

Douglas, lost influence in the White House. As the decade wore on, the Johnson 
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administration accepted military modernization as a risk-averse method of securing U.S. 

national interests in an increasingly unstable region of the world. The Iranian student 

movement abroad and its calls for progressive reform in Iran were caught in the crossfire 

of superpower rivalries and affected by the geopolitics of the cold war. 

On the individual level, traditionalists such as Iran desk officer M. Gordon Tiger 

seized control of the formulation of policy in Washington. Tiger took seriously Iran‟s 

young technocrats, military officers, and “bona-fide and high-ranking students at our top 

universities” who “would be more responsible in their attitudes and activities than the 

ISA membership.” But he expressed disdain for the Iranian Student Association, which 

he described as a “maverick group” that was “politically meaningless.” Its members 

were, according to Tiger, “sterile expatriates…more interested in political agitation than 

in serous [sic] study.”
127

   

On a strategic level, military modernization provided the United States with the 

means to help the shah secure his position on the Peacock Throne. Secretary of State 

Dean Rusk emphasized as much in a memorandum to the president just prior to the 

shah‟s arrival in Washington in June 1964. According to Rusk, “A secure, long-range, 

close military relationship with the U.S. is necessary if…our influence in Iran is to be 

maintained in the future.
128

 The next day State Department officials outlined the 

“essential components of a broad security concept” toward Iran. They included the 

pursuit of military modernization, economic development, and the implementation of a 

                                                           
127

 M. Gordon Tiger, Memorandum of Conversation, “National Student Association Relations 

with Anti-Regime Iranian Students,” June 16, 1964, RG 59, Formerly Top Secret Central Policy Files 

1964-1966, box 13/22, folder: POL-18, NARA. 

128
 Memorandum from Dean Rusk to Lyndon Johnson, “Your Meeting with the Shah of Iran,” 

June 3, 1964, FRUS 1964-1968 XXII, document 31. 



 

181 

 

social welfare program.
129

 Like the shah‟s White Revolution, the Johnson 

administration‟s Iran strategy did not include a call for political liberalization. 

Notwithstanding the admission of such a stalwart supporter of the shah as Ambassador 

Armin Meyer that the regime was institutionally non-democratic, Johnson tightened 

Washington‟s ties to the Pahlavi regime.
130

  

On the international level, geopolitical developments in 1968 reinforced the 

Johnson administration‟s decision to tighten its relationship with the Pahlavi regime. 

British officials announced in January 1968 their intention to evacuate the Persian Gulf 

region by the end of 1971. Coupled with the effects of the Six Day War months earlier, 

the administration moved forward with the Twin Pillars policy that placed Iran, and to a 

lesser extent Saudi Arabia, at the center of Washington‟s strategic framework. It was 

difficult to convince the two perennial adversaries to align their strategic interests in the 

Persian Gulf. Nevertheless, the shah‟s champions in Washington emphasized that it was 

imperative that the United States persuade the shah to cooperate more fully with the 

Saudis.
131

 The Soviet-Iran rapprochement, a faltering American war effort in Vietnam, 

the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, and Great Britain‟s imperial retreat shaped the contours 
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within which American policymakers viewed the increasingly powerful Shah of Iran and 

the student opposition abroad. 

Lyndon Johnson‟s decision to throw U.S. support behind the shah limited the 

options available to Iran‟s oppositionist students. By the time the shah traveled to the 

United States in August 1967, the Iranian student movement abroad had begun to move 

in a radical direction. As Hosein Mahdavi observed in his 1965 Foreign Affairs article, 

“Opposition forces are moving toward accepting violence as the only way to bring about 

a solution to Iran‟s ills; hope for a peaceful political solution has been all but 

abandoned.”
132

 A late 1966 issue of the Confederation‟s Iran Report offered a similar 

assessment. “With no room left for political dissent,” the CISNU leveled, “there are those 

in the opposition who see an armed struggle against the Shah‟s repressive regime as the 

only effective strategy.”
133

 After the 1967 elections, Iranian dissidents had no reason to 

expect the shah to revive constitutional governance in Iran. Nor did Iranian students 

expect, after the 1968 election of Richard Nixon, to influence U.S. foreign policy the way 

that Ali Fatemi and Sadeq Qotbzadeh had only five years earlier.  
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CHAPTER 4 – THE YOUTH: 

STUDENT INTERNATIONALISM DURING THE GLOBAL SIXTIES 

 

Finally, let it be said that I, during four years of my studies in the United States of 

America, have found the American people to be freedom-loving, liberty-

conscious, and helpful. My friends, in particular, have been stimulating, and the 

true American showcase of global brotherhood. 

–Sadeq Qotbzadeh (1963)
1
 

 

 

Iranian students who protested the overbearing power of the Pahlavi state shared 

affinities with anti-authoritarian American and West European students during the 1960s. 

In the early part of the decade, liberal anti-communist American student-diplomats joined 

the ISAUS in calling for academic freedom at Tehran University and the realization of 

political and civil rights in Iran‟s body politic. In the latter part of the decade, anti-shah 

Iranian students built alliances with New Leftists on both sides of the Atlantic that drew 

attention to the widening chasm between the worldviews of young radicals and the 

policies of their respective governments. As one observer reported in February 1969, 

“among Iranians, as with other nations, it is the youth who are taking the initiative.”
2
  

Their initiative contributed to a critique of state power and authoritarian rule that 

remapped the international system. In the short-term, the student internationalists did not 

topple governments or mobilize effectively behind political candidates in nations with 

representative democracies and parliamentary systems. Nor, as was the goal of the free 

speech modernists of the early 1960s, did student internationalists convince Washington 

to reevaluate its strategic priorities in the Persian Gulf region. In fact, between 1967 and 

1972 the administrations of Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon redoubled their 
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commitment to arming the Pahlavi state in the name of regional stability and controlled 

domestic development. But the outcome of student power was not, as some scholars have 

suggested, an “imaginary revolution.”
3
 Student dissent fundamentally restructured the 

international community by weakening the cold war world order, drawing attention to 

human rights violations, challenging traditional notions of sovereignty, and closing an era 

that heralded national governments and their leaders as the primary beacon of hope for 

ushering in a peaceful and just world order. 

Student internationalism was not unique to the cold war era. Lyman Cromwell 

White included in his seminal 1951 examination of international non-governmental 

organizations a survey of the International Confederation of Students. The organization, 

with its Central Committee in Brussels, formed in 1919 and was the largest international 

student organization of the interwar years. Approximately nine-hundred thousand 

individuals from thirty-four national unions of students were affiliated with the 

confederation before it deteriorated on the eve of the Second World War.
4
 The explosion 

of student-based INGOs in the immediate aftermath of the conflict ensured that student 

internationalism thrived during the cold war despite the rigid blocs of the superpower 

competition. 

 The many movements for racial justice, social change, and national liberation that 

burst onto the world stage in the 1960s differentiated the decade‟s youth organizing from 

earlier manifestations of student internationalism. In spring 1962, the ISAUS praised the 
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“heroic struggle” of black civil rights activists in the United States. “Your struggle is in a 

profound sense ours,” Tehranian proclaimed, “Your victory, too, shall be ours.” Three 

years later the Southern California chapter of the National Committee for the Defense of 

Iranian Students linked Iranian political prisoners with American student activists: “They 

weren‟t members of Berkeley‟s FSM, though they would like to have been. They weren‟t 

demonstrating in Selma or attending teach-ins in Washington, although they would have 

had they been here.”
5
 Outside of the United States, the CISNU declared that the 

“worldwide revolutionary upsurge, provided the movement in Iran with a fresh source of 

energy from which it could draw strength.” In 1966 the CISNU issued a press release to 

all national unions of students declaring Iranian solidarity with the students fighting the 

fascistic Franco regime in Spain and the military junta in Greece, the left-wing students 

who faced imprisonment or worse in Houari Boumedienne‟s Algeria and post-Nkrumah 

Ghana, the young people resisting the entrenched rule of the Partido Revolucionario 

Institucional in Mexico, and the struggle against American militarism in Vietnam and the 

Dominican Republic.
6
  

INGOs of different stripes provided institutional leverage for Iran‟s student 

internationalists as they attempted to undermine the fragile consensus that legitimized the 

shah‟s project of authoritarian development in the 1960s. In 1964 an Iranian delegation 

submitted evidence of the Iranian government‟s human rights abuses to the Western-

backed World Assembly of Youth. Two years later the International Union of Socialist 
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Youth, originally the Second International‟s youth wing, passed resolutions that 

condemned the Iranian government as a “despotic” and “anti-democratic regime” that 

“suppressed all social and individual liberty.” Members of the CISNU participated in the 

1968 World Youth Festival in Sofia, an event sponsored by the Soviet-backed World 

Federation of Democratic Youth.
7
  

Direct contact between myriad international student organizations and a common 

“language of dissent” empowered American, Iranian, and European students to be 

important actors on the world stage. They constructed networks of resistance capable of 

circumventing state governments that were unresponsive to calls for political reform in 

Iran. They also reframed the global divisions of power in a way that transcended cold war 

rivalries.
8
 The liberal and New Left students of the 1960s initiated a transformation of the 

international community that, by the mid-1970s, forced nation-states like Iran to consider 

transnational networks of opposition that contested the exercise of authoritarian 

governance. 

 

4.1 The U.S. National Student Association 

 The U.S. National Students Association – the official national union of American 

students – formed at the University of Wisconsin in summer 1947. The USNSA has, 

since the New York Times and Ramparts revealed in early 1967 that it received funds 
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from the CIA, remained one of the more controversial citizen groups of the cold war era.
9
 

Under Director of Central Intelligence Allen Dulles‟ lead, the CIA relied on private 

foundations known as “pass-throughs” to funnel money to various “front” organizations. 

While the USNSA received money from pass-throughs such as the American Friends of 

the Middle East, the Asia Foundation, and the Catherwood Foundation, it received the 

bulk of its financial support from the Foundation for Youth and Student Affairs. Most of 

this financial support went to the USNSA International Commission, which in 1960 

moved from Cambridge, Massachusetts to join the national office in Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania. The Agency intended for the behind-the-scenes bankrolling of the USNSA, 

Harvard‟s International Summer School, and the Salzburg Seminar to aid the United 

States in rebounding from the immediate postwar edge that the Soviet Union gained in 

the competition for the hearts and minds of global youths. Yet as the historian Hugh 

Wilford has argued, front organizations have often exercised considerable autonomy in 

relation to their patron in Langley.
10

 The USNSA did not always act as a “front” for U.S. 

government interests. In its relationship with Iran‟s student activists, the USNSA flouted 

those interests. Cooperation during the first half of the 1960s between the ISAUS and 

USNSA exposed both the power and the limitations of Washington‟s covert cold war. 
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The USNSA‟s relationship with the Iranian student diaspora was torn between a 

nationalist-driven anti-communism and an internationalist devotion to the ideals of 

university autonomy, political rights, and civil liberties. On the one hand, the USNSA 

International Commission conceded that its foreign policy was “motivated by very 

concrete political goals.” Its political goal with regard to Iran was to help National Front-

affiliated students consolidate their influence in the CISNU Secretariat and block the 

ascendency of the radical Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party of Iran. In turn, 

so America‟s student-diplomats surmised, the CISNU would join the International 

Student Conference (ISC), whose Coordinating Secretariat (COSEC) was based in 

Leiden, the Netherlands. The students in Leiden shared with the USNSA many of the 

same covert benefactors and served as an anti-communist counterweight to the Moscow-

influenced International Union of Students (IUS).
11

 The USNSA‟s campaign to pull 

Iran‟s students into Leiden‟s orbit confirms Sol Stern‟s assessment in the March 1967 

issue of Ramparts that “NSA-ers abroad seemed more like professional diplomats than 

students; there was something tough and secretive about them.”
12

 

On the other hand, the International Commission professed that its support for 

Iran‟s nationalist opposition was “one in which we believe deeply, because it involves a 
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fundamental question of human freedom.”
13

 To young American liberals, “human 

freedom” meant not only the victory of constitutional governance over America‟s 

communist adversaries; it also meant the disassociation of the United States with anti-

communist third world dictators such as the Shah of Iran. One former student leader 

remembered that the USNSA took “strong positions” in favor of anticolonial movements 

and enjoyed “especially cordial relations with student unions from developing 

countries.”
14

 The Americans did not reach these conclusions on their own. Similar to the 

West German situation that Quinn Slobodian describes, the growing physical presence of 

Iranian students in the United States in the early 1960s and their direct contact with the 

USNSA forced the latter to confront the contradictions between their faith in cold war 

liberalism and their government‟s support for Iran‟s undemocratic leadership.
15

 

During the first half of the 1960s, the USNSA‟s actions and statements support 

the conclusion that American and Iranian student internationalists were united in 

opposition to the Pahlavi regime. Consider the case of Norman Uphoff, who did not 

become “witting” until he was elected as the USNSA‟s international affairs vice president 

in 1965. Prior to his election, Uphoff claims to have had “no inkling” of CIA 

involvement.
16

 He reported in an internal memorandum that the Iranian student leader Ali 

Rashidi “knew me and my general sympathy for the Iranian student cause” when they 
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were classmates at the University of Minnesota. The two young men remained in contact 

when they both relocated to Philadelphia, Rashidi to attend graduate school at the 

University of Pennsylvania and Uphoff to head the International Commission.
17

 One 

USNSA official went so far as to speak of “the friendship” struck up between Uphoff and 

another ISAUS leader, Ali Barzegar.
18

 In another instance, Uphoff pleaded with the INS 

not to deport Ali Fatemi, arguing that the three-term ISAUS president did little more than 

“put forward his criticism of the current Iranian government with courage, but in a 

manner consistent with the tradition of democratic opposition.”
19

  

 

4.2 Cracks in the “Free World” 

While the ISAUS and the USNSA corresponded periodically during the 1950s, 

cooperation between the two organizations surged in the early 1960s. Their members 

were among the first to argue, years before the Vietnam War unraveled the cold war 

consensus in America, that the inclusion of authoritarian leaders undermined the Western 

conception of the “free world,” which provided the conceptual underpinnings of the 

world order that the United States crafted in the aftermath of the Second World War.
20

 

Donald Emmerson of the USNSA International Commission was unambiguous when he 

                                                           
17

 Norman Uphoff, report on Sadeq Qotbzadeh, June 29, 1965, USNSA box 282, folder: Iranian.  

18
 Robert Witherspoon to Confidential Files, report on conversations with Ali Fatemi, December 

11, 1964, USNSA box 282, folder: Iranian.  

19
 Norman Uphoff statement, enclosed with letter from Robert Witherspoon to Lawrence C. 

Moore, November 16, 1964, USNSA box 282, folder: Iranian.  

20
 John Fousek, To Lead the Free World: American Nationalism and the Cultural Roots of the 

Cold War (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2000); Ali M.S. Fatemi, “The Shah‟s 

„Democracy,‟” Minority of One (November 1963): 20-21; Bertrand Russell, “Freedom in Iran,” Minority of 

One (November 1964): 12-13. Russell used “Iran as a case study of what the West means by the „Free 

World.‟” 



 

191 

 

emphasized, in a letter to Ali Fatemi in summer 1963, that he “would continue to place 

high priority on the mobilization of international student opinion and action” against the 

governments of Iran, Spain, and Portugal in an effort “to transform these near-totalitarian 

states into nations worthy of the category „free world.‟”
21

 

American and Iranian students in the United States began to redefine what the 

“free world” meant during the 1960-1961 academic year. USNSA membership crested 

with more than four hundred American institutions of higher education that academic 

year, and the ISAUS elected oppositionists into positions of leadership.
22

 A cohort of 

Iranians at the University of Minnesota established the first consequential contacts with 

their American counterparts in August 1960 when Khosrow Riggi, a graduate student at 

the university, represented his local chapter of the Iranian Student Association at the 

USNSA meeting in Minneapolis. The following winter, after a series of discussions with 

the new ISAUS leadership, the USNSA began systematically to monitor developments in 

Iran. An officer with the USNSA International Commission concluded that the shah‟s 

decision in February to close Tehran University in response to campus-wide calls for new 

elections was “against all the principles of Academic Freedom.” As security forces 

marched through campus, that same student confided in an internal memorandum that 

“the ISA looks very legitamate [sic] and seems to be fighting a true battle.”
23
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  In addition to the closing of Tehran University, the Iranian embassy‟s revocation 

of Ali Fatemi‟s and Sadeq Qotbzadeh‟s passports galvanized the USNSA into action. 

President Richard Rettig and his second-in-command sent a string of telegrams in defense 

of Fatemi and Qotbzadeh to Prime Minister Ali Amini and Iran‟s minister of education. 

Rettig followed weeks later with two cables to Ambassador Ardeshir Zahedi and Iran‟s 

chargé d‟affaires at the Iranian consulate in New York.
24

 As Harvey Flad, the campus 

international administrator for the International Commission, informed Fatemi, the 

USNSA hoped that the June telegrams, “coupled with conversations with friends in the 

U.S. State Department,” would resolve the issue. Flad informed Fatemi as the students 

broke for summer recess that he and his colleagues “certainly are eager and willing to 

help.”
25

     

Flad, the USNSA‟s point man for Iranian affairs in 1961, maintained frequent 

contact with the ISAUS leaders throughout the summer. Qotbzadeh thanked Flad in a 

lengthy letter “for your documented, great interest that you have taken in our cause.”
26

 

Flad corresponded more frequently with Ali Fatemi, who made sure that the Americans 

received the latest printed material on Iranian student activities, including a two-page 

paper that, according to one USNSA official, explained the passport situation “as well as 
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any source I have seen.”
27

 Flad encouraged Fatemi to attend the fourteenth National 

Student Congress at the University of Wisconsin in late August by offering to cover his 

lodging in Madison. He emphasized that the ISAUS president‟s attendance and 

participation “would be an excellent way to continue the good relationships between the 

two organizations on both an administrative and personal level.” Flad recommended that 

Fatemi attend the breakaway committee and subcommittee sessions, during which time 

delegates proposed, debated, and wrote resolutions to put before the National Executive 

Committee. He assured Fatemi that “the delegates would enjoy the personal insights that 

you will be able to offer at this time.”
28

  

The National Executive Committee voted unanimously in Madison to adopt a 

resolution titled “Suppression of Iranian Students.” The resolution institutionalized 

opposition to the Pahlavi regime within the USNSA. It denounced the absence of 

“academic and political rights” and “university autonomy” in Iran and affirmed that 

students of all nationalities possess “the right of students to demonstrate peacefully 

without fear of government reprisals.” The resolution addressed the transnational 

dimension of repression, demanding that the Iranian government release a group of 

imprisoned students in Iran and drop calls for the deportation of politically active 

students in the United States. The Madison congress also empowered the newly-elected 

international affairs vice president, Donald Emmerson, to assist Iranian students in the 
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United States “by all possible means.”
29

 The ISAUS recognized the significance of the 

USNSA‟s now-official anti-shah position. Fatemi printed a text of the USNSA resolution 

in the autumn 1961 edition of his publication, Iran Nameh.
30

 The resolution, which 

authorized local USNSA affiliates to organize autonomous demonstrations in support of 

Iran‟s students, broadened the scope of campus internationalism in the early 1960s.  

The Bulletin, the campus newspaper at Fairleigh Dickinson University, 

encouraged students on the New Jersey campus to join the ISAUS in its campaign against 

the shah. Iran‟s nationalist opposition, particularly the Fatemi family, established ties 

with the university in the immediate aftermath of the 1953 coup. Ali Fatemi hailed from 

the class of 1956, and his uncle was an esteemed professor of international affairs at the 

university. After Faramarz Fatemi, the president of the New York chapter of the Iranian 

Student Association, delivered a speech on the campus, the Student Council voted 

unanimously to circulate a “Petition for Academic Freedom” in Iran. The Bulletin argued 

for the petition‟s importance because “it shows positively that the Council is interested in 

more than just campus politics” and that it would act to protect “the academic right of 

self-expression.” In a follow-up article, the campus paper reported that once the student 

community learned that their Iranian friends were likely to face prosecution if they 
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returned to Iran, “Enthusiasm and even zeal have crept over this once-apathetic 

campus.”
31

 

Similar developments occurred at the University of Minnesota. The student-run 

Minnesota Daily had, throughout 1961, kept the campus community updated on 

developments in Iran and ISAUS demonstrations in the United States. Khosrow Riggi, 

who had attended the 1960 USNSA congress, and Ali Barzegar, a future ISAUS vice 

president, were the primary Iranian student organizers in Minneapolis. “I‟m certain the 

MSA,” the president of the Minnesota Student Association proclaimed, “will support 

these students in Iran at the first opportunity.” Barzegar explained to the Minnesota Daily 

why Americans should understand what it meant to be a student within a global context: 

“I hope the students in this country would realize that the freedoms they enjoy here are 

not realized by people in many other parts of the [world].”
32

  

While the USNSA-ISAUS relationship took off during the first two years of the 

1960s, cooperation between the two organizations peaked in 1964. The USNSA 

underwrote a two thousand-dollar travel grant to the five members of the National Front-

dominated ISAUS leadership, which in 1963 served concurrently as the CISNU 

Secretariat, to travel to Imperial College London for the Confederation‟s third congress in 

January 1964. Having provided the organization‟s leadership during its first two years, 

                                                           
31

 “Council Petition Backs Iranians,” The Bulletin, Teaneck Edition, October 3, 1961; “Help 

Petition for Iranians is Circulated,” The Bulletin, Teaneck Edition, October 10, 1961. Both located in 

USNSA box 220, folder: NUS Middle East, Iran 1961-1963. The petition is in USNSA box 282, folder: 

Iranian. 

32
 Kurt Kent, “Students Demand Rights for Iranians,” Minnesota Daily 63 (January 30, 1962). See 

also “Iranian Students Protest Iran‟s Election Policies,” Minnesota Daily 62 (February 14, 1961); “Rights 

of Iranians Suppressed – Panel,” Minnesota Daily 62 (April 26, 1961). All from 

http://www.mndaily.com/archives/pdfs (accessed April 9, 2012). Riggi and Barzegar came to disagree over 

the revolutionary potential of the Iranian opposition. Ali Barzegar, “Students and the Revolution,” The 

Persian Community Newsletter of Minneapolis 2:6 (November 12, 1963), USNSA box 220, folder: Iran 

1963-1966. 

http://www.mndaily.com/archives/pdfs


 

196 

 

the American group ceded power to the German Federation at the London meeting. In 

addition to the travel grants, the Iranians received three hundred dollars to translate, copy, 

and disseminate the USNSA‟s many anti-shah statements. Robert Backoff, one of the two 

USNSA representatives who attended the London meeting, delivered a message that one 

of the most active Iranian student leaders remembered “was very warmly received and 

interrupted several times with applause.”
33

  

Around the time of the Confederation‟s London congress, Iranian students in the 

United States aimed to enhance their budding connections with students in their host 

country by increasing the production of English-language publications. Ali Fatemi placed 

a premium on influencing American public opinion and his Iran Nameh was, in the early 

1960s, the only regular Iranian student publication accessible to non-Persian speakers. To 

further his efforts, Fatemi assembled a small CISNU newsletter in English in fall 1963.
34

 

The London congress recognized that Iranians studying in American universities had the 

potential to broaden the movement‟s support base if it offered English translations of its 

primary organ, Daneshjoo, which the ISAUS International Bureau edited in Cambridge, 

Massachusetts. The first dual-language edition of Daneshjoo came off the presses in 

February 1964.
35
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Majid Tehranian, who ran the ISAUS International Bureau while completing his 

doctorate in political science at Harvard University, edited Daneshjoo. In 1963 Tehranian 

helped Peace Corps volunteers at Georgetown University prepare for their time in Iran, 

and a year later he flew to Los Angeles to speak against the White Revolution to an 

audience of Iranian and American students. By 1964 Tehranian was, according to one 

source, “concentrating more and more on the American students.”
36

 Indeed, Tehranian 

described the purpose of the English-language portion of Daneshjoo as twofold. First, the 

dual-language publication would serve both “as a means of self-education for the Iranian 

students” and “a medium of information about Iran for the English-speaking people.” 

Secondly, the new format could engage Iranian students more actively in American 

issues. Tehranian looked forward to printing future issues that would “give a better 

coverage to the American students‟ struggle for peace and racial equality.” Discussion of 

the civil rights and peace movements would, according to Tehranian, provide Iranian 

students in the United States with “a better understanding of their American socio-

political environment” and “encourage them to participate actively in the common 

struggle waged on this front.”
37

  

The first two English-language issues of Daneshjoo reinforced the importance of 

national concerns to internationalist organizing. The opening page reiterated Tehranian‟s 
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assertion that the new format was designed “to strengthen the bonds of friendship and 

understanding between our two nations.” “To express our solidarity with the U.S. 

students in their struggle against racial discrimination,” the ISAUS reprinted a USNSA 

statement that urged Congress to pass the 1964 Civil Rights Act. The Americans 

applauded the move, reproduced issues of Daneshjoo to distribute at the upcoming 

USNSA congress, and praised the newfound “utility of the publication.”
38

 The 

breakthroughs of 1964 led the delegates to the USNSA‟s seventeenth congress to produce 

their most comprehensive critique of the Pahlavi state. They also pledged to lobby the 

Johnson administration to reevaluate its relationship with the shah‟s regime.
39

  

Iran desk officer M. Gordon Tiger‟s memorandum of conversation with USNSA 

President Gregory Gallo and James Fowler of the International Commission reveals the 

unanticipated dynamics of the patron-client relationship between America‟s student-

diplomats and U.S. policymakers. At the USNSA‟s request, the three men sat down for a 

one-hour conversation in June 1964. According to Tiger, Gallo and Fowler wanted to 

exchange information about the most recent wave of student demonstrations. “The 

„exchange‟ of information,” Tiger derided, “turned out to be entirely one-sided.” He 

lamented that Gallo and Fowler “had virtually no information about ISA activities during 

the Shah‟s visit…and no information whatsoever on their activities prior to this summer.” 

Tiger contended that their knowledge of the National Front, Fatemi‟s leadership role, and 

the passport controversy “was all evidently quite new to them.” But his assessment runs 
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counter to the information contained in the mountain of private memoranda and public 

statements that the USNSA had produced on these aspects of the anti-shah struggle. In 

fact, Fowler insisted to Tiger that “they had enjoyed the benefit of some first-class 

research.”
40

 It appears that the USNSA leadership had ulterior motives for keeping open 

the channels of communication with policymakers in Washington.  

 The meeting came at a time when the USNSA was reaching out to policymakers 

in Washington who shared their distaste for the shah and were sympathetic to the Iranian 

opposition. Two months after the Tiger meeting, the USNSA predicted that it “should be 

able to effect some political pressure on sensitive parts of the Department of State and 

other people who still want to maintain our friendship with the Shah at all costs.”
41

 

Robert E. Witherspoon Jr., a special assistant to the International Commission, took the 

lead. In late December 1964, Witherspoon visited the State Department to consult with 

William Miller, who had recently left his post at the U.S. embassy in Tehran to study 

Iran‟s political dynamics for the Bureau of Intelligence and Research in Washington. In a 

letter to Miller, Witherspoon articulated his frustration that moderates in the State 

Department were losing ground to hardliners like Tiger: “I am, quite frankly, 

considerably more pessimistic about the future of Iran under the Shah‟s control. For this 

reason, I am hopeful that your views can get a better hearing in the State Department in 

the future.”
42

 Witherspoon expressed similar concerns with the prevailing pro-shah 
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consensus in Foggy Bottom when describing to the ISAUS the results of his probes.
43

 

While he had originally hoped that the USNSA would be able to persuade State “to 

modify their complete hostility toward opponents of the Shah,” he concluded in summer 

1965 that “given the failure of past NSA attempts in this direction such a course appears 

futile.”
44

  

 

4.3 Friction Over the International Student Conference 

The USNSA‟s public denunciations of the shah and its private lobbying in the 

State Department challenged the students‟ post-1967 image as government-backed cold 

warriors. However, the USNSA‟s Janus-faced relationship with the Iranian student 

movement becomes evident within the context of the International Student Conference. 

The Americans expected that the anti-communist Iranians would, if influential enough in 

their national Confederation, opt for membership in the ISC rather than the communist-

dominated International Union of Students. To that end, the tenth International Student 

Conference, which convened at Laval University in Quebec in June 1962, offered the 

CISNU accredited membership.
45

 While National Front students disagreed with the ISC‟s 

ideological line, they leaned toward Leiden because it recognized the CISNU – which 

spoke for students at home and abroad – as the sole representative of Iranian students. 

The IUS, on the other hand, recognized the Tudeh Party‟s Tehran University Students 
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Organization.
46

 The student-diplomats in Philadelphia and Leiden considered the Iranian 

Confederation, which was new to the scene in 1962, a potential asset and liability as the 

dynamics of the international anti-communist student movement shifted in the mid-

1960s. 

The ISC‟s composition changed considerably since its first meeting in Stockholm 

in 1950. While twenty-one unions, primarily from Europe, attended the Stockholm 

meeting, the Quebec conference hosted nineteen unions from Africa, seventeen from 

Asia, and twenty-two from the Americas. With diversified membership came increased 

friction. Twenty-seven national unions walked out of the Quebec conference when the 

ISC opted not to admit a Puerto Rican student union that called for independence from 

the United States. The conferees, nevertheless, remained resolute in their condemnation 

of the Pahlavi state. They accused the shah of being “unquestionably dictatorial” for 

violating “the Iranian Constitution, human rights, the principles of university autonomy 

and academic freedom, and the right of students to free travel.” The ISC offered a radical 

solution. It called for “the destruction of the present dictatorship” and the implementation 

of “a democratic form of government.”
47

 

Prior to the Quebec meeting, Iranian students in the United States had aided the 

work of the ISC‟s Research and Information Commission. The ISC‟s research wing 
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formed at the fourth International Student Conference in Istanbul in January 1954. In 

1961 the Research and Information Commission launched nineteen investigations of 

issues that included colonialism in Africa, racial discrimination in the United States, and 

nation-specific reports on Hungary, Nicaragua, Spain, South Africa, and Iran.
48

 The 

Commission sought assistance from the ISAUS in writing the Iran report, and the 

Iranians‟ influence is evident throughout.
49

 The report referred to Ali Fatemi‟s Iran 

Nameh, Richard Cottam‟s work on Iranian nationalism, and the oft-cited text of Tehran 

University Chancellor Ahmad Farhad‟s resignation letter of January 1962. Nearly half of 

the thirty-two-page report focused on the Iranian educational system and the student 

movement at home and abroad. And it praised Mohammad Mosaddeq while contrasting 

the “the vital, effective, and productive student activity” of the early 1950s with the 

“suppression and stagnation” of latter part of the decade.
50

 

Donald Emmerson, who left the USNSA International Commission in 1963 to 

serve as the associate secretary of the ISC‟s Coordinating Secretariat, opened the pages of 

The Student, his new organization‟s official organ, to Iranian oppositionists at home and 

abroad. Emmerson hoped that the articles, available in five languages, would contribute 

“to the enlightenment of those national unions of students who are interested in 

developments in Iran, particularly concerning the true nature of the Shah‟s „reforms.‟” 

The two central themes of the articles tended to be the lack of academic and political 
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freedom in Iran and the need for Iranians in Europe to cooperate with students in their 

host countries. In addition to The Student, monthly ISC press releases critical of the shah 

appeared in approximately two hundred student newspapers throughout the world. In 

June 1963, Emmerson could assure Fatemi that “the CIS has received more frequent 

mention and publicity” in ISC publications “than practically any other National Union of 

Students in the Conference.”
51

  

But when Hasan Lebaschi succeeded Ali Fatemi as the first new ISAUS president 

since fall 1960, relations between the American and Iranian students began to fray. Their 

relationship had been predicated on a sound, trusting understanding between Fatemi and 

the USNSA leadership. As Ronald Story emphasized to his colleagues on the 

International Commission, “we‟ll get along okay” as long as Fatemi and his “right-ha[n]d 

man,” Farajollah Ardalan, were in charge.
52

 Fatemi was, Story boasted in early 1964, 

“willing to confide in NSA, particularly Emmerson and myself,” because his “strict 

constitutionality and strong anti-communism” matched the ideals of liberal American 

students.
53

 After Fatemi stepped down as president in September 1963, Lebaschi warned 

Story not to sidestep the new ISAUS leadership. Story took the warning to heart, writing 

in an internal report about the need for his organization to broaden its Iranian contacts “so 

as not to offend anyone and start anew the rumors that NSA is trying to control the whole 
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show.”
54

 Other members of the International Commission agreed. Jim Hendrick left the 

1964 ISAUS congress convinced that the USNSA must continue to “raise American 

student sympathy for the cause of the Iranian student” and “win the friendship” of the 

new wave of Iranian student leaders.
55

  

But the USNSA‟s fixation with the Iranian position vis-à-vis the ISC and its use 

of travel grants to serve political ends threatened to break the internationalist bonds 

established during the early 1960s. While the Americans offered considerable financial 

assistance for travel to the 1964 CISNU congress in London, one official recalled that the 

USNSA did some “considerable maneuvering” to prevent, ultimately unsuccessfully, the 

allegedly more radical students from making the trip.
56

 Witherspoon reported that this 

episode resulted in a “close burn” with the new leadership of the Iranian Student 

Association.
57

 If the USNSA-ISAUS alliance was to survive, an American student leader 

concluded in an internal note, “NSA policy would attempt to reach a balanced agreement 

between the Fatemi forces and the others.”
58

 The International Commission offered no 
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financial assistance for Iranian student travel to the 1965 CISNU congress in Cologne so 

as not to exacerbate its increasingly precarious standing among rival Iranian factions. 

Yet anxieties continued to mount in American student circles that the Iranians 

were drifting toward the communist International Union of Students and away from the 

International Student Conference. The CISNU had enjoyed cordial relations with both 

organizations without siding with either, and it sent a delegation that included Sadeq 

Qotbzadeh and Khosrow Shakeri to Sofia for the eighth IUS congress.
59

 But many 

Iranian students, including those that aroused the suspicion of the USNSA, detested the 

organization. Under Hasan Lebaschi‟s leadership, the ISAUS continued to oppose 

membership in the IUS for two reasons. First, in the mid-1960s the relationship between 

Iran and the Soviet Union thawed. To many Iranians, rapprochement discredited 

organizations associated with Moscow, a point that the CISNU made clear in a letter to 

Nikita Khrushchev. Secondly, IUS recognition of the Tudeh Party‟s student organization 

at Tehran University remained a point of contention in the Confederation.
60

   

 Robert Backoff, who one USNSA official described as “our man in Paris,” 

worked to ensure that the CISNU remained detached from the Moscow-backed IUS.
61

 

Backoff prepared to represent the USNSA at the 1965 CISNU congress by speaking with 

Qotbzadeh and meeting regularly with Farajollah Ardalan, an influential ally who 
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departed the United States in December 1963 to promote National Front Cohesion by 

shuttling between Europe and Algeria.
62

 Backoff and Palestinian, Austrian, German, and 

Hungarian student observers joined Iranians who traveled to the Cologne Conference 

from the United States, Great Britain, France, Italy, Austria, Switzerland, Belgium, 

Turkey, and West Germany, but not Iran. Most of the students took up temporary 

residence in a local youth hostel and convened during the days at The Mensa, a student 

restaurant complex at the University of Cologne. Backoff was happy to report that the 

National Front maintained a tenuous hold over the CISNU after securing three of the five 

seats in the Secretariat.
63

  

When the conversation turned to international affairs, Backoff reported that the 

“central issue” was the Confederation‟s relationship with the ISC and the IUS. After a 

series of intense debates, the National Front delegates swayed the vote, albeit reluctantly, 

toward the Confederation‟s continued involvement with the ISC. The official CISNU 

statement was highly critical of the ideological orientation of the ISC charter. Adhering to 

the Confederation‟s proclaimed nonalignment in international affairs, the delegates also 

voted to join the IUS with the caveat that CISNU membership was contingent on the 

expulsion of the Tudeh‟s student supporters. This was a move that most observers agreed 

the IUS was unlikely to make. The USNSA‟s intense concern over facilitating travel for 

pro-ISC Iranians bore little practical influence over the tepid vote. The reason for the 
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vote‟s outcome was that most National Fronters thought that the Confederation could 

more effectively use the ISC as a platform for gaining wider support for the anti-shah 

movement.
64

 The final vote reflected an effort by the CISNU to increase its standing in 

the international student movement and conciliate its various internal factions.   

A comparison of Backoff‟s speech at the congress and the conclusions that he 

offered in a twenty-eight page internal report underscored USNSA‟s conflicted 

relationship with the Iranian student opposition. Publically, Backoff called for “the 

removal of the dictatorial regime of the Shah and the installation of a democratic 

government in Iran.” He emphasized correctly that he and his colleagues were working to 

“urge our government to re-evaluate its relationship to the present regime in Iran” and 

was genuine when he urged American and Iranian students to continue “to work together 

in co-operating to attain our common goals.” Privately, Backoff expressed a different set 

of motivations. While he asserted that CISNU membership would be “good for the ISC 

image as it makes the ISC look more progressive,” he worried that the Iranians might 

“cause trouble.” He concluded that, unless the Confederation moderated its criticism of 

the ISC charter, Leiden would stop short of granting the Iranians full member status.
65

 

His concerns proved warranted. The following year, when the ISC met in Nairobi, 

Kenya, the Iranians were part of a group known as the “the progressive minority,” a 

group of sixteen national unions of students from five continents that severed ties with 
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Leiden because of its conservative line.
66

 In December 1965, Majid Tehranian, now the 

ISAUS president, commented on “a recent coolness on the part of USNSA toward the 

ISA.”
67

 

It was apparent to all that the USNSA and the ISC had suspiciously deep pockets. 

The Student, for instance, had a glossy finish that resembled Time magazine more than a 

student newsletter. In November 1964 Lebaschi raised the issue of funding, leading his 

American interlocutor to report with alarm: “He and his wife asked a number of questions 

about the financing of NSA!” The report suggests that its author at least suspected that 

the USNSA received money from sources that would arouse the anger of many students, 

both international and domestic.
68

 Iranians at the Cologne congress expressed similar 

suspicions. Several delegates inquired as to where the ISC received it funding, with one 

questioner asking bluntly if it was funded by the CIA.
69

  

Disputes over financial assistance, personal quarrels, growing suspicion of the 

USNSA‟s intentions and affiliation with the U.S. government, the dogmatic anti-

communism of the International Commission, and the growing fractionalization of the 

Iranian student movement contributed to the deterioration of the once constructive 

relationship that thrived between 1960 and 1964. Many in the Iranian student movement 

began in the mid-1960s to move in ideological directions unacceptable to most liberal 
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NSA members and unrecognizable from the National Front leadership of the ISAUS 

earlier in the decade. The strong-armed tactics that the USNSA employed to strengthen 

the ISC exacerbated the problem and may have accelerated the trend.  

The eventually irreconcilable rift between the two student groups should not, 

however, detract from the student internationalism that thrived in the early 1960s. The 

eleventh ISAUS congress, which took place at the University of Illinois at Urbana-

Champagne in August 1964, well after the funding debacle that surfaced earlier in the 

year, underscores this point. In his capacity as ISAUS international affairs vice president, 

Ali Barzegar proclaimed that the USNSA‟s promotion of democracy, civil liberties, and 

academic freedom throughout the world was “admirable and befitting the dynamism and 

the moral conviction in social justice and human worth demanded of our generation.”
70

 

The liberal American and Iranian youths built a nontraditional foreign policymaking 

community that empowered young student-diplomats to articulate a critique of state 

power that grew louder in the hands of the global New Left.  

   

4.4 The Global New Left 

As the shah blunted the National Front in Iran and the alliance of liberal student 

internationalists abroad fractured, the Iranian student diaspora began to express its 

opposition to U.S. foreign policy and the Pahlavi regime through the language of the New 

Left. Many Iranians who studied in the United States in the late 1960s have recalled their 

former attraction to the left. Abbas Milani, recollecting his life as an undergraduate at the 

University of California at Berkeley, asserted that “in the sixties…it was the West that 
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caught the contagious fever of revolution and Marxist theory. Many of us, disgruntled as 

we were with the political realities of Iran, were also consumed by that fever.”
71

 An 

Iranian woman who protested the shah‟s dictatorship while studying at the University of 

Oklahoma remembered that as the movement grew more militant, she began “turning the 

teachings of Che Guevara, Mao, Lenin, and Stalin into romantic dreams of revolution.”
72

 

An anti-imperialist critique of the prevailing cold war order provided the adhesive for a 

radicalized student internationalism in the United States and Western Europe during the 

“high sixties.”
73

   

New Left internationalism was more threatening to national governments than the 

liberal variety represented by the USNSA. American and Iranian authorities closely 

monitored transnational radicalism as it became manifest in events such as a seminar that 

the Northern California chapter of the Iranian Student Association held at Berkeley‟s 

International House on “The Triumphing Struggle of the Heroic People of Cuba” in 

February 1964. The discovery that the keynote speaker was in the United States on an 

Iranian government scholarship led Near Eastern officials in the State Department to 

consider the seminar “a troublesome problem in our relations with Iran.”
74

 One year later, 

William Miller reported that “there is greater communist activity…amongst Iranians 

abroad now than there has been since the heyday of the Tudeh party well over a decade 
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ago.” Few Iranian youths abroad adhered to the Soviet-inspired Tudeh Party ideology 

that appealed to previous generations of Iranian communists. Many more began to accept 

the preaching of Che Guevara and Mao Zedong as gospel.
75

 Afshin Matin-Asgari has 

described 1969 as “The Year of Maoist Hegemony” in the CISNU, noting that Maoists 

gained control of the ISAUS the following year.
76

 

The alliance between Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) and the ISAUS 

began on a less radical note as one component of what the former described as “a bridge 

toward supra-national community.” In summer 1961 Dick Roman of the Young People‟s 

Socialist League reportedly “said that Al Haber of SDS is…hot for the program” of 

support for the ISAUS. One year later, in June 1962, fifty-nine members of SDS drafted 

the Port Huron Statement, hailing it as the “agenda for a generation.” Tom Hayden, 

dissatisfied with the USNSA and influenced by the political philosopher Arnold 

Kaufman‟s concept of “radical liberalism,” was the primary author. The Port Huron 

Statement called for participatory democracy at home and a retreat from the militaristic 

application of containment abroad. The Eisenhower administration‟s support for the 

shah‟s Iran, Chiang Kai-shek‟s Taiwan, and Savang Vatthana‟s Laos served as evidence 

to SDS that U.S. foreign policy “was guided by a concern for foreign investment and a 

negative anti-communist political stance linked to a series of military alliances.”
77
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American New Leftists considered the military alliance between Washington and 

Tehran an impediment to democratic reform in Iran, a connection that SDS routinely 

argued the 1953 coup exemplified. The coup and the attendant oil consortium were 

illustrative of the “corporate liberalism” that SDS President Carl Oglesby denounced in 

his speech before more than twenty thousand protestors at a November 1965 anti-war 

rally in front of the White House. Mosaddeq‟s memory also figured into the 

reinterpretation of the Port Huron Statement that the “Praxis Axis” of SDS radicals in 

New York and Chicago offered in 1967. In their “Port Authority Statement,” David 

Gilbert, Robert Gottlieb, and Gerry Tenney argued that covert operations and the 

provisioning of aid to authoritarian third world leaders helped buttress Washington‟s 

imperial project. And Iran was one of the case studies that Gilbert and David Loud 

highlighted in their 1968 examination of the economic drivers of America‟s global 

expansion.
78

  

The war in Southeast Asia combined with resentment over the ouster of 

Mosaddeq to engender an anti-Americanism among oppositionist Iranian students that 

was directed toward the U.S. foreign policy establishment. British Ambassador Denis 

Wright assessed that “Viet-Nam is still the No. 1 foreign target for youthful anger” 

among the Iranians. Mahmoud Ziai, the chairman of the majlis‟ Foreign Relations 
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Committee and former participant in the State Department‟s Foreign Leader Program, 

concurred. He informed an American embassy officer in Tehran that “U.S. involvement 

in Southeast Asia has done great, perhaps irreparable harm to the image and reputation of 

the U.S. among the younger generation in Iran.” Many members of the younger 

generation who studied overseas joined the American anti-war movement. The author 

Azar Nafisi recalled protesting the Vietnam War and ROTC program. The 1965 CISNU 

congress declared support for “the brave people of Vietnam who continue their 

uncompromising and heroic struggle against American imperialism.”
79

  

The ISAUS presented Iran as a potential “future Vietnam” to demonstrate Iranian 

solidarity with the anti-war movement and to attract the support of American students for 

the anti-shah movement. In January 1966 the socialist Monthly Review printed a 

“Message from the Iranian Students Association in the United States to the American 

People.” Paul Sweezy and his co-editors, all long-time supporters of the Iranian student 

movement, referred to the message as “the best brief analysis we have seen of the 

situation in Iran.” The four-page tract, titled “Is Iran Potentially Another Vietnam,” 

attempted to draw similarities between the two countries without losing sight of Iran‟s 

particularities. The authors argued that both countries had become “pawns in the Cold 

War” and that their people desired “emancipation from foreign domination.” After 

comparing the Pahlavi regime to Ngo Dinh Diem‟s former government of South 

Vietnam, the article refocused on the shah‟s domestic and international policies. While 
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the authors depicted the White Revolution as “too little and too late” and condemned the 

shah‟s drive toward military modernization, they also criticized CENTO and the 

controversial status-of-forces agreement that the United States and Iran signed in 1964. 

Most fundamentally for a message directed to the American people in 1966, the ISAUS 

inserted discussion of the shah‟s Iran into a bourgeoning culture of dissent that emerged 

as Washington escalated the scale and intensity of the Vietnam War.
80

  

The ISAUS sustained its contacts with SDS as the Johnson administration 

escalated the war in Vietnam and the shah stepped up repression in Iran. In late 1966 the 

ISAUS Executive Committee described for the U.S. student activists the “human misery 

and injustice” that the post-Mosaddeq era of military rule had inflicted on the Iranian 

people, affirming its mission “to give life to the outcry of our people which is silenced 

before it can be reached by the people of the world.” To fulfill its mission, the ISAUS 

sent the SDS national office a directory that contained the contact information for its 

ranking members, the mailing addresses of its twenty-eight local chapters, and 

information on Hosein Mahdavi‟s Committee for the Defense of Iranian Political 

Prisoners and Students. In 1968 the ISAUS invited SDS to send delegates or a message of 

support to its fifteenth annual convention in Wichita, Kansas.
81

  

In 1968 the two student groups organized a high profile demonstration at Harvard 

University. Harvard officials found it difficult to hide the shah‟s unpopularity on 

American campuses when he arrived at Cambridge on June 13 to receive an honorary law 
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degree and deliver the keynote address at the commencement. Theodore Eliot Jr., the Iran 

country director in 1968, later recalled facetiously that at the height of the Vietnam War 

“the Shah was not exactly a popular fellow in the student body in Cambridge.”
82

 

Asadollah Alam, the minister to the court of the shah, flew to the United States nearly 

two weeks in advance to survey the situation. Alam was apprehensive because a left-

leaning Persian daily published a story that criticized the shah‟s upcoming visit. He 

requested that the authorities prevent any further circulation of the magazine. On the day 

of the ceremony, Massachusetts state troopers, campus police, and SAVAK agents were 

on hand to quell any disorder. But they were outmatched by the ISAUS and the Harvard 

Chapter of SDS. Mansur Rafizadeh, SAVAK‟s chief operative in the United States, wrote 

in his memoir that the shah‟s speech began amidst “a chorus of boos” and continued 

against “a continuous uproar.” A Boston Globe article reported that approximately ten 

graduates “unfurled banners they had carried under their gowns and began to march 

down the center aisle to protest the shah, just beginning his speech,” as a larger group 

demonstrated outside. Even though security forces turned back the students when they 

marched toward the dais, the shah interpreted the debacle as an unacceptable blemish on 

his international reputation. Rafizadeh remembered the tense post-commencement 

meeting with his superior: The shah shouted, “They lowered our esteem. It was very bad 

today.” Further incensed, the shah demanded, “There must be an end to these barbarians. 
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You have to buy some of them and get rid of the rest. How many times have we said 

that?”
 83

 

By 1968 Iran was a cause célèbre, like the Vietnamese liberation struggle and 

movements in Palestine and Latin America, among New Left student organizations such 

as SDS. Later that summer at the SDS National Convention in East Lansing, Michigan, 

the delegates approved the following telegram to the ISAUS:  

SDS expresses its solidarity with your continuing fight against the dictatorship 

which oppresses your homeland.…The fight for freedom is international because 

tyranny is international. Your fight against the Shah, the fight of German SDS 

against Kiesinger, of the French against de Gaulle, of the Japanese against SATO 

– these are a few of the current fronts of a single war. We are your allies and 

brothers.
84

 

 

As the SDS resolution noted, the Iranian students were integral to the New Left‟s energy 

in the United States in Western Europe. The resolution was mindful that the East Lansing 

convention coincided with the anniversary of an anti-shah demonstration that shook West 

Berlin one year earlier. As one historian writes, the “foreign front” of Iranians in West 

Germany helped ignite the student movement in that country.
85

 

Dr. Bahman Nirumand provided the spark. He was a literary scholar, Iranian 

expatriate, opposition leader, and skilled orator who had been one of the shah‟s most 
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virulent critics in West Germany since he arrived in 1964. The German-language edition 

of his book, Iran: The New Imperialism in Action, was published in March 1967. 

Nirumand argued against the artificial delineation of three “worlds” and the division 

between “industrial” and “developing” nations. Such distinctions did not exist 

geographically or politically, Nirumand noted, and obscured the bifurcated world 

between the rich and poor that cut across cold war blocs and through individual nation-

states. He contended that exploitative governments, businesses, and individuals 

controlled the flow of capital and traversed superpower rivalries to the detriment of 

economic justice and civil society. Nirumand‟s book appealed to West German New 

Leftists who, as the writer Hans Magnus Enzensberger wrote in the afterward, began to 

deride “citizens of a rich world” who were fascinated by “fairy tales on the Peacock 

Throne” and viewed Iran “as a peaceful oasis in a turbulent world.” Enzensberger 

asserted that “Iran is a model of the big lie,” or what Nirumand described as a “welfare 

relationship” between the “free world” and poor countries that “exploits where it pretends 

to assist.” Many West German New Leftists agreed. As Nirumand observed two years 

later, his book “found an immediate ready sale, especially in student circles.”
86

 

Nirumand worked with West German radicals to organize anti-authoritarian 

students for the shah‟s visit. One day prior to the shah‟s arrival in West Berlin, Nirumand 

lectured on the injustices of the Pahlavi regime to nearly three thousand students at the 

Free University of Berlin. Ulrike Meinhof, who would co-found the militant Red Army 

Faction, wrote an “Open Letter to Farah Diba” and disseminated it through the audience. 
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Meinhof‟s letter, the contents of which she acknowledged was drawn from Nirumand‟s 

book, criticized the royal court‟s extravagance. Meinhof also charged that the shah did 

“not give a damn about the rest of the Constitution,” asserting that Iran‟s military and 

security services, which were “well-armed and well-fed thanks to US funding and…army 

advisors,” were “holding the country for ransom.”
87

 Nirumand‟s book, Meinhof‟s letter, 

and the June 1 rally at the Free University expanded the international consciousness of 

West German students and set the stage for confrontation during the shah‟s state visit.   

While students “waving a small forest of anti-shah placards” followed the shah 

and his wife throughout their nine-day tour of West Germany, conflict between the 

students and police erupted in West Berlin on June 2.
88

 The most violent confrontation 

between students and riot police occurred as the shah‟s party arrived at the Deutsche 

Opera House. CISNU leaders marched alongside members of the German Socialist 

Student League (German SDS), Fritz Teufel‟s Kommune I, and other unaffiliated 

students. American diplomats in West Berlin reported that the students greeted the shah 

with “a barrage of eggs and other missiles.” The royal party‟s car was quickly “plastered 

with eggs,” and some members of the shah‟s entourage “were also splattered.” As 

described by U.S. officials, “platoons of police” were part of the “unusually tight security 

measures” that resulted in bloodshed as the Iranian dignitaries listened to Mozart‟s Magic 

Flute. Fifteen ambulances rushed to the scene as police used water cannons to push the 
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demonstrators away from the opera house.
89

 The clash resulted in the death of Benno 

Ohnesorg, an apolitical student of literature at the Free University.
90

 

U.S. diplomats fully grasped the significance of the violence that occurred during 

what the students described as a “police state visit.”
91

 Nicholas G. Thacher, the deputy 

chief of mission in Tehran, noted that while anti-shah protests in the United States had 

historically “attracted the Monarch‟s intense displeasure,” the Berlin demonstrations, in 

which three thousand youths participated, “were unprecedented in any foreign country.” 

More important, Thacher highlighted the internationalist dimension of the protest. He 

contended that the Europeans “vastly outnumbered Iranians,” which indicated that “the 

Shah‟s visit became tied up with local „new left‟ student ebullience.”
92

  

American diplomats in Europe displayed a heightened interest in the Iranians who 

ignited the June protest. Howard Trivers, the seasoned diplomat and then-consul general 

in Zurich, attended a speech that Bahman Nirumand delivered in November 1967. 
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Nirumand, in Trivers‟ estimation, remained the shah‟s “most violent critic” in West 

Germany. The talk, which was the first of a six-part lecture series at Zurich University 

that the Progressive Students‟ Affiliation sponsored on the problems of the third world, 

drew an overflow crowd of five hundred students. Trivers reported that “the usual 

bearded hippie element was present,” adding that Nirumand framed the U.S.-Iran 

relationship as counterrevolutionary and cited China, Cuba, and North Vietnam as 

progressive forces in the world.
93

  

In the United States, the ISAUS continued to forge new alliances with individuals 

and organizations that officials in Washington viewed with trepidation. Synergy evolved, 

for example, between the ISAUS and the Black Power movement. One former Iranian 

student recalled that “Bobby Seale and Huey Newton gave me my first taste of 

radicalism” in the Merritt College cafeteria.
94

 Members of the ISAUS took part in the 

five-month strike that erupted in November 1968 on the campus of San Francisco State 

University when the Board of Trustees suspended George Mason Murray, who was a 

graduate student, English instructor, and minister of education for the Black Panther 

Party. Edward S. Montgomery of the San Francisco Examiner testified before the House 

Committee on Un-American Activities that the ISAUS, the Black Students Union, SDS, 

the Vietnam Day Committee, the WEB Du Bois Club, and the Third World Liberation 

Front contributed to the campus unrest.
95

 In an exceptional one-page article in a 1970 
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issue of The Black Panther, the ISAUS referred to “our brother Huey Newton.”
96

 In 

September that year, the New York chapter of the Iranian Student Association featured a 

black power salute on a flyer for a demonstration that it organized with factions of SDS 

and the Progressive Labor Party at the Riverside Research Institute. While they aimed to 

galvanize the anti-war movement, the organizers expressed sympathy for and offered a 

socio-economic explanation of the riots that set ablaze urban centers throughout the 

United States.
97

   

Such activities earned Iranian students space in the CIA‟s controversial 1968 

investigation of “Restless Youth.” The Agency‟s assessment patronized the Iranian 

student movement abroad while at the same time recognizing the potential power of 

student internationalism. The report asserted that its members “hold meetings, issue 

sporadic publications, and make grandiose plans, but their major activity is to harass the 

Shah when he travels.” The sarcasm inherent in the term “grandiose” and the nuisance 

inferred by the word “harass” indicate Washington‟s reluctance to take seriously a 

movement that had established a sophisticated extra-parliamentary network of opposition. 

At the same time, the CIA noted that the movement had “strained relations with host 

governments,” as had happened with the U.S.-Iran relationship during the Kennedy era. 

Following years of organizing, the report observed that Iranians were “joined by radical 
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students in the US, Germany, Austria, and England, among other places” in their protests 

against the Pahlavi regime.
98

  

The CIA report missed the larger significance, not only of the alliances it 

described, but of the organizing potential of Iranian-born students in the United States, 

such as Babak Zahraie, who took leading roles in the student power and anti-war 

movements of the late 1960s and early 1970s. Zahraie arrived in the United States as a 

high school student in 1967 and enrolled in classes at the University of Washington two 

years later. By 1971 the long-haired Trotskyist was involved in nearly every major 

organization on the Seattle campus. He was president of the Foreign Student Council, 

edited its newspaper, International, and served as coordinator of the Tuition Rollback 

Coalition. In 1971 Zahraie was elected president of the university‟s chapter of the Iranian 

Student Association. Although the rift between the minority Trotskyist group and the 

Maoist leadership that boiled over at the 1974 ISAUS convention in Los Angeles 

eventually led to his departure from the organization, Zahraie‟s positions of leadership in 

a variety of organizations empowered him to wed campus-specific concerns with the 

defense of political prisoners in Iran.
99

  

Immigration authorities arrested Zahraie in February 1972, one day after he 

delivered a highly-publicized speech at a campus rally against the University of 
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Washington‟s recent tuition hike. In a series of hearings later that month, the INS 

prosecutor called for Zahraie‟s deportation based on three distinct criteria. First, as had 

been the case with Qotbzadeh a decade earlier, the INS charged that Zahraie was not a 

“bona fide” student. Second, immigration officials cited Zahraie‟s possession of Che 

Guevara posters and the writings of Vladimir Lenin to label him a “subversive.” Finally, 

and most important, Zahraie crossed an international border without the proper 

documentation during a day-trip to Canada in November 1971. The INS district director 

in Portland, Oregon contended that technical violations of immigration law, such as 

Zahraie‟s Canadian trip, could result in deportation of an international student “if he or 

she is involved in activities which the U.S. government considers aggravating.”
100

  

The Committee to Defend Babak Zahraie (CDBZ) became a hub for American 

progressives in the early 1970s. Fred Lovgren of the Socialist Workers Party was its 

national coordinator. Fourteen student organizations at the University of Washington 

sponsored the defense committee, including the Movimiento Estudiantil Chicano de 

Aztlán, Graduate Professional Student Senate, Young Democrats, Student Mobilization 

Committee, and his fellow members of the Foreign Student Council and the Iranian 

Student Association. The student governments at the University of Washington and the 

University of California at Berkeley also pledged their full support. Babak‟s brother, 

Siamak, who was a Ph.D. student at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst, rallied 

enough supporters in the Boston area to warrant the establishment of a regional office. 

Supporters in Boston included Noam Chomsky and Massachusetts State Representative 
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Barney Frank. They were joined by U.S. Senators Eugene McCarthy and Wayne Morse, 

Gloria Steinem, Angela Davis, and Bobby Seale. Michael Withey of the National 

Lawyers Guild served as legal counsel and Leonard Boudin of the Emergency Civil 

Liberties Committee, noted for the defense of the Harrisburg Seven and Daniel Ellsberg, 

signed on as a consulting attorney.
101

  

The CDBZ experienced mixed success. The Committee increased awareness of a 

trial that might have otherwise received little public attention. It circulated petitions on 

the University of Washington campus, attracted daily news coverage, and mobilized 

vocal demonstrations during a series of hearings that took place in late February 1972. 

The Committee considered it a “partial victory” when authorities retreated from 

challenging Zahraie‟s student credentials and withdrew the charge of “subversion.” 

Nevertheless, immigration officials pointed to the Canada visit to uphold the deportation 

order. Then, in fall 1972, as the case moved through the appeals process, the INS issued 

deportation orders against Babak‟s brother, Siamak, and Bahram Atai, who was the 

CDBZ‟s national secretary. Both students, like Zahraie, were vocal opponents of the 

Vietnam War and the shah‟s regime.
102

  

The Zahraie-Atai cases transformed what began as a university issue into larger 

debate on the rights of international students – a fundamental yet overlooked result of the 
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student internationalism of the 1960s. Zahraie embarked on a nationwide speaking tour 

that attracted legions of international students studying in universities from Oregon to 

Pennsylvania and Minnesota to Texas. “What we are trying to do,” Zahraie asserted, “is 

to force the federal government to publicly declare whether foreign students are entitled 

to the constitutional rights given American citizens.” The Arab Student Union arranged 

for Zahraie to deliver a lecture at Oregon State University. He spoke to large crowds 

filled with Iranian students at Oregon State University, the University of Texas, and 

elsewhere.
103

  

The Zahraie case became a rallying point for international students who opposed 

U.S. support for authoritarian regimes overseas and experienced discrimination from 

immigration officials in the United States. As Bahram Atai told The Militant, a 

publication that provided extensive coverage of his and the Zahraies‟ case, “our defense 

is a defense not only of the individuals involved but of the civil liberties of all.” The 

CDBZ claimed that the deportation of politically active international students threatened 

to violate the “right of all Americans to have access to the ideas of foreign students.”
104

 

Zahraie eventually beat the charges, but because he was married to an American woman 

and fellow member of the Young Socialist Alliance.
105

 Just years after winning the stay 
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of deportation, he returned to Iran to serve as the spokesperson of the Socialist Workers 

Party and editor of its weekly paper during the revolution.
106

  

The civil liberties issue remained unsettled in the early 1970s, but the effects of 

student internationalism on global conceptions of rights and authoritarianism were 

considerable. Governments allied with the shah walked on nails as they worked to 

prevent the global unrest of the late 1960s from affecting their geopolitical standing in the 

Persian Gulf. “A sit-in at the Iranian Embassy,” one official in London assessed, “though 

of relatively minor import in itself, would of course touch the person of the Shah and his 

credit abroad and could have a serious adverse effect on our present relation with his 

government.”
107

 More consequential in the long term, Iran‟s student internationalists and 

their allies succeeded in inserting discussion of the Pahlavi regime‟s abuses of state 

power into a culture of dissent capable of circumventing nonresponsive state 

governments and breaking down cold war barriers. In contrast to the immediate postwar 

years, the superpowers no longer seemed capable of offering solutions to the injustices 

that continued plague the globe. The global New Left confirmed what William Miller 

observed in 1965, namely that “American influence has diminished. No longer do Iranian 

nationalists seriously look to the US as the protector and promoter of genuine liberal 

movements.”
108
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4.5 The View from Tehran 

 American educationalists in tune with the Iranian scene saw the wave of strikes, 

sit-ins, and demonstrations that occurred at institutions of higher education across Iran in 

1967 and 1968 as “a rather startling demonstration of the internationalization of student 

protest.”
109

 The resurgence of a coordinated push for educational and political reform for 

the first time in more than four years began at the Tehran Polytechnic Institute in 

November 1967, but no campus was left unaffected.
110

 In early 1968 government security 

forces stormed the sprawling Shiraz campus of the shah‟s much-prized Pahlavi 

University, which was established with the assistance of the University of Pennsylvania 

and was staffed with more than fifty Iranians with graduate degrees from the United 

States, to break up an alleged Maoist cell. Many students were arrested, drafted into the 

military, and expelled. Three to four instructors faced prolonged detainment. The entire 

faculty of the College of Engineering resigned.
111

 In June 1972, with Iran‟s guerrilla 

movements capturing the minds of many college-age students, the State Department‟s 

Bureau of Intelligence and Research offered “a note of warning” that “Iran now has its 

own indigenous „alienated youth‟ movement….that has become familiar elsewhere in the 

world.”
112

 During the decade prior to the State Department‟s observation, the U.S. 
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Country Team in Iran – which included diplomats, military advisers, USIA 

representatives, Peace Corps administrators, aid workers, and intelligence officials – 

attempted maximize the efficacy of U.S. public diplomacy programs so as to manage the 

internationalization of student dissent that surfaced in the 1960s.  

The U.S. country team began to pay substantial attention to Iran‟s younger 

generation with the advent of the “Emphasis on Youth” initiative. John F. Kennedy began 

to explore possible outlets through which the United States could reach global youths in 

the aftermath of his brother‟s goodwill tour of February 1962. In December 1963, shortly 

after Kennedy‟s death, Lyndon Johnson‟s White House circulated a memorandum that 

explained the program‟s objectives. Secretary of State Dean Rusk was one of its early 

champions, arguing that American efforts to impress upon future foreign leaders the 

importance of American global leadership were “a great deal more important than some 

of our traditional diplomacy.”
113

 Rusk found a country team in Tehran eager to 

implement the new youth program. In October 1963 Martin Herz confessed that his 

Political Section “does not feel that we are on top of the situation on youth activities.” 

Less than two years later, however, the situation had changed. Lucius D. Battle, the 

assistant secretary of state for educational and cultural affairs, described the 

transformation as “an impressive story,” and he designated the embassy in Tehran as 

“one of the better American missions on this score.”
114
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Herz‟s Political Section and the U.S. Agency for International Development 

formed a working group in early 1964 to implement the Emphasis on Youth program in 

Iran. Herz devised the strategic concept of a societal “battle line” marked by “many 

distressing tactical obstacles.” He called for a “great push” to follow identifiable 

“breakthroughs” in certain social strata (university students, for example) or with a 

particular program (such as those of the Iran-American Society). Herz‟s strategy, which 

amounted to doubling down on perceived successes while cutting losses in other areas, 

stressed that “more chips are needed on the university student sector.” Robert M. Macy, 

the director of the USAID mission in Tehran and member of the working group, offered a 

proposal for integrating international education into the larger youth initiative. Macy 

hoped to build an “academic bridge” that would send promising young students abroad 

and pull the top U.S.-educated Iranians back home to contribute to their nation‟s 

development.
115

 When implemented, Macy‟s academic bridge had multiple lanes.  

Better pre-departure orientation programs for Iranian exchange students, 

especially in language training, were essential. While organizations such as AFME 

offered its own orientation programs, the Iran-America Society assumed greater 

significance after Herz identified its Student Center, which was strategically located 

adjacent to Tehran University, as a “breakthrough” point. The Iran-America Society‟s 

Academic Center offered English-language courses that assisted some students as they 

prepared for academic life in the United States. The courses were well attended. In 1967 

a public diplomat in Tehran reported that the Academic Center needed to relocate 
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because the number of Iranians who attended the English classes placed “an almost 

impossible load on the elevators” in its current downtown Tehran office building.
116

  

The Iran-America Society offered other bridge-building events for Iranian 

exchange students. The embassy‟s political counselors led a series of “„Discuss America‟ 

Programs” that centered on U.S. foreign policy. High-ranking American diplomats took 

part in an “„American Heritage‟ Seminar” as part of an orientation program for thirty to 

forty Iranian students who soon departed for the United States. Public diplomats in 

Tehran predicted that the new cultural emphasis would “appeal to the young and the 

young in spirit with more dynamic and colorful programming which reflects the creative 

spirit in America.”
117

 

Implementing the academic bridge strategy also meant maintaining contacts with 

Iranian alumni of American universities through “follow-up” programs. In July 1964 the 

embassy in Tehran assembled a “Directory of Returned Iranian Grantees from the 

U.S.A.” to assist with “follow-up and contact activities.” A second edition followed in 

May 1966.
118

 Much to the embassy‟s pleasure, members of the Association of University 

Graduates, known previously as the Association of Graduates of American Universities, 

were regulars at the Iran-America Society‟s discussion groups. By 1967 this group of 

                                                           
116

 Memorandum of Conversation of POL/USAID Emphasis on Youth Working Group, March 2, 

1964 (fifth meeting), RG 59, RRI 1964-1966, box 2, folder: Iran 1964, EDX 12 Youth Program, NARA; 

Statement of IAS/Tehran Academic Center Proposal, attached to Field Message 50 from USIS Tehran to 

USIA Washington, “New Quarters for IAS/Tehran Academic Center,” May 11, 1967, RG 59, CFPF 1967-

1969, box 346, folder: EDU 10 Iran 1/1/67, NARA. 

117
 Airgram A-576 from American Embassy Tehran to Department of State, “Youth in Country 

Programming: Iran,” May 6, 1968; Airgram A-105 from American Embassy Tehran to Department of 

State, “Emphasis on Youth---Tehran‟s Program,” August 14, 1967. Both located in RG 59, CFPF 1967-

1969, box 364, folder: EDX Iran 1/1/67, NARA. 

118
 Operations Memorandum from American Embassy Tehran to Department of State, 

“Educational and Cultural Exchange,” June 22, 1966, RG 59, RRI 1964-1966, box 14, folder: Iran 1966 

EDX 33, NARA. 



 

231 

 

American-trained doctors, lawyers, engineers, and educators had grown in size and 

expanded outside of the nation‟s capital into cities such as Tabriz.
119

  

Building on the Emphasis on Youth program and alarmed with the student unrest 

of the late 1960s, the embassy in Tehran established a formal Embassy Youth Committee 

(EYC).
120

 The embassy in Tehran announced the establishment of its EYC in May 1970. 

The Persian-speaking Arnold L. Raphel, who five years earlier had earned a graduate 

degree from the Maxwell School at Syracuse University, transferred from his post as vice 

consul in Isfahan to the Political Section in Tehran to head the new committee. Raphel 

presided over the committee of similarly young representatives of the embassy, the 

United States Information Service, and the Military Assistance Advisory Group. The 

Youth Committee enjoyed considerable autonomy, reported to the head of the Political 

Section, and liaised with the ambassador and the deputy chief of the Iranian mission.
121

 

Embassy officials emphasized the regional scope of the youth problem and underscored 

the importance of youth committees in reconciling the tensions between the younger 

demographic and U.S. strategy.
122
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The EYC in Tehran quickly got to work. In order to predict how the attitudes of 

Iranian youths might affect Iran‟s development during the 1970s, the Youth Committee 

established contacts with individuals who appeared in the embassy‟s Youth Files and the 

Potential Leaders Biographic Reporting List while participating in events such as a 

seminar series at Tehran University‟s Center for Graduate International Studies. The 

primary target audience included young economists and business leaders, government 

officials, members of the military, graduate students and educators, and individuals in the 

communications field – the young modernizers. For two reasons the EYC designated 

undergraduate students the second-tier target audience. First of all, the embassy operated 

under the misguided assumption that undergraduates were unlikely to influence Iranian 

politics or contribute to larger societal shifts. Secondly, it noted that “their future 

importance is closely tied to whether they are able to further their studies overseas and 

then return to Iran with graduate degrees.”
123

  

The EYC‟s twenty-seven-page study of Iranian youth arrived in Washington in 

February 1971. The eleven individuals who contributed to the final draft focused on 

young, urban males who resided in Tehran, many of whom would at some point study 

abroad. The committee foregrounded the tensions that international education and 

modernization generated between the young “comers” and the “white beards” who were 

the traditional gatekeepers of wealth and power in multiple spheres of Iranian society, 
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including the economy and military. The report emphasized that Iran‟s rapid private 

sector growth shifted the locus of economic power from the bazaaris to young, Western-

trained technocrats. The committee worried that youths not benefiting from the economic 

transformation resented the boom in American-Iranian economic cooperation. It 

recommended that private American firms follow the example of the oil companies and 

grant scholarships to young Iranians for training in the United States. Private scholarships 

would, the committee determined, offer a greater number of youths a stake in binational 

economic cooperation, contribute to the Iranization of the nation‟s economy, and satisfy 

the growing desire of many Iranians for a foreign education. The military received 

particular attention because of its centrality in ensuring Iran‟s internal stability and 

international security. The report expressed concern that many of the younger officers 

who were trained in the United States, especially those in the Air Force, tended to “chafe 

under the restraints of the Iranian military structure.” Nevertheless, in comparison to 

Iran‟s college students, the EYC concluded, young military officers were “more clearly 

and uniformly pro-Shah.”
124

  

The EYC report was sympathetic to the focus group‟s anti-authoritarian 

sentiments. The report highlighted the dissatisfaction that most of their interviewees felt 

toward the royal court, their antipathy toward the existing political parties and 

parliamentary system, and a desire for political liberalization. The committee emphasized 

that many youths respected American ideals and aspired to realize in Iran the “democratic 

way of life.” But it also delineated “a number of disturbing trends” among students, 

academicians, and technocrats. Iranian youths in the early 1970s were particularly critical 
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of the Vietnam War and Washington‟s unwavering support for the shah. Similar to 

William Miller‟s report on Iran‟s “new men,” the Youth Committee suggested that it was 

possible to implement “a more dynamic foreign policy in Iran…responsive to the needs 

and aspirations of the future leaders of the country” without offending the current 

occupant of the Peacock Throne.
125

 

The report touched off a debate between the younger Foreign Service officers and 

the group that Douglas Heck, the deputy chief of mission, labeled the “Embassy 

elders.”
126

 Speaking for the latter cohort, MacArthur, Heck, and four other American 

diplomats in Tehran commended the EYC for its keen observations and analytical rigor, 

but left no doubt that the “senior officers and other qualified observers” disagreed with 

the conclusions. MacArthur‟s team argued that the focus group was too narrow and only 

represented the “activist element” of young urbanites in Tehran. The “elders” maintained 

that “Iranians educated in the U.S. or Western Europe in the 1950s or early 1960s yearn 

for and believe Iran‟s development would be better served by the greater political and 

intellectual freedom they experienced or witnessed while abroad.” Yet they believed just 

as strongly that recent Iranian returnees were less prone to call for political liberalization 

because they “have witnessed in the past few years instances of disorder, anarchy, social 

and racial tensions, [and] changed standards of personal morality and conduct” on 

campuses in the United States and Western Europe. Student unrest during the global 
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sixties, in the minds of America‟s top diplomats in Tehran, dampened urges for reform 

among Iran‟s young elites.
127

  

The younger Foreign Service officers that compromised the EYC countered by 

arguing that dissatisfaction with the Pahlavi regime and U.S. foreign policy would 

“persist even as youth grows older.”
128

 Rather than associate the “activist element” with 

agitation, communism, dislocation wrought by the process of modernization, or simply 

youthful idealism, the EYC interpreted its findings as evidence of a sea change of opinion 

that a generation of educated, urban Iranians would carry with them to “adulthood.” 

Youths were agents of social change rather than empty vessels filled with the newest 

political fashions. The possibilities of financial rewards, social advancement, or 

government service were unlikely, so the EYC presumed, to offset their dissent. The 

elders‟ response considered such an assessment “a great oversimplification.”
129

  

NEA‟s Timothy Childs agreed forcefully with the embassy elders‟ interpretation 

of Iranian “youth.” Childs contended that the only way to implement the EYC‟s 

recommendations “would be for the United States to urge, and be seen to be urging, 

further steps towards liberalization upon the Shah.” He was “most hesitant to do this” and 

concluded that the United States “should not worry too much about the ill-informed 

views of activist youths.” “By the time they reach positions of influence,” he concluded 
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“it should be apparent to them that the United States has a lot to offer Iran.”
130

 In the end, 

the elders carried the day. The global unrest of the 1960s did not lead the U.S. 

government to question the foundation of the American-Iranian relationship.   

********** 

High-level resistance to the Embassy Youth Committee‟s findings and the Nixon 

administration‟s propensity for disregarding public opinion when formulating foreign 

policy combined with the shah‟s ambition to become the regional hegemon in the Persian 

Gulf and the warm personal relationships at the highest levels to solidify Iran‟s 

preeminence in America‟s strategic framework. A militarily strong Iran was a vital 

component to the Nixon Doctrine. The president‟s strategic vision, outlined in Guam in 

July 1969, called for the global extension of Vietnamization. The United States would 

rely heavily on regional policemen such as Brazil, Indonesia, South Africa, and 

predictably, Iran, to uphold American interests. As a consequence, U.S. military sales to 

Iran nearly tripled from 96 million dollars in the last year of the Johnson presidency to 

289 million dollars in Nixon‟s first year in office.
131

 As Iranian students in the United 

States charged that the shah‟s “mission in life, within the context of the Kissinger 

[Nixon] doctrine, is to maintain the status quo for the imperialistic interests in the area,” 

arms sales to Iran continued to increase during the administration‟s subsequent years.
132
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Notwithstanding the steady increase, the visit of Nixon and Kissinger to Tehran 

after ushering in the era of détente at the Moscow summit in May 1972 marks a 

watershed. As the Department of Defense protested at the time and the Middle East 

specialist Barry Rubin noted a decade later, the president‟s offering to the shah of a blank 

check to purchase all non-nuclear military hardware from the United States was 

“shortsighted and almost criminally careless.”
133

 Though extreme, this judgment has 

merit. A series of bombings occurred when Nixon and Kissinger were in Tehran. In the 

United States, Iranian students protested their visit; not to convince the president to 

rescind the now infamous blank check, but to persuade the international community that 

nation-states such as the United States and Iran pursued morally flawed and strategically 

shortsighted policies whose consequences were far reaching.
134

 The conversation 

between Nixon, Kissinger, and the shah in Tehran indicates their myopic attention to the 

“symptoms,” not the “disease.” Nixon noted that he was impressed with many of the 

American-trained Iranians, but wondered about the “subversives” in their midst. Nixon 

asked the shah, “Are your students infected? Can you do anything?”
135

  

The shah did attempt, using Nixon‟s phrasing, to “disinfect” Iran‟s “subversive” 

students. The shah‟s dreaded SAVAK detained many young Iranians, particularly anti-

authoritarian intellectuals and members of the guerrilla movements, in Evin prison in 
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northwest Tehran. SAVAK‟s brutality toward Iran‟s political prisoners eventually came 

to define the Pahlavi regime, thanks in large part to the international campaign that the 

progressive internationalist coalition launched in the 1970s that transformed the image of 

the shah from a modernizing monarch to the world‟s foremost violator of human rights. 

Yet the Iranian government took less life-threatening measures to prevent certain cultural 

practices from disrupting Tehran‟s social fabric and challenging sources of authority. For 

example, Ambassador Douglas MacArthur II reported that the chief of Iran‟s National 

Police banned from the streets of Tehran “long hair and hippie dress.” The law was 

rescinded, but the local press initially praised the program and derided Iranians who “in 

sheer imitation of such eccentric Western subcultures as beatniks and blackshirts and 

Black Panthers would wear their hair long and grow beards and hang donkey beads over 

strangely fashioned rags.” According to one Iranian newspaper, “These manifestations of 

protest and defiance totally lose their significance and become a pathetic farce when 

imitated by Iranian youth who have nothing whatsoever to protest against.”
136
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CHAPTER 5 – THE CHALLENGE: 

HUMAN RIGHTS AND THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY  

 

In the past 12 months it has become evident that Iran‟s reputation in the West is 

increasingly measured not by her performance over social and economic 

development, not by the alignment of her foreign and strategic policies, not even 

by her policy on oil pricing, but by the yardstick of her record in certain areas of 

human rights.
 
 

 

– Sir Anthony Parsons (1977)
1
  

 

 

Great Britain‟s ambassador to Iran offered the above observation in an eight-page 

report titled “Human Rights in Iran” in April 1977. Prior to the mid-1970s, the ambiguity 

of the concept of “human rights” allowed Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi to claim that 

economic development was a necessary precursor to promoting civil and political rights. 

Critics of the shah‟s method of modernization insisted that political freedoms and 

economic growth could coexist and evolve concurrently. A growing number of 

Americans expressed support for the shah‟s critics during the 1970s as political issues 

such as physical and psychological torture, the freedoms of speech and movement, and 

the protection of individuals against excessive state power emerged as the defining 

characteristics of human rights abuse. The shah‟s transformation in the American 

imagination from a modernizing monarch to an authoritarian despot was an unintended 

byproduct of the educational relationship that the Americans and Iranians had forged 

decades earlier. By engaging in the “discourse of human rights,” Iranian students in the 

United States and their American allies delegitimized the shah‟s contention that 
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economic development must precede political liberalization, challenging the monarch‟s 

hold on the Peacock Throne for the first time since the early 1960s.
2
   

In contrast to activists and legal scholars, international historians have only begun 

investigate the ways in which the issue of human rights has created both harmony and 

tension between transnational networks and the gatekeepers of state power. Much of the 

extant literature focuses on the 1970s, a decade that witnessed the emergence of “dirty 

wars” in South America, the creation of transatlantic Helsinki Watch networks, and the 

election of Jimmy Carter as America‟s first “human rights president.”
3
 As Carter 

distanced his foreign policy platform from the realpolitik of the Nixon-Kissinger era, Iran 

joined Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Haiti, Indonesia, South Korea, the Philippines, and South 

Africa as one of America‟s many non-communist allies that appeared on the radar of 

human rights organizations and the U.S. Congress.  

Yet the human rights abuses of the Islamic Republic of Iran have attracted more 

scholarly attention than those of the Pahlavi era. Ervand Abrahamian‟s excellent 

investigation of torture in Iran, which includes chapters on the two Pahlavi shahs, is the 

exception to the rule.
4
 This temporal lopsidedness does not result from a lack of 
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contemporary critiques of the excesses of the Pahlavi state. The late Fred Halliday, a 

political scientist at the London School of Economics, placed state-directed human rights 

abuses at the forefront of his pre-revolutionary Marxist interpretation of “dictatorship and 

development” in Iran. Reza Baraheni – an Iranian exile writer, political activist, and 

member of the Trotskyist Committee for Artistic and Intellectual Freedom in Iran 

(CAIFI) – penned some of the most eloquent critiques of the shah‟s regime. He blended 

art and polemic in his 1977 book The Crowned Cannibals and God‟s Shadow, a 

collection of poems that Baraheni wrote during the 102 days of solitary confinement that 

he endured in the shah‟s prisons in late 1973 after returning from a year as a Fulbright 

Fellow at the University of Texas and the University of Utah.
5
  

The friction that emerged between the shah‟s supporters and the progressive 

internationalist coalition resulted in part from the tensions inherent in the postwar concept 

of human rights. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights represented a compromise 

between nations jockeying for global power in the wake of the Second World War, with 

the United States championing the rights of the individual and the Soviet Union 

supporting collective rights. In December 1966 the United Nations generated two 

international covenants, one on economic, social, and cultural rights, and another on civil 

and political rights. Iran signed both in April 1968, just weeks before delegates from 

                                                                                                                                                                             
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2008); Manouchehr Ganji, Defying the Iranian Revolution. On the 

Islamic Republic‟s retreat from the shah‟s laudable record on women‟s rights: Mehrangiz Kar, Crossing the 

Red Line: The Struggle for Human Rights in Iran (Costa Mesa: Blind Owl Press, 2007); Arzoo Osanloo, 

The Politics of Women‟s Rights in Iran (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2009); Kelly J. Shannon, 

“Veiled Intentions: Islam, Global Feminism, and U.S. Foreign Policy Since the Late 1970s” (PhD diss., 

Temple University, 2010).    

5
 Halliday, Iran: Dictatorship and Development; Reza Baraheni, The Crowned Cannibals: 

Writings on Repression in Iran (New York: Vintage, 1977); idem, God‟s Shadow: Prison Poems 

(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1976). 



 

242 

 

around the world arrived in Tehran to celebrate the twentieth anniversary of the UDHR. 

Iran ratified the covenants in June 1975, nine months before they entered into force.
6
  

The concept of human rights was continuously contested during the first three 

postwar decades. During most of the U.N.-declared “development decades,” the shah 

successfully portrayed his White Revolution as the culmination of the state-realized 

“right to development,” an articulation of human rights that gained popularity among 

third world leaders and in the U.N. General Assembly. The right to development was a 

double-edged sword. If realized, it would have prevented members of the Group of 77 

from falling under neo-imperialist economic domination of the former colonial powers. It 

also enabled the shah and other authoritarian rulers to entrench their domestic power. But 

by the late 1970s, as the historian Samuel Moyn argues, human rights came to be 

associated with the dignity of the individual. This shift did not occur because of 

American presidents or intergovernmental organizations like the United Nations. 

American and Iranian progressive internationalists elevated individual rights above the 

collective in the global discourse on human rights.
7
  

The years 1972 to 1976 marked the apex of the shah‟s repression. The Iranian 

government banned international observers from attending military tribunals between 

February 1972 and June 1973 following a courtroom debacle when a defendant revealed 

                                                           
6
 United Nations Treaty Collection, Chapter IV, documents 3 and 4: International Covenant on 

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights; International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 

http://treaties.un.org/Pages/Treaties.aspx?id=4&subid=A&lang=en (accessed February 12, 2012). 

 

7
 Burke, Decolonization and the Evolution of International Human Rights; Moyn, The Last 

Utopia; Green, We Cannot Remain Silent; Wright, State Terrorism in Latin America. On the right to 

development, see Roger Normand and Sarah Zaidi, Human Rights at the UN: The Political History of 

Universal Justice (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2008), ch.  9. 

http://treaties.un.org/Pages/Treaties.aspx?id=4&subid=A&lang=en


 

243 

 

severe burns on his back from SAVAK‟s “hot table,” a heated wire mesh upon which 

prisoners were strapped. Nuri Albala, a colleague of Sadeq Qotbzadeh‟s in Paris who 

attended the trial on behalf of the International Association of Democratic Lawyers, 

wrote a report on the incident that appeared regularly in the growing canon on human 

rights abuses in Iran.
8
 The hot table, extraction of fingernails, insertion of boiling water 

and broken glass into bodily orifices, electric shocks, flogging of the feet, and the “parrot 

perch” were the most severe forms of torture. In 1973 Amnesty International “concluded 

that enough prima facie evidence of torture exists to warrant a properly constituted 

inquiry.” The lack of any previous systematic inquiry made it difficult for contemporary 

observers to agree on exactly how many political prisoners populated Iranian jails. 

Estimates ranged from the regime‟s claim of three thousand to the London-based 

Committee Against Repression in Iran‟s (CARI) estimate of one-hundred thousand. 

Nevertheless, by 1975 Amnesty International Secretary General Martin Ennals 

confidently claimed that “no country in the world has a worse record in human rights 

than Iran.”
9
  

This chapter traces the shifting meanings of “development” and “human rights” in 

the international community at the height of the shah‟s power. It first analyzes the 
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discursive power of “development” that legitimized U.S. defense policies in the Persian 

Gulf region and the shah‟s authoritarian rule through the mid-1970s. During this period 

the shah proved remarkably successful at establishing himself as an international 

proponent of human rights. It then demonstrates how, in the mid-1970s, students abroad 

worked with internationalists in the U.S. Congress in an attempt to demilitarize the 

Washington-Tehran alliance. Finally, this chapter shows how the Iranian student 

movement abroad revealed to international audiences the extent to which the Pahlavi 

regime had begun to “extend its dictatorship abroad.”
10

 The revelation that SAVAK sent 

agents to the United States and Western Europe to penetrate oppositionist organizations 

transformed the global discourse on human rights. Years before Iran plunged into 

revolution, the progressive internationalist coalition turned Iran‟s internal affairs into an 

international concern. As Ambassador Parsons observed in spring 1977, the “Iranian 

Government‟s traditional policy of…regarding the whole matter as an internal affair, is 

no longer tenable.”
11

  

 

5.1 “Omelet Construction Requires Egg Sacrifice” 

Prevalent in much of the first and third worlds in the late 1960s and early 1970s 

was the idea that, when it came to the question of human rights in non-communist 

authoritarian states, “omelet construction requires egg sacrifice.”
12

 In other words, 
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political liberties were expendable if a leader was willing to implement certain social 

reforms and economic policies. In 1967 New York-based members of the ISAUS 

lamented that the Pahlavi regime, through the White Revolution, had on many fronts 

“succeeded in presenting itself as the champion of the reforms to the world.”
13

 The State 

Department‟s Near East specialists, interpreting the shah‟s ability to outmaneuver his 

critics in a more positive light, reported that same year that a “divided and impotent” 

opposition had “the wind taken out of its sails by the Shah‟s programs.” State‟s Near East 

hands were fully aware that the Iranian government was “still dependent in the final 

analysis on the security forces which he commands.”
14

 The guided development of the 

White Revolution allowed the shah to portray his regime as one that safeguarded human 

rights in Iran and secured a level of stability in the rapidly changing Persian Gulf region. 

Such rationalization appealed to policymakers in Washington and Whitehall, who looked 

to the shah to serve as a pillar of Anglo-American interests in the region, and to leaders 

throughout the third world aspiring to buttress their strong, centralized states. The 

overseas opposition had to determine if it, too, could accomplish its objectives by 

employing the language of human rights. 

The Iranian opposition abroad did not always couch its critique of the Pahlavi 

government within the context of human rights. In the early 1960s many students 

determined that engaging in the discourse of human rights was less fruitful than invoking 

Iran‟s own history of constitutionalism. The editors who compiled a summation of the 
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proceedings of the 1962 Aspen Institute conference on “Foreign Youth and the American 

Image Abroad” reported that then-ISAUS President Ali Fatemi “thinks human rights as a 

thing to be supported is too broad a term. He would prefer to concentrate on a single 

concrete idea like free elections and the existence of representative government.”
15

 In the 

immediate aftermath of the June 1963 massacre in Iran, Mosaddeq confidant Ali 

Shayegan petitioned the U.N. Commission on Human Rights (UNCHR) and Secretary 

General U Thant on behalf of the National Front abroad, claiming that the Iranian 

government violated “the most fundamental human rights.” Those rights were, Shayegan 

argued, guaranteed in the Iranian Constitution. He did not point to the UDHR.
16

  

During the mid-1960s, particularly during the 1965 Marble Palace “plot” defense 

campaign, the student movement and its growing support network began to coordinate its 

efforts with groups such as Amnesty International as it broadened appeals for legal 

justice in Iran. One leaflet that the International Affairs Bureau of the ISAUS circulated 

in defense of the British-educated Iranians was titled “A Plea for Humanity in Iran.”
17

 

Concepts of humanity and constitutionalism were reinforcing. The human rights network 

of the 1970s assumed a form that was at the same time congruent with and distinctive 

from earlier manifestations of the progressive internationalist coalition.  

Despite the internal tensions, ideological fragmentation, and ultimate disbanding 

of the CISNU in 1975, the confederative nature of the organization enabled its constituent 
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parts, such as the ISAUS, to remain active and thrive during the human rights revolution 

of the 1970s.
18

 Human rights became a fundamental concern of, and tactical weapon for, 

the Iranian student movement abroad. In 1965 the Confederation included portions of the 

UDHR in its publications to accentuate the ways in which the lofty principles of the 

Declaration failed to generate real political liberalization or legal transparency in Iran.
19

 

A decade later the Philadelphia chapter of the Iranian Student Association proclaimed 

that “the World Confederation of Iranian Students was founded for the purpose of 

exposing the brutality and inhumanity of the Iranian regime, and to defend the basic 

human rights of the Iranian people and of political prisoners.”
20

 Yet the Iranian student 

diaspora failed in the 1960s to overturn the shah‟s carefully crafted image as a proponent 

of human rights. 

The shah‟s reputation as a supporter of human rights was on fullest display when 

Tehran hosted the International Conference on Human Rights, which celebrated the 

twentieth anniversary of the UDHR. Although the shah failed to adhere to the principles 

of the 1948 Declaration, of which he was a signatory, he masterfully co-opted the United 

Nations to provide the illusion that he was a champion of human rights. Roland Burke 

has produced the most thorough historical investigation of the 1968 conference. He 

argues persuasively that it damaged the integrity of the United Nations and delegitimized 

its future human rights initiatives. The conference marked a temporary retreat from 

Rooseveltian ideals and postcolonial self-determination, but contrary to Burke‟s 

                                                           
18

 Matin-Asgari, Iranian Student Opposition to the Shah, ch. 9. 

19
 CISNU, Was it a Plot…?, back cover. 

20
 Letter from ISA Philadelphia Chapter, 1976, ISAP/SCPC. 



 

248 

 

contention, it did not initiate a two decade-long period heralding state-directed 

development over individual rights.
21

 It did, however, represent the apogee of power for 

the discourse of development in the international community. 

Similar to the shah‟s 1964 commencement address at UCLA, the shah invoked 

the language of modernization at the 1968 conference in Tehran. He asserted that the 

Edict of Cyrus – the sixth century BCE proclamation that liberated the Jewish people 

from captivity in Babylon – forever made Persia “a land of tolerance and understanding.” 

The shah invoked the imagery of Cyrus to fortify national boundaries and deter reform-

minded politicians in the United States and Western Europe and the blossoming global 

network of human rights activists from interfering in the internal affairs of sovereign 

nations. “His declaration was,” the shah asserted, “a kind of charter giving to the different 

nations…freedom to enjoy and exercise their rights as nations.” His message was clear: It 

was the Iranian government‟s sovereign right to exercise state control to pursue economic 

development and punish political dissidents. “There was a time when human rights meant 

only the equality of individuals in politics and before the law,” the shah proclaimed, “But 

in our time political rights without social ones, legal justice without social justice, and 

political democracy without economic democracy no longer have any real meaning.”
22

  

Progressive internationalists challenged the shah‟s interpretation of human rights 

as the United Nations celebrated in Tehran. Bertrand Russell observed in 1968 that 

“deteriorating conditions in Iran have brought me reports and appeals…from Iranians in 
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their own country and scattered throughout the world. Most of these appeals concern the 

new wave of repression which has swept the country, culminating absurdly, in the world 

conference on human rights.” With the possible exception of Saigon and Athens, Russell 

continued, “Teheran was the least appropriate choice for such a celebration.”
23

 For their 

part, a group of political prisoners detained in Iran‟s Qasr Prison managed to write to the 

United Nations in April 1968, as world leaders prepared to convene in Tehran. They 

pleaded, “Whenever organisations and associations concerned with Human Rights fail to 

defend the rights of political prisoners, such regimes as that of Iran are encouraged in 

extending and intensifying their violations.”
24

  

Nevertheless, the Pahlavi regime proved remarkably adept at outmaneuvering its 

opponents. The shah‟s twin sister, Princess Ashraf Pahlavi, was the face of the shah‟s 

international public relations campaign. Ashraf‟s opponents scorned her corruption, and 

her actions often provoked controversy. The CIA reported in May 1972 that the princess 

“was for years the central figure in nearly all the scandal connected with the court.”
25

 Yet 

she was a ubiquitous global figure, a self-described “itinerant ambassador” who worked 

closely with the United Nations on women‟s issues and human rights, and president of 

the 1968 Tehran conference.
26

 Moreover, as journalist William Shawcross observed, 

                                                           
23

 Bertrand Russell, “Inside the Shah‟s Prisons,” unpublished report issued by the Bertrand Russell 

Office, London, 1968. 

24
 “Open Letter of Some Political Prisoners in Iran to Human Rights Commission of UN,” April 

27, 1968, in CISNU, Documents, 148-49. 

25
 Intelligence Report 2035-72, May 1972, FRUS 1969-1976 E-4, document 180. 

26
 Ashraf Pahlavi, Faces in a Mirror: Memoirs from Exile (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 

1980), ch. 7. 



 

250 

 

“With a sense of timing and unintended irony that is perhaps possible only in the United 

Nations, she [Ashraf] became the chairman of the Human Rights Commission in 1970.”
27

  

Iranian students contested Ashraf‟s newest position. SAVAK‟s chief operative in 

the United States recalled in his memoirs working security for the princess when she 

attended a session of the U.N. General Assembly. As a group of Iranian students 

approached the princess‟ motorcade on First Avenue in New York, Rafizadeh wrote, “A 

few hundred people surrounded her car shouting, „Shame, shame! Criminal!‟ Several 

youths jumped onto the hood of the car and sprayed shaving cream across the 

windshield….The more the guards tried to clean it up, slipping and sliding in puddles of 

the stuff, the more new cans appeared in the hands of the crowd.”
28

  

Similarly, on June 26, 1970 a vocal contingent of Iranian students in Northern 

California rallied with their supporters in front of the Iranian consulate in the Presidio 

Heights area of San Francisco to protest Ashraf‟s arrival at the twenty-fifth anniversary 

celebration of the founding of the United Nations. The students informed local media 

outlets that they requested a press conference with Ashraf Pahlavi and Iranian Consul 

Parvis Adle. When the two Iranian dignitaries satisfied none of their demands, the 

students stormed the consulate building, a struggle ensued, and San Francisco police 

arrested forty-one demonstrators for conspiracy, burglary, and trespassing. 

Representatives of the Iranian government revoked the passports of the forty-one students 

for more than two years. Ultimately, the majority of the students remained in the United 
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States, and city authorities dropped nearly all legal charges.
29

 The issue was resolved 

after a series of protests in San Francisco, Chicago, Boston, Washington, D.C., and New 

York. Reflecting on their defense campaign, the CISNU claimed that it “was perhaps the 

single most successful endeavor by Iranian students in the U.S. to bring the issue of 

political repression in Iran to the attention of the American public.”
30

  

Ashraf‟s power and celebrity remained nonetheless intact, and the Nixon White 

House opened its doors to her when she traveled to the United States in 1970. The State 

Department identified the shah‟s twin sister as the “sole exception to iron-clad rule” that 

only national leaders or foreign diplomats were welcome at the state dinner. She 

displayed a savoir-faire that rivaled many heads of state. She chatted with President 

Nixon and Vice President Spiro Agnew and dined alongside Great Britain‟s Conservative 

Prime Minister Edward Heath.
31

 As Great Britain prepared to withdraw from its posts 

east of Suez and the Nixon administration elevated Iran to the center of its Persian Gulf 

strategy, policymakers in London and Washington applauded the shah‟s sister. But the 

growing human rights network rivaled the alliances forged in White House banquet halls. 

Amnesty International emerged in the early 1970s as one of the most steadfast 

members of the progressive internationalist coalition. The organization read the 1968 

Tehran conference “as a clear demonstration of Iran‟s support for the work of the United 

Nations in the field of human rights.” Yet the report also expressed disappointment that 

reports of torture continued to flow into Amnesty offices in 1968. Amnesty International 
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highlighted the political frustrations of Iranian students overseas, particularly those in 

Austria who frequented the organization‟s newly-established Vienna post. The report 

highlighted the central tension between the White Revolution and Iranian politics as the 

shah began his fourth decade on the Peacock Throne: “It is Amnesty‟s hope that the 

promise manifest in the Iranian Government‟s programme of social and economic reform 

will be increasingly fulfilled in the equally crucial area of political freedom.”
32

   

The Austrian Section of Amnesty International organized, at the encouragement 

of the CISNU, an October 1970 fact-finding mission to Iran to investigate charges of 

arbitrary arrests and torture that began to appear in greater numbers in the international 

news media. Hans Heldmann, a criminology professor at Frankfurt University affiliated 

with Amnesty International, had traveled to Iran in 1965 and 1969, and planned a third 

trip in 1970 to inspect the shah‟s prisons. Amnesty asked Hosein Rezai, an Iranian 

student at the University of Mainz and member of the CISNU Secretariat, to serve as 

Heldmann‟s translator. The trip was an exercise in futility. Iranian security forces arrested 

Rezai and confiscated Heldmann‟s documents. The documents contained information on 

two political prisoners – the recent Polytechnic Institute graduate Hasan Nikdavudi and 

the former Khomeini pupil Mohammad Reza Saidi – who died in SAVAK‟s torture 

chambers. Upon his return to Europe, Heldmann issued a report asserting that the 

regime‟s “terrorizing of the population and the brutality of the oppression had taken on an 

unforeseen dimension.” Heldmann applauded the Iranian dissidents‟ activism in the face 

of the dangers they confronted. He wrote, “In general I can state that the Confederation of 
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Iranian Students has reliably reported on the use of torture and on….the particular 

political prisoners mentioned in that report.”
33

   

Iran‟s official response to the Heldmann-Rezai mission indicates the ways in 

which the regime responded to allegations of human rights abuses. The government 

labeled oppositionists as communists, deflected criticism toward other repressive 

countries, and claimed that students were irrational actors incapable of appreciating the 

shah‟s development project. The Iranian consulate in Cologne charged that security 

forces had arrested Rezai for establishing contacts with communists in Iran. Moreover, 

Iranian diplomats in Cologne claimed that the government of Iran “expelled him 

[Heldmann] from Iran because he obviously confused the University of Tehran with the 

University of East Berlin. We could not accept that in our democracy.”
34

 When students 

in London accused the regime of torturing political prisoners, A.M. Shapurian, the long-

time press attaché now at the Iranian embassy in London, averred that the student 

accusations were “both false and fraught with malice,” and that claims of arbitrary arrests 

and torture “are but the figment of someone‟s imagination.”
35

 The shah dismissed 

charges of human rights abuse as world leaders prepared in October 1971 to descend on 
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the ancient ruins of Persepolis to attend what the Iranian monarch hailed as “the greatest 

show the world has ever seen.”
36

 

The shah was referring to a lavish ceremony he hosted to celebrate the twenty-

fifth centenary of the Persian Empire.
37

 In a letter to the U.N. Secretary General, the shah, 

who imagined himself to be the inheritor of Cyrus‟ Achaemenid Empire, reiterated the 

claims he had put forth during his 1968 speech at the Tehran conference. Cyrus‟ “words 

and his deeds,” he asserted, “constitute, in effect, man‟s first declaration of human 

rights.” In his October 14 reply, U Thant expressed thanks for the gift (the shah presented 

the United Nations with a replica of the Edict of Cyrus) and praised the shah for being 

“so long involved in Human Rights activities of the United Nations.”
38

 Iranian officials 

abroad disseminated the shah‟s message to an international audience. Shapurian chastised 

a journalist who wrote a March 1971 article in The Guardian that had, according to the 

press attaché, “arbitrarily and without reason arraigned Iran‟s record in human rights.” 

Shapurian declared, “If the Year of Cyrus the Great means anything, it is that Human 

Rights have been a cornerstone of Persian life for 2,500 years.”
39

   

As the Iranian student movement endeavored to discredit the grandiose ceremony, 

the regime intensified its repression. In January 1971 the shah declared membership in 

the Confederation of Iranian Students National Union illegal and punishable by 
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imprisonment, or possibly death; he gave the students until the Iranian new year to turn 

themselves in and denounce their affiliation with the Confederation.
40

 The monarch‟s 

declaration did not prevent the movement from disparaging the shah‟s revelry at 

Persepolis. Less than two weeks before the ceremony, the Northern California branch of 

the Iranian Student Association published a pamphlet in which its members asserted that 

the celebration was a “power show” to flex Iranian muscle in the Persian Gulf, argue that 

the monarchy offered the only path to stability and progress, and “divert national and 

international public attention away from opposition to the government.”
41

 In an appeal to 

the American public, the ISAUS charged that participation in or tacit approval of the 

event “would be tantamount to sanctioning all the crimes and oppression with which the 

Iranian monarchy is associated.”
42

   

Many American and West European internationalists responded. In the United 

States, the ISAUS received support from a wide range of individuals and organizations, 

including the investigative journalist I.F. Stone, the editorial board of the socialist 

Monthly Review, the Iran expert Richard Cottam, and Associated Students of the 

University of California.
43

 In Western Europe, French President Georges Pompidou 

refused to attend the ceremony, which cooled Iranian-Franco relations until the mid-

1970s when Valéry Giscard d‟Estaing reinvigorated cooperation between the two nations, 
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particularly in the economic and nuclear realms.
44

 Thierry Mignon, a French attorney 

affiliated with the Federation of Human Rights and friend of the CISNU, wrote a scathing 

letter to Hasan Pakravan, the Iranian ambassador to France, maintaining that the recent 

political murders cast a dark shadow over the Persepolis celebration. Other European 

observers, at the encouragement of the CISNU, refused their invitations to Persepolis. 

Carsten Colpe, a professor at the Free University of Berlin, wrote to the Iranian embassy 

in Cologne, denounced the banning of the Confederation, and declared that he would “act 

so that as many individuals as possible will refuse to take part in the Celebrations.”
45

   

As the opening of the Persepolis ceremony grew near, SAVAK extracted a series 

of nine public recantations from CISNU leaders to serve the domestic and international 

designs of the regime. One recantation generated a minor row between Washington and 

Tehran. Bahram Daryani participated regularly in anti-shah demonstrations when he 

resided in the United States from 1963 to 1967. He was at one point a member of the 

ISAUS Executive Committee. According to U.S. officials, Daryani met with Soviet 

intelligence officers before leaving the United States for East Germany. In a theatrical 

public confession, Daryani played on the shah‟s fears, claiming that American 

intelligence agencies tried to recruit him as part of a larger effort to aid the Iranian 

opposition abroad. The embassy reported that, according to Iranian officials, the 

fabricated charges against the United States resulted from “excess zeal by SAVAK.” 

American officials interpreted Daryani‟s charge, which would not have gone public 
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without official approval, as a symptom of the residual distrust that the shah harbored 

toward Washington and his continued dissatisfaction with Iranian student demonstrations 

in the United States. A flurry of communiqués ensued between the State Department and 

the American embassy in Tehran. The Iranian government cancelled plans to broadcast 

the Daryani interview only after Ambassador MacArthur discussed the matter with 

Ardeshir Zahedi and Asadollah Alam, two of the shah‟s most trusted confidants. Alam 

made clear that the Iranian government welcomed Daryani‟s charges as a way to press 

U.S. officials to “do more to curb demonstrations and activities of radical Iranian students 

in U.S.” Despite the misunderstanding, U.S. officials judged the experience “therapeutic” 

for the Washington-Tehran alliance.
46

    

The repression of 1971 set the stage for the shah‟s celebration at the ruins of 

Persepolis, which represented to many the materialization of the Pahlavi state‟s “great 

civilization.” Foreign representatives, ranging from Ethiopian emperor Haile Selassie to 

Spiro Agnew, attended.
47

 The Persepolis ceremony revealed much about the shah‟s 

vision for Iran, and brought to the fore the competing visions of human rights put forth by 

the Pahlavi regime and the Iranian student movement. Despite the increased repression 

throughout 1971, for most international leaders the Iranian government continued to 

retain its reputation as a proponent of human rights.   
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The shah carefully cultivated this reputation. Iran contributed half of the 

advertising costs to a twelve-page special report on human rights that appeared in the 

London Times in May 1974. The Pahlavi government commissioned three full-page 

features to promote the shah‟s image as a social and economic reformer. Readers 

encountered advertisements for the twenty-fourth World Congress of the International 

Advertising Association, which was scheduled to take place in Tehran with a theme of 

communication and human rights promotion. The editors included a piece on the Imperial 

Organization for Social Services that touted the Iranian government‟s record in medicine, 

literacy, and vocational training. A headline that read “Continuing the Cyrus Tradition in 

Human Rights” directed readers to a statement by the Iranian Committee for Human 

Rights and the Iranian Women‟s Organization. The feature concluded with an interview 

with Ashraf Pahlavi, who lectured her interviewer: “You are, of course, aware that the 

concept of human rights is made up of two categories. On one hand we have civil and 

political rights, and on the other there are socio-economic and cultural rights.” She 

stressed that “the realization of the second group requires economic expansion,” and went 

on to tout the successes of the White Revolution. Her interview spoke directly to an 

accompanying column that posited, “In the West, human rights are normally regarded as 

a political and cultural concept – in contrast to the Third World, where they are seen 

chiefly as questions of economics.”
48

  

The Times supplement provoked an outcry of dissent. Iranian students abroad, 

along with British activists, journalists, and scholars assailed the Times for accepting 

Iranian money to finance the report. Critics of the Pahlavi regime contended that the 
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articles on Iran made a mockery of an effort that otherwise offered many praiseworthy 

contributions to the global push for human rights. Sir Osmond Williams, the acting 

chairman of the British section of Amnesty International, claimed that the special report 

was “an exercise in gross hypocrisy.” Numerous contributors insisted that, had they 

known about Iranian government financing, they would have withheld their contributions 

to uphold the integrity of the report. A group of Iranian students in Britain joined in the 

chorus of dissent, pointing out that SAVAK was torturing political prisoners in nearby 

jails as the International Advertising Association met in Tehran.
49

  

Given the abundance of resources at the shah‟s disposal, the critics appeared to be 

tilting at windmills. Well into the decade, the United Nations extolled Iran as an exemplar 

of modernization rather than a violator of human rights. The shah‟s critics became 

hopeful when, in 1974, the UNCHR broke precedent and began to accept petitions on 

human rights violations from individuals and organizations unaffiliated with national 

governments. Iranian students, who had long attempted to communicate their concerns to 

the United Nations, seized the opportunity. The U.S. Department of State observed that 

the UNCHR in 1975 “reviewed accusations of violations of human rights by Iran, based 

on material presented by Iranian students studying abroad,” but decided that “no action 

was called for in the case of Iran.”
50

 In addition to Ashraf Pahlavi‟s continued work with 

the United Nations, the United Nations appointed Manouchehr Ganji as special 

rapporteur on the issue of economic, social, and cultural rights. In 1975 Ganji produced a 

U.N. report on the subject. The same year he proffered arguments in Geneva that 
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highlighted Iran‟s advancements in certain areas of national development and diverted 

the intergovernmental agency‟s attention from the torture of political prisoners.
51

 Student 

petitions could not overpower the Pahlavi government‟s firm position within the 

international community of nations. In 1975 Martin Ennals expressed the growing 

frustration of Iranian and American internationalists in Amnesty International‟s annual 

report: “The Shah of Iran retains his benevolent image despite the highest rate of death 

penalties in the world, no valid system of civilian courts and a history of torture which is 

beyond belief.”
52

 

 

5.2 The Congressional Internationalists 

 Harold Hughes, the former governor and one-term Democratic senator from Iowa, 

articulated in 1971 a new congressional outlook toward international affairs. As the 

nation reeled from the quagmire in Vietnam, Hughes called for a “new internationalism” 

that denounced adventurism abroad, the continued expansion of the vast chain of military 

bases, the establishment of regional defense pacts, and the permanent defense posture that 

the United States had maintained for the past three decades. As the historian Robert 

David Johnson describes, the “new internationalists” began to inquire about human rights 
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abuses outside of the communist bloc and to question America‟s relationship with 

authoritarian regimes in Latin America, Africa and Asia, including Iran.
53

   

The new internationalists in Congress communicated with a broad spectrum of 

non-state actors and INGOs to acquire information on human rights abuses on Iran. 

William Sullivan, the last U.S. ambassador to Iran, noted that many of the public servants 

who entered Congress in the 1970s “were more closely attuned to the younger generation, 

which reflected the dissidence of Iranian students and their American sympathizers.”
54

 

Congress also sought the advice of the International Commission of Jurists (ICJ). The ICJ 

was headquartered in Geneva, had consultative status with the United Nations, worked 

with organizations in more than fifty countries, and testified in the U.S. Congress after 

completing an inquiry into Iran‟s legal system. The relationship between the younger 

members of Congress, Iranian students, and INGOs like the ICJ demonstrates that, as the 

human rights scholar Kenneth Cmiel noted, “Communication circuits that had not existed 

ten years before were confidently pushing politically charged information around the 

globe” by the mid-1970s.
55
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 Some members of Congress expressed concern sporadically throughout the 1960s 

about the shah‟s program of U.S.-supported military modernization. Senators Humphrey 

and Fulbright used their positions on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee to criticize 

the shah‟s march toward authoritarianism. In fall 1961 various chapters of the Iranian 

Student Association poured letters of gratitude into Senator Harrison Williams‟ office 

when he sponsored a bill that would have granted Sadeq Qotbzadeh permanent residency 

in the United States.
56

 But congressional dissent remained largely symbolic until the 

1970s. That changed in 1971 when Iranian authorities apprehended and detained an 

American woman in Iran for having affiliations with revolutionary Iranian students in the 

United States. Sharon LaBere‟s arrest was one of the seminal events that spurred 

congressional internationalists to review the U.S.-Iran relationship.  

LaBere was a twenty-nine-year-old nursing student from Oakland, California who 

was engaged to an Iranian student living in the San Francisco area. Her activism was 

rooted in an American and an international context. LaBere, whose father was an active 

member of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, regularly picketed at the Oakland 

Army Depot as American GIs prepared to depart for Vietnam. Her fiancé, whose political 

views she shared, was a member of the Iranian Student Association in Northern 

California. The Iranian government denied LaBere a visa because of her involvement in 

the many of the highly publicized anti-shah demonstrations that took place in front of the 

Iranian consulate in San Francisco. She subsequently, according to Ambassador Douglas 

MacArthur II, entered Iran illegally after acquiring a visa under the alias Sharon King. 
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Iranian authorities arrested LaBere in early September 1971, one month prior to the 

twenty-fifth centenary celebration at Persepolis, as she prepared to board a return flight to 

the United States at Tehran‟s Mehrabad Airport. LaBere claimed that she was visiting her 

fiancé‟s relatives. But government officials allegedly confiscated recordings of an anti-

shah broadcast recorded from Radio Baghdad, Leninist writings, and letters that 

instigated revolution in Iran. SAVAK demanded, in return for her release, that she 

provide the names of the oppositionists with whom she was in contact. A month later, 

LaBere had yet to name names. MacArthur informed LaBere‟s father that the U.S. 

government and diplomatic corps was “doing the best we could for her but she had her 

problems.”
57

 While she was not a member of the ISAUS, the Northern California chapter 

organized a demonstration in her support at the old San Francisco Federal building on 

Golden Gate Avenue to coincide with the shah‟s celebration at Persepolis.
58

  

 Two Bay area Democratic congressmen, Ronald Dellums and William Donlon 

“Don” Edwards, wrote to the U.S. consul general in Tehran and Ambassador MacArthur 

in October. Dellums was one of the most outspoken new internationalists in Congress. He 

was an avid proponent of a slashed defense budget, the first black member of the House 

Armed Services Committee, and an integral component of the anti-Apartheid movement 

that called for divestment from South Africa. Edwards had recently traveled to Iran where 
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he met with American diplomats like Douglas Heck, the deputy chief of the American 

mission. Both Dellums and Edwards received timely responses from American diplomats 

in Tehran who confirmed that LaBere possessed subversive literature and entered the 

country illegally. Consul-General Edward Springer pointed out in his letter to Dellums 

that the Iranian government had placed LaBere, prior to her entry, on a “lookout” list that 

contained the names of aliens who the shah‟s government deemed “undesirable.”
59

     

 LaBere stood trial in November, following the conclusion of the Persepolis 

festivities. A military prosecutor charged her with serving as an intermediary between 

Iranian students in the United States and the rising guerrilla groups in Iran.
60

 American 

diplomats in Iran shared the opinions of the Iranian prosecutor. “There is little doubt in 

our minds,” Heck asserted to Iran Country Director Jack Miklos, “that this young lady 

knew what she was up to and was acting as a courier for the terrorist groups in Iran.” An 

Iranian military tribunal acquitted LaBere of espionage but found her guilty for 

participating in “activities prejudicial to the security of Iran, specifically promulgation of 

Communist ideology.” She received a three-year sentence in a women‟s prison in Tehran 

but was released after two months in late January 1972. LaBere returned to Oakland, but 

her time in an Iranian prison awakened the new class of congressional internationalists to 

the human rights abuses that undergirded the authority of the Pahlavi state.
61
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 Shortly after LaBere‟s release, several members of the Congressional Black 

Caucus, which formed officially in February 1971, expressed concern when the Iranian 

government staged a series of show trials as part of a systematic campaign to imprison, 

torture, and execute members of the bourgeoning guerrilla movements during the months 

surrounding the pageantry at Persepolis. SAVAK had arrested sixty-nine members of the 

Organization of the Iranian People‟s Mojahedin in August 1971 before their first planned 

operation in Iran got off the ground. The mass trials of thirty-five of the guerrillas began 

in February 1972 and stirred outrage on Capitol Hill.
62

 Representatives Parren Mitchell 

(D-MD) and Shirley Chisholm (D-NY), the first black woman in Congress, joined 

Dellums in writing high-ranking American and Iranian officials to protest the legal 

procedures in Iran. The representatives did not condone guerrilla warfare. In a letter to 

the Iranian ambassador to the United States, Mitchell asserted that he offered no value 

judgment on “the methods of protest.” His concern focused on the lack of due process in 

Iran and SAVAK‟s methods of interrogation. Mitchell worried that the prevailing “„mass 

trial‟ aura” made it likely that the defendants would face trial as a group rather than 

individuals on a case-by-case basis. “It is a most disturbing situation that the civil rights 

of Iranian citizens should be placed in jeopardy by its own government,” Chisholm wrote 

in her letter to Secretary of State William Rogers.
 
Dellums not only echoed many of 

Mitchell‟s and Chisholm‟s concerns, but he informed Prime Minister Amir Abbas 

Hoveyda that he was “concerned about the health of over one hundred Iranian students 
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who have gone on unlimited hunger strikes in Washington and in Paris.” Mitchell, 

Chisholm, and Dellums wrote their letters as a group of seventeen Iranian students staged 

a hunger strike at United Methodist Church in southwest Washington, D.C.
63

 

 Developments throughout 1973 in Latin America and the eastern Mediterranean 

encouraged Congress to strengthen its human rights platform. In September 1973 General 

Augusto Pinochet orchestrated a coup with the Nixon administration‟s backing that 

resulted in the overthrow and subsequent death of the democratically-elected and left-

leaning regime of Salvador Allende. Senator Edward Kennedy (D-MA) proposed 

legislation that passed through the Senate that called for the United States to withhold aid 

from the new regime. Two months after the coup in Chile, Representatives Chisholm, 

Dellums, Mitchell, and Stark petitioned Henry Kissinger, now secretary of state, and the 

chairpersons of the House Foreign Affairs Committee and the Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee. They called for a reformulation of U.S. foreign policy toward Iran that 

considered human rights on par with geopolitical concerns. Furthermore, during the final 

days of Richard Nixon‟s presidency in summer 1974, Turkish troops stormed the east 

side of the divided nation of Cyprus in response to Greek machinations on the island, 

precipitating a wave of human migration as Greek Cypriot refugees fled westward. Only 

months after requesting from the State Department information on ISAUS members 

threatened with deportation, Senator Thomas Eagleton (D-MO) pushed through an 

amendment that suspended military aid to America‟s NATO ally unless Turkey withdrew 
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its troops from the conquered territories.
64

 Growing congressional interest in Iran, then, 

developed amid a sequence of global events that resulted in human suffering in the name 

of anti-communism. 

The connection between countries such as Chile, Greece, South Korea, South 

Vietnam, and Iran was self-evident to progressive internationalists. The group of Iranian 

students in Sweden that joined approximately 1,300 protesters in front of Chile‟s 

embassy in Stockholm chanted “from Chile to Vietnam, same enemy, same fight.”
65

 

Later that year Charles Porter, a former congressman and the head of the Fair Trial 

Committee for Chile, took interest in Iran because “a number of Iranians here in Oregon 

and elsewhere have asked me to inquire into fair trial procedures as they relate to certain 

political prisoners.” State Department officials were aware that Porter‟s “interest in Iran 

was apparently stimulated by Iranian students here.” Policymakers in Foggy Bottom 

regretted that anti-shah students “unfortunately, flowered” Porter‟s interest in Iran. 

Iranian officials rejected Porter‟s requests for meetings on three different occasions.
66

 

As legal internationalists such as Porter began to scrutinize America‟s non-

communist allies, congressional representatives sought to prevent future applications of 

containment and check the power of the “Imperial Presidency.” The historian and former 
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Kennedy aide Arthur Schlesinger Jr. noted in his study of the subject that by 1973 

Congress was “seized by a temporary passion to prevent future Vietnams and 

Watergates.”
67

 Nowhere, with the exception of Vietnam, was congressional impotence 

over foreign policy more apparent than in Washington‟s relationship with Iran. Congress 

challenged America‟s relationship with the shah in the wake of Richard Nixon‟s 

resignation, focusing specifically on the relationship between arms sales and human 

rights. In a 1975 article in Foreign Affairs, Senator Ted Kennedy considered “the „arms 

sales‟ problem…to be very largely a „Persian Gulf‟ problem.” Kennedy argued that 

Washington‟s approach toward the region was “the first test case of our ability to adopt 

rational policies in the post-Vietnam world.”
68

 

Iranian students reached similar conclusions from a different perspective, arguing, 

as they had since the mid-1960s, that the Persian Gulf region was a breeding ground for 

future U.S. military interventions. The Chicago branch of the ISA published a pamphlet 

in February 1971 titled “Iran, the Future Vietnam.” The Maoist-driven analysis 

contended that if the United States intervened to prop up the shah and protect American 

capital, it would become embroiled in a protracted war similar to the one in Southeast 

Asia.
69

 After the shah dispatched forces to put down a Marxist-Leninist rebellion in the 

Dhofar province of Oman, the CISNU argued that “the same barbaric methods that were 

used in Vietnam are being applied even more viciously on a daily basis in Oman.” The 

Confederation contended that “it is almost a certainty that the U.S. will directly intervene 
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in the area” because Iran and other conservative monarchies “provided the main post-

Vietnam war market to the arms industries.”
70

  

In spring 1975, with a wide range of Americans similarly critical of the Nixon 

Doctrine‟s militarization of the Gulf, a public outcry challenged the decision of 

Georgetown University and its president, Reverend Robert J. Henle, to award an 

honorary doctorate to Empress Farah Pahlavi. The conferral of the honorary degree 

marked the initiation of a five-year, eleven million-dollar contract between Georgetown 

and Ferdowsi University in Mashhad. The lucrative contract, which former Ambassador 

Armin Meyer directed, promoted cooperation in the fields of medicine, science, library 

science, and language training.
71

 Sam Legg, a foreign student adviser for many Iranian 

students at Morgan State College and member of Amnesty International, wrote to Henle: 

“Some Iranian students here at Morgan have just told me of Georgetown‟s intention to 

award a doctorate in Humanities to the wife of the Shah of Iran. I find this hard to believe 

because I have always seen Georgetown as a center of enlightenment and I‟m afraid I see 

the Shah of Iran as a Prince of Darkness.”
72

  

The ISAUS pointed to the recent deaths of nine imprisoned Iranian guerrillas to 

garner support for its campaign against Georgetown‟s budding relationship with Iran. 
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Seven of the nine were part of the “Jazani-Zarifi group,” named after Bizhan Jazani and 

Hasan Zia-Zarifi. SAVAK arrested them in early 1968 during the planning stages of a 

guerrilla offensive. The CISNU, in partnership with Amnesty International, mounted a 

widely publicized defense campaign in Great Britain as the group stood trial in early 

1969. The court did not hand down any death sentences, but the militants languished in 

jail as their comrades on the outside launched a series of assassinations and targeted 

attacks against symbols of Pahlavi power, including ten operations between August 1974 

and March 1975. In April, one month prior to royal couple‟s arrival in the United States, 

SAVAK responded to the attacks on their own by murdering Jazani, Zarifi, five 

additional Fadaiyan, and two members of the Mojahedin outside of Evin Prison as they 

allegedly attempted a jail break.
73

 

The political murders motivated the shah‟s critics in Congress, many of whom 

had protested the political trials of early 1972, to join the ISAUS in a letter-writing 

campaign to the Georgetown president. Don Edwards wrote to Henle and pointed to the 

nine recent deaths as the failure of justice in Iran. Exploiting a play on words, Edwards 

asserted that it was “a contradiction in terms to bestow a degree of humanity to a voice 

for a government which grossly violates basic human rights.” The letter-writing 

campaign marked the first time that Donald Fraser (D-MN), the chairperson of the House 

Subcommittee on International Organizations, expressed his concern about human rights 

in Iran. Fraser emphasized that the lack of civil liberties, plight of political prisoners, and 

reports of torture made Georgetown‟s relationship with the Iranian government 

“regrettable.” Ronald Dellums wrote to President Gerald Ford and Reverend Henle, 
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asserting that support for the shah was “contrary to the ideals” of the United States. On 

May 16 Representatives Michael Harrington (D-MA) and Fortney “Pete” Stark (D-CA) 

joined Dellums and Edwards in issuing a joint statement through Amnesty International 

that made public many of the concerns that the congressmen expressed in their private 

correspondences to Henle. Henle retorted that the empress “engaged in a wide range of 

humanizing and humanitarian activities.” He explained, moreover, that awarding an 

honorary degree was “a non-political act which carries with it no judgment on the internal 

political structure of Iran or on its international policies.” The Baltimore-Washington 

chapter of the Iranian Student Association included the correspondences between the 

congressional representatives and Henle in a sixty-three page pamphlet that it circulated 

throughout the area on the eve of the shah‟s arrival in Washington.
74

 

Henry Kissinger‟s State Department and Richard Helms‟ embassy in Tehran 

bemoaned congressional initiatives on human rights and discarded the opinions of left-

wing Iranian students. Jack Miklos asserted in a summer 1971 memorandum that 

Congressman Graham B. Purcell Jr. of Texas, who inserted into the Congressional 

Record a letter from an oppositionist Iranian, should have taken notice that “a number of 

other Congressmen who had taken up the anti-Shah banner in the ‟60s, much to their 

subsequent embarrassment.”
75

 In late 1974, as pressure from congressional 
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internationalists began to crest, Miklos, now the deputy chief of the American mission in 

Tehran, spelled out in a detailed five-page note to Iran Country Director Charles Naas 

how best to respond to inquiries on Capitol Hill about political prisoners. Miklos 

asserted, contrary to a recent Newsweek article that relied on figures provided by Iranian 

students abroad, that no more than 1,500 individuals were imprisoned for political 

offenses. The shah‟s own estimate was twice as large as Miklos‟, and was nevertheless an 

unacceptably high number for a country whose population stood at less than forty 

million. Miklos went on to criticize letters from such representatives as Chisholm and 

Harrington, suspecting that “anti-Shah Iranian students in the U.S. are feeding letters to 

Congressmen in hopes of eliciting some response.” Nevertheless, Miklos asserted that 

American officials had to handle the matter of human rights delicately. Letter-writing 

campaigns and form-letter responses could create a stir if made public. Singling out 

Charles Porter, Miklos argued that American internationalists “have generally been 

ineffectual because of poor preparation and coordination.”
76

    

INGOs such as the International Commission of Jurists provided congressional 

internationalists with a greater degree of coordination.
77

 William Butler was a Harvard 

alumnus who earned a law degree from NYU, former Staff Counsel to the ACLU who 

argued successfully two major civil rights cases before the Supreme Court, and the 

president of the American Association for the ICJ. Butler‟s ICJ had a special relationship 

with Fraser‟s Subcommittee on International Organizations, which by 1973 was the 
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primary mechanism in the legislative branch for promoting “international civil liberties.” 

John P. Salzberg, a former ICJ representative at the United Nations, joined Fraser‟s staff 

as it investigated the human rights conditions in fifteen countries between 1973 and 1976. 

While Salzberg helped Fraser devise a “legal structure” for scaling back U.S. support for 

undemocratic regimes, Butler documented the human rights abuses that American allies 

such as South Korea‟s Park Chung Hee committed.
78

 “A bright, refreshingly blunt, and 

well-connected political realist,” to borrow from James Bill‟s characterization, Butler by 

1975 had “begun to study Iran with a vengeance.”
79

  

Butler, like other human rights activists before him, found it difficult to enter Iran. 

As Yves Baudelot, a French barrister and member of the Association of Democratic 

Jurists and the International Association of Catholic Jurists, described, “No matter at 

whose door I knocked, I was met by silence.”
80

 Butler‟s experience was similar, at least 

initially. In April 1975, as he laid the groundwork for his trip, Butler attempted to contact 

Ardeshir Zahedi, who had returned to Washington for his second stint as ambassador. 

After he received no response, the State Department looked into the matter.  The 

“absence of response was not inadvertent,” it concluded. Thereafter, State pushed the 

reluctant Iranian government to admit Butler on the premise that cooperating with the ICJ 

would prove useful in countering the negative reports emanating from the more radical 

Amnesty International. State gave the ICJ high marks, describing it as “non-ideological 
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and objective” in comparison to Amnesty International or the Association of Democratic 

Lawyers.
81

 The State Department‟s intervention paved the way for Butler to proceed.  

Butler‟s ICJ served as an indispensible hinge between the U.S. Congress and the 

coalition of American and Iranian progressives. His investigation was similar to Amnesty 

International‟s in that he was, as State noted, “drawing upon expatriate Iranians and 

academic sources.”
82

 He received publications of the Committee for Artistic and 

Intellectual Freedom in Iran, perused newspaper articles on Iranian student protest, and 

accumulated issues of the ISAUS publication Resistance that were printed between 1973 

and 1974.
83

 Butler also corresponded with Sadeq Qotbzadeh and Ebrahim Yazdi, whose 

Liberation Movement was growing in strength. Yazdi was a pathologist at the Veterans 

Administration Hospital in Houston, Texas who, during his student days, attempted to 

contact President Kennedy in the bloody summer of 1963. In addition to Iranian 

oppositionists, Butler consulted academic experts such as Ervand Abrahamian, James 

Bill, Richard Cottam, and Marvin Zonis.
84

  

Butler stayed in close contact with congressional internationalists. Ted Kennedy 

and his foreign policy adviser, Robert E. Hunter, traveled to Iran in late May 1975. 

Kennedy met with the shah, Ambassador Zahedi, and nearly every minister of the court. 

He also held, as described by American diplomats in Tehran, two “off-the-record” 
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meetings with a few dozen “„representative‟ students.”
85

 Butler conferred with Hunter in 

June to discuss his recent trip and again in September before departing for Iran himself.
86

 

Butler likewise communicated with Fraser, who was beginning to organize a 

congressional hearing on Iran. On June 26, 1975, one month after Fraser lent support to 

the Baltimore-Washington chapter of the ISA, he inquired with the State Department 

about human rights in Iran.
87

 In mid-September, Fraser wrote to the ICJ, noting that he 

and his subcommittee were “deeply interested” in Butler‟s undertaking and “would be 

most appreciative of receiving the Commission‟s report just as soon as it becomes 

available.”
88

 When the ICJ published the seventy-two page pamphlet titled Human Rights 

and the Legal System in Iran in March 1976, which Butler coauthored with his French 

colleague Georges Levasseur, Butler personally sent copies to Hubert Humphrey, George 

McGovern, Clifford P. Case, and other ranking senators.
89

  

In August 1976 the House Subcommittee on International Organizations 

convened to discuss human rights in Iran. Congress was particularly concerned with Iran 

because section 502B of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 prohibited the U.S. 
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government, “except in extraordinary circumstances,” from offering security assistance to 

countries that exhibited “a consistent pattern of gross violations of internationally 

recognized human rights.” Between 1972 and 1976 Iran was the single-largest purchaser 

of American-made military hardware, totaling just below eleven billion dollars.
90

   

Modernization theories, Orientalism, and cold war imperatives made many State 

Department officials reluctant to acknowledge that the infringement of civil and political 

rights constituted a violation of human rights. NEA Assistant Secretary of State Alfred L. 

Atherton Jr. argued in his testimony before Fraser‟s subcommittee that one must view the 

question of civil and political rights “in the perspective of Iran‟s historical experience and 

in the context of human rights in Iran in their broadest sense.” In other words, according 

to Atherton, the concept of human rights was not universally applicable to an “East” and 

a “West” that charted different historical trajectories. He asserted that opposition to the 

shah‟s modernization project stemmed from “an extreme leftist movement, tied in various 

ways to the outside” and “indigenous, extremely traditional forces who resent change and 

modernity.”
91

 While Atherton predictably defended the State Department‟s position on 

Iran, the ISAUS and Amnesty International submitted material to the record, and Reza 

Baraheni and William Butler offered lengthy testimonies, all of which challenged foreign 

policy orthodoxies in Washington. 

Butler testified that he was “very favorably impressed” with the shah‟s social 

reforms, but noted that the government “has not implemented the basic and fundamental 
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and civil and political rights of its citizens.” He recounted impressive advances in 

education, health care, and women‟s rights, underscoring the irony that, despite the 

shah‟s rabid anti-communism, “many of the points of the White Revolution can be found 

almost word for word in the Communist Manifesto of 1848.” He offered a much less 

favorable assessment of civil and political rights, pointing to execution, torture, media 

censorship, and the use of military tribunals to try political dissidents. Butler underscored 

the unconstitutionality of the shah‟s decision in March 1975 to dissolve Iran‟s nominal 

two-party system and consolidate all political power into the Rastakhiz (Resurgence) 

Party. All citizens enjoyed equal rights under the law, Butler noted, “Except when the 

Shah determines otherwise.” The most sensitive issue was SAVAK, which Butler 

described as “a law unto itself.” The 1957 statute that granted SAVAK jurisdiction over 

all political cases and the power to serve as military magistrates was firmly in place 

through the 1970s. Moreover, Butler estimated that SAVAK staffed nearly 200,000 

employees, full- and part-time, “operating in every nook and cranny of the Iranian 

system.” He observed that SAVAK also operated overseas, “especially in places where 

Iranian students are congregating both in the United States and in West Germany, and in 

other parts of the world.”
92

  

A coterie of Iranian students attended the hearings, and the ISAUS submitted a 

fourteen-page report titled “On the Violation of Human Rights in Iran.” After recounting 

the “glorious part of Iranian history” during the Mosaddeq era, the student organization 

traced the various ways in which the Pahlavi regime increased its capacity for repression. 
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The report, unlike Butler‟s testimony, dismissed the White Revolution as “a fake „reform‟ 

program” and focused exclusively on civil and political rights. In making their case the 

authors cited a wide range of sources, including a January 1975 exposé on torture printed 

in the Sunday Times of London and a series of critical articles that appeared throughout 

1976 in the Washington Post. The students also quoted Martin Ennals and Hans 

Heldmann of Amnesty International, John Thorne of the National Lawyers Guild, and the 

graphic descriptions of torture that appeared in the reports of Nuri Albala and Yves 

Baudelot. They concluded their lengthy account with an attempt to resonate with an 

American audience: “The American people do not want to give their name, tax dollars or 

possibly their lives, to support the Shah‟s dictatorship.”
93

  

The ISAUS gained a voice on Capitol Hill as the new internationalists in 

Congress investigated human rights abuses in Iran. Unlike congressional support for 

regime change in the post-cold war era, the internationalists of the 1970s asserted that 

their efforts, neither by design nor capability, “will not secure democracy for the whole 

world.” They aimed, rather, to “bring U.S. foreign policy more closely in alignment with 

the values of the American public.”
94

 As Donald Fraser argued, the new internationalists 

were not idealists. Fraser and his colleagues considered the promotion of human rights a 

way to secure long-term U.S. national interests on the world stage, demilitarize their 

country‟s national security strategy, curb the arms build-up in the Persian Gulf, and 
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reassert congressional authority over the Executive Office.
95

 In some cases, notably the 

Clark Amendment, which prevented the Gerald Ford administration from supporting 

warring factions in Angola, congressional internationalists regained control over U.S. 

foreign policy. In other respects, they failed.   

In the Persian Gulf, the Nixon Doctrine reigned supreme until the Pahlavi regime 

collapsed in 1979. Charles Naas, the Iran country director at the State Department from 

1974 to 1978, recalled that he received “letters by the scores” from human rights 

advocates inquiring about particular political prisoners in Iran. But he noted that the issue 

of human rights did not affect government-to-government relations between the United 

States and Iran at the time.
96

 Congressional internationalists and the Iranian student 

movement abroad did, however, help to transform the global discourse on human rights 

into one that trumpeted individual over collective rights. Their efforts, combined with 

SAVAK‟s global overreach, ensured that the issue of human rights was never far off 

during the final years of Pahlavi rule in Iran.    

 

5.3 SAVAK 

During the mid-1970s Iranian students abroad revealed that SAVAK conducted 

extensive intelligence gathering operations in the United States and Western Europe. 

SAVAK‟s operations expanded the geographic contours of Iran‟s state-directed human 
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rights abuses in ways unimaginable decades earlier, challenging the sovereignty of Iran‟s 

allies in the United States and Western Europe. The internationalization of state-directed 

human rights violations resonated with an American public dismayed with increasingly 

permeable national borders, Vietnam-related revelations such as the My Lai massacre, 

post-Watergate politics, skyrocketing oil prices, economic stagflation, and the deflation 

of America‟s global standing. The revelation that SAVAK and other foreign security 

organizations had woven themselves into the fabric of American society propelled the 

global discourse on human rights away from economic and social rights toward an 

emphasis on the political ones. As one prominent journalist noted, “SAVAK began to 

become an international byword for the cruel abuse of such rights.”
97

   

The shah did not invent the practice of embedding agents in foreign diplomatic 

establishments to monitor dissident intellectuals and expatriates. As one former U.S. 

intelligence officer observed, “The first thing a developing country does is send off 

students to be educated….The second thing it does is send intelligence agents after them 

to make sure they don‟t become radicalized and return to challenge the government.”
98

 

Indeed, Czar Ivan IV (the Terrible) routinized such practices in sixteenth-century Russia 

to maintain domestic stability and international security. To stress the commonalities 

between SAVAK and Ivan‟s notorious security agency, the Baltimore Sun declared in fall 

1976 that “Oprichnina Lives.”
99
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The Iranian government had, since the dawn of the Pahlavi era, kept a close watch 

on the students that it sent abroad. The first Pahlavi shah, as a condition of the 1928 law 

that put state funds toward international education, tasked government supervisors with 

preventing the students from falling under “negative influences” during their time in 

Europe.
100

 During the 1950s the second Pahlavi shah established Offices of the 

Supervisor of Iranian Students in its embassies in Western Europe and the United States. 

“It is the duty of these inspectors,” the British embassy in Tehran reported in 1961, “to 

keep a fatherly eye upon Iranian students.” By the early 1960s the Iranian government 

had scattered no less than four senior officials across Western Europe to serve as student 

supervisors. One official monitored the activities of Iranian students in France, Belgium, 

and Switzerland, while another oversaw students in Germany and Austria. Students in 

Great Britain and Italy had their own respective supervisors. Iran also established an 

Office of the Supervisor of Iranian Students in the United States at its embassy in 

Washington. Supervisors assisted students with course selection, foreign travel, currency 

exchange, and visa renewal. But their primary responsibility was to moderate the political 

activities of students abroad.
101

 Agents with SAVAK‟s Third Department, which one 

scholar described as “the single most important component of the entire repressive 

apparatus,” soon joined the supervisors in Europe and the United States to investigate 

and, if necessary, take action against dissidents among the Iranian student diaspora.
102
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Mansur Rafizadeh was SAVAK‟s chief operative in the United States. He arrived 

in New York in 1959, first under the guise of a student and then as an attaché to Iran‟s 

mission to the United Nations. It appears, initially, that U.S. officials were unaware of 

Rafizadeh‟s affiliation with SAVAK. In a 1962 internal memorandum, a political officer 

at the American embassy in Tehran described Rafizadeh as a doctoral student in 

economics at NYU and a leader of a student organization in the United States 

sympathetic to Mozaffar Baqai‟s Toilers‟ Party. Nevertheless, Rafizadeh unquestionably 

worked for SAVAK, a fact that the FBI most likely uncovered in an April 1964 

investigation. In that capacity, Rafizadeh monitored oppositionists and recruited student 

informants for two decades before the collapse of the Pahlavi regime. “With the passage 

of time,” Rafizadeh recalled, “the regime exerted increasing pressure on SAVAK agents 

for firsthand reports on anti-shah activists in the United States.”
103

  

U.S. government officials became aware of these activities by the mid-1960s. In 

1966 the Los Angeles field office of the State Department‟s Office of Security reported 

that five Iranians were “hand-picked by the Shah‟s security chief” to monitor the 

activities of dissident Iranians. They also formed a pro-shah organization known as the 

Taj Sports Club to counter the vocal Southern California branch of the Iranian Student 

Association. These pro-shah students, according to State Department security officers in 
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Los Angeles, “cooperated with this office” and “were rewarded for their services by the 

Shah.”
104

  

Students who refused to cooperate with Iranian officials cited the Declaration of 

Human Rights to specify the ways in which the increasingly expansive SAVAK network 

violated their human rights. The ISAUS invoked human rights to prevent the Iranian 

government from revoking the passports of forty-one students in Northern California that 

mounted a large demonstration at their nation‟s consulate in San Francisco in June 1970. 

In the wake of the demonstration, the ISAUS circulated a pamphlet that quoted article 

thirteen of the UDHR, which guarantees individuals the freedom of movement to and 

from their country of origin. The students also pointed to article nineteen, which 

guarantees individuals freedom of opinion and expression “regardless of frontiers.”
105

 

Examples abound, but suffice it to say, Iranian students overseas looked to the UDHR to 

reinforce their own history of constitutionalism and secure rights abroad that did not exist 

in Iran. 

Particularly after the shah declared the CISNU illegal in January 1971, it became 

increasingly difficult and dangerous for dissident students to return to Iran.
106

 The 

Guardian reported that according to Uri Davis, a Jerusalem-born pro-Palestinian activist 

and lecturer in peace studies at the University of Bradford, students “who were ready to 
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protest openly…had given up any idea of returning to their country.”
107

 By the late 1960s 

and throughout the 1970s, Iranian student protesters in the United States and Western 

Europe wore masks to conceal their identities and protect their families in Iran from 

facing retribution for their political organizing. Reza Baraheni testified at the 1976 

congressional hearing on Iran that SAVAK arrested and tortured his niece before handing 

down a seven-year prison sentence “for charges which are not yet known.”
108

 While 

Baraheni and other leaders of the opposition were well-known to Iranian authorities, the 

ISAUS asserted that the mere act of sympathizing with anti-regime organizations could 

place individuals and their families in danger. Because SAVAK constructed an elaborate 

network of informants, students did not address one another by their family names at 

their meetings. “It often happens that even the closest friends do not know each others‟ 

last names,” the ISAUS wrote, “not out of mistrust but more as a precaution.”
109

  

West European governments allied with Iran approached cautiously the issue of 

SAVAK‟s collection of intelligence on Iranian students in their countries. In early 1974 

Dutch authorities sentenced a group of approximately two dozen students who occupied 

the Iranian embassy in Wassenaar to four days in jail. In response to what the shah 

considered a mere slap on the wrist, the monarch withdrew his nation‟s diplomatic staff 

from the embassy. As Iran‟s ambassador departed the Netherlands on March 17, he held a 

press conference and criticized the Dutch judiciary for providing anti-regime students 
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with “the opportunity to misuse the law courts and make propaganda for their 

mendacious cause.”
110

  

The Iranian withdrawal of its diplomatic staff from the Netherlands conveyed to 

American diplomats in Tehran the level of sensitivity with which Iranian officials viewed 

student protest. When discussing an injunction that prohibited Iranian students from 

marching near the Iranian consulate in San Francisco, Jack Miklos stressed the need to 

convince Iranian officials that U.S. authorities were “doing whatever possible to keep the 

students under control.” Miklos continued, “The trouble that the Dutch are having 

because of their reportedly insipid efforts against Iranian student demonstrators indicates 

anew the sensitivity on the subject here.”
111

 One year after the Dutch incident, Great 

Britain struggled to strike a balancing act between pleasing domestic constituencies that 

increasingly found the shah‟s human rights record abhorrent and maintaining cordial 

relations with the shah. 

Whitehall‟s problems began a year later, on April 29, 1975, when a group of 

twenty-one Iranian students, some of whom traveled from West Germany, staged a sit-in 

at the Iranian embassy in London.
112

 Shortly after British officials charged the students 

with conspiracy to trespass, General Nematollah Nasiri, SAVAK‟s chief for the past 

decade, approached members of the British Foreign Office to obtain the names of the 
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students. A bureaucratic struggle ensued between the British Home Office and the 

Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO). Ambassador Anthony Parsons worried that if 

not handled properly, Great Britain would be “in danger of entering the dog-house so 

long occupied by the Dutch.”
113

 Members of the Middle East Department of the FCO, 

such as department head Ivor Lucas, were perturbed that the Home Office‟s jurisdiction 

over domestic issues and the support of some MPs for dissident students could affect 

Whitehall‟s Iran policy. Lucas fretted over what he observed to be “some degree of 

collusion” between the certain Labour Party constituencies and Iranian students in Great 

Britain.
114

 The Romford Constituency Labour Party called for Home Secretary Roy 

Jenkins to drop the trespassing charges and expel SAVAK agents from Great Britain. The 

MPs from Romford demanded an international investigation of Iran‟s prisons and the 

severance of ties between Whitehall and Tehran.
115

 Assessing the balancing of foreign 

and domestic policies, Lucas lamented, “In short, we cannot win. There is bound to be 

either domestic or Iranian criticism – or both – whatever we do.”
116

   

Students across Europe rallied to protect their comrades from the activities of 

Nasiri‟s security agency in Great Britain. The British embassy in Sweden forwarded to 

the FCO a letter addressed to Prime Minister Harold Wilson from the Iranian Student 

Association and its Swedish allies, including the United NLF Groups, which had 
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supported the Vietnamese liberation struggle.
117

 The Union of Iranian Students in Rome 

accused the British government of “repudiating the most elementary principles of 

freedom and democracy guaranteed by human rights.”
118

 Communicating with the prime 

minister through Manouchehr Sabetian – a London surgeon, cofounder of the 

Confederation of Iranian Students, and member of the Committee for the Defense of 

Iranian Political Prisoners – Iranian students in Frankfurt threatened to organize protests 

in front of British diplomatic establishments throughout the world to “demonstrate how 

little the British Police – and Government – care about the pleas and protests of a wide 

spectrum of respected international bodies…and how the legitimate protest action by 

Iranian students is met by strong arm police methods long assumed to be alien to the 

British tradition.”
119

 

 At the same time, a controversy emerged that centered on a bright young doctoral 

student in chemical engineering at the University of Bradford. SAVAK apprehended 

Mofrad Sadiq Zibakalam when he returned to Iran for holiday in August 1974, and the 

ensuing scandal lasted for the better part of a year. University officials urged Harold 

Wilson, who was stuck between a rock and a hard place as both prime minister of Great 

Britain and chancellor of Bradford, to inquire about Zibakalam‟s disappearance. The 

University of Bradford Union wrote to Wilson, claiming that the student was arrested 
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because of information SAVAK had obtained through its operations on the Bradford 

campus. The Union asserted that SAVAK‟s presence “leads daily to a regime of fear” 

among Iranian students at the university.
120

  

A Foreign and Commonwealth Office document produced in May 1975 lends 

credence to the concerns of Bradford‟s students. The British embassy in Tehran sent a 

telegram to the FCO that contained “the text of the notes dictated by Nasseri,” referring 

to the chief of SAVAK. His notes indicate that Iranian security forces arrested Zibakalam 

immediately upon his return to Iran because of his political activities in Great Britain. 

According to Nasiri, Zibakalam regularly delivered anti-shah speeches at meetings of the 

Islamic Society of the City of Bradford. He allegedly took part in demonstrations, 

maintained “links with the illegal Iranian student groups,” and prepared and distributed 

printed material in support of the Mojahedin. The telegram does not indicate how Nasiri 

obtained the intelligence on Zibakalam‟s activities in Bradford.
121

 But the substance of 

the telegram supports the fears expressed by many of the approximately 250 Iranians who 

attended Bradford. They suspected that between 6 and 10 of their fellow students 

moonlighted as SAVAK informants.
122

 

Perceptions of SAVAK took an even greater turn for the worse after fifteen 

Iranian students occupied the Iranian consulate in Geneva on June 1, 1976, and obtained 
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a cache of the organization‟s documents. International observers that were already 

inundated with vivid accounts of SAVAK‟s torture chambers had no reason to think that 

the students forged the documents.
123

 The Washington Post reported later that year that 

“reliable sources have verified their authenticity.” Richard Cottam concurred, asserting 

that the “authenticity is unquestionable.” The internal SAVAK documents, which focused 

on the organization‟s European operations, included plans for break-ins, directions on 

how to duplicate stolen keys, and a how-to guide for forging of Swiss passports. Most 

important, the documents instructed SAVAK officers abroad that “all branches should 

send…information regarding demonstrations of dissident Iranians, strikes, suspicious 

traffic, students‟ calls to the imperical [sic] embassies and consulates, holding of 

meetings, publishing of publications, conventions and seminars.” As Cottam observed, 

“Although they were gathered in Geneva, they bear markings which indicate their 

applicability to all SAVAK stations.”
124

 

The documents and the information they contained unleashed a political firestorm 

and put to rest the shah‟s claim to be a modern-day Cyrus. La Bréche, the organ of the 

Groupe Marxiste Internationaliste, published the first round of documents on June 12. 

Iranian students provided Denis Payot of the Swiss Human Rights League with 

documents that revealed that SAVAK‟s European headquarters was located in Geneva. 
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Payot singled out Iranian diplomat Ahmed Malek Mahdavi as a SAVAK agent. The 

Iranian Foreign Ministry‟s director general for information held a press conference on 

September 7 to deny the “false allegations.” But American diplomats in Tehran reported 

that in private conversations Swiss officers in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs “concede 

Malek-Mahdavi was probably a SAVAK officer.” Swiss-Iranian relations were strained 

and the series of events led to the mutual withdrawal of diplomatic representation.
125

    

In the United States, a series of three events in fall 1976 dispelled any remaining 

doubts about SAVAK‟s efforts to collect intelligence on dissident Iranian nationals 

abroad. First, the House Subcommittee on International Organizations hearing on Iran 

marked the most extensive U.S. government investigation to date of human rights abuses 

under the shah. William Butler, Reza Baraheni, the ISAUS, and Amnesty International all 

commented on SAVAK‟s extraterritorial undertakings in their testimonies and written 

statements to Donald Fraser‟s subcommittee. As NEA‟s Alfred Atherton responded to 

Fraser‟s questioning on SAVAK, “There certainly are representatives in the United 

States, yes.”
126

 

Second, on September 21, 1976, two weeks after Fraser‟s subcommittee 

adjourned, a car bomb killed Orlando Letelier and his American assistant Ronni Moffitt 

in the Sheridan Circle area of Washington, D.C. Letelier was the former Chilean foreign 

minister under Salvador Allende who became a leading critic of General Augusto 

Pinochet‟s military junta after fleeing the country for Bethesda, Maryland. Future 
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investigations confirmed that Pinochet‟s secret police, the Dirección de Inteligencia 

Nacional, or DINA, orchestrated the murders as part of Operation Condor. It has become 

apparent in recent years that high-level U.S. officials knew that the southern cone 

countries targeted dissident expatriates in the United States. In fact, Henry Kissinger 

prevented, less than a week before Letelier‟s assassination, the State Department from 

transmitting an already-prepared demarche to the Condor nations that could have 

prevented the act of terror.
127

 Increasingly brazen operations such as the Letelier-Moffitt 

murder led the U.S. ambassador in Santiago to warn Chilean officials that DINA “was 

being cited in tandem with SAVAK and the Korean CIA as a modern variety of 

Gestapo.”
128

  

Third, the shah, at the height of his power in Iran, divulged on American 

television that he was indeed dispatching security officials to the United States. The 

shah‟s unabashed statement came on Mike Wallace‟s “60 Minutes,” one month after the 

Letelier-Moffitt murder. SAVAK was, the shah informed Wallace, “Checking up on 

anybody who becomes affiliated with circles, organizations hostile to my country.”
129
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The shah‟s admission precipitated a letter-writing campaign to U.S. government 

agencies. Pastor John F. Steinbruck of Luther Place Memorial Church in Washington, 

D.C. wrote to the CIA to denounce SAVAK‟s stateside operations. He charged in the 

strongest language that “these terrorist agents will prey upon dissenting Iranian students 

and their supporters in this country.”
130

 To provide another of many examples, David 

Carliner, a long-time friend of dissident Iranian students in the United States, persuaded 

ACLU Executive Director Aryeh Neier to raise the issue of SAVAK with Henry 

Kissinger in October 1976. Replying on behalf of the secretary of state, NEA‟s Michael 

Sterner maintained that any activities that SAVAK carried out in the United States were 

within the realm of acceptable diplomatic protocol.
131

   

Kissinger‟s State Department did raise the issue of SAVAK with Iranian officials. 

He sent NEA‟s Alfred Atherton to meet with Ardeshir Zahedi on November 8, but the 

ambassador dismissed the press allegations as “silly” and brushed off suggestions that 

Iranian agents were violating American laws.
132

 The shah‟s government reacted to further 

questioning by threatening the Ford administration. The American embassy in Tehran 

reported back to Kissinger that a spokesperson for Iran‟s Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
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warned that “any action that they might take towards our representatives we would 

reciprocate toward their repreesentatives [sic].”
133

  

The Iranians wanted U.S. officials to know that any moves to obstruct SAVAK‟s 

overseas operations would result in similar moves to hamper American intelligence 

operations in Iran, which were quite extensive and valuable, particularly in the northeast 

near the Soviet border. Jack Miklos recalled that the Ford administration was hamstrung 

because serious inquiries into the matter would have led Iranian officials “to take a closer 

look at the symmetry between our embassy and their embassy.”
134

 As the American 

embassy noted with regard to the human rights issue as a whole, “Our leverage is 

therefore quite limited.”
135

 When confronted with stiff questioning from the press, State 

Department spokespersons resolutely insisted that SAVAK did not engage in illegal 

behavior.
136

   

The extent and legality of SAVAK‟s activities in the United States are shrouded 

by a smokescreen of competing allegations. To be sure, SAVAK agents conducted 

officially sanctioned operations in the United States. The debate centered on whether or 

not SAVAK unduly harassed foreign nationals on U.S. soil or violated the Foreign 

Agents Registration Act (FARA). Created in 1938, FARA mandated that foreign 
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lobbyists and American citizens lobbying on behalf of foreign principals register with the 

Foreign Agents Registration Unit, which was housed in the Justice Department‟s 

Criminal Division. The majority of registrants were, during most of the law‟s first four 

decades, U.S. citizens who polished the images of foreign governments and consulted 

international corporations doing business in the United States. The law did not require 

friendly foreign intelligence agents to register.
137

  

For this reason, the Jimmy Carter White House‟s Intelligence Oversight Board, 

under the leadership of Thomas L. Farmer, could report, as had Kissinger‟s State 

Department, that SAVAK violated no U.S laws. But Farmer conceded that Iranian agents 

could have violated U.S. laws unbeknownst to American officials. He noted that while it 

had been the FBI‟s “long-established policy” to devote resources to “Criteria Countries,” 

namely those with communist governments, “No systematic effort has been made to 

monitor the covert presence or clandestine activities in the U.S. of other foreign 

intelligence services.” Farmer urged the Carter White House to review U.S. 

counterintelligence capabilities, consider broadening the list of Criteria Countries, and 

encourage inter-department intelligence sharing “to protect the constitutional rights of 

U.S. citizens and other persons residing in America.”
138

  

Senator George McGovern informed President Carter in April 1977 that his 

Subcommittee on International Operations was beginning an investigation of FARA‟s 
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effectiveness in preventing “friendly” intelligence agents from threatening foreign 

dissidents and their American allies. McGovern‟s subcommittee intended to use its 

findings to revise the existing legislation and close the loophole that allowed operatives 

from non-Criteria Countries such as Iran to avoid registering with the Justice Department. 

The revisions would, McGovern told Carter, guarantee “the privacy and individual liberty 

of all who reside in the United States, U.S. citizen and foreign national alike.”
139

 While 

the Senate investigation focused on the “harassment and surveillance” of foreign 

nationals in the United States, the Justice Department launched its own investigation that 

focused specifically on whether the Iranian government violated FARA in preparation for 

the shah‟s arrival in the United States in November 1977.
140

 While few were surprised 

that the anti-shah Iranian Students Association and the new Organization of Iranian 

Muslim Students turned out in such large numbers, it was little-known pro-shah 

organizations such as the Assyrian Civic Club and the Iranian-American Friendship 

Society that attracted the most suspicion in the aftermath of the demonstration.
141

 Indeed, 

a Carter administration investigation of the pro-shah demonstrators noted that “the 
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Department of Justice has stated that several co-conspirators may have been SAVAK 

agents under cover as Iranian diplomatic personnel.”
142

  

While Carter administration officials were preoccupied with more pressing 

national security concerns during the final year of the shah‟s reign, SAVAK‟s 

unauthorized presence in the United States remained a thorny and unresolved issue. 

According to Zbigniew Brzezinski‟s National Security Council, the Iranian government‟s 

crackdown on dissidents throughout Iran in spring 1978 included a “discussion of plans 

to extend SAVAK attacks to dissidents abroad.”
143

 As the Justice Department‟s 

investigation picked up steam, then-Deputy Attorney General Benjamin Civiletti and FBI 

director William Webster warned the NSC that the surfacing evidence confirmed the 

claims of the shah‟s critics about SAVAK‟s long arm. In July, the Justice Department 

sent the White House a “bill of particulars” on SAVAK. According to the report, all 

available information “tends to support the view that significant police, security and non-

diplomatic political activity” by the shah‟s agents took place in the United States. The 

White House instructed the State Department to issue a demarche to the Iranian 

government.
144

  

But the Carter administration was divided over if, and how to raise the issue with 

Iranian officials. Ambassador William Sullivan, who replaced Richard Helms in Tehran 

in 1977, suggested in September 1978 that the most effective way to convey to the shah 
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the seriousness of unsanctioned intelligence operations in the United States would be to, 

as Alfred Atherton had done two years earlier, speak directly to Ambassador Zahedi in 

Washington. Foggy Bottom opted for an alternate route in a September 15 note that 

instructed Sullivan to take up the issue with the Iranian foreign minister in Tehran and 

explain the potential political fallout that could accompany the completion of the Senate 

and Justice Department investigations.
145

 Two months later, Acting Secretary of State 

Warren Christopher informed Sullivan that the administration remained “concerned that 

as part of its general crackdown on dissidents, GOI may direct further SAVAK activities 

in the U.S.” Christopher urged Sullivan to compel the Iranians to review SAVAK‟s 

overseas activities and extract a statement from the government of Iran that the Carter 

administration could use to assure concerned Americans that the shah‟s agents were 

abiding by the appropriate U.S. laws.
146

 There is no evidence that the administration 

linked continued U.S. support for the Pahlavi regime during its final months to SAVAK 

ceasing its harassment of foreign nationals in the United 

In late summer 1979, months after the shah‟s ouster and the dissolution of 

SAVAK, the top-secret report of the Subcommittee on International Operations of the 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee, which chairperson George McGovern launched and 

the legal expert Michael Glennon wrote, was leaked to the Washington Post‟s 

muckraking journalist Jack Anderson. While the investigation was incomplete, the leaked 

documents confirmed earlier accusations that SAVAK had constructed an elaborate spy 
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ring in the United States. At one point, the shah‟s security agency staffed thirteen full-

time officers in the United States, none of whom were diplomats, to preside over a larger 

network of informants. The report also charged the CIA with passing on to the FBI a list 

– “for information only” – that contained the names of the thirteen SAVAK officers but 

requested no action.
147

 The report seemed to vindicate the shah‟s critics who had worked 

for years in the United States and Western Europe to make clear to international 

audiences that the shah maintained power in Iran only through coercion and brutality. By 

the time the report leaked out, the real drama was playing out in Iran.  

 

********** 

During the latter half of the 1970s, the internationalist coalition of American and 

Iranian progressives transformed the image of the shah from a modernizing monarch to 

the head of a state-directed reign of terror. In contrast to the 1960s and early 1970s, the 

excesses of the shah‟s security agency came to overshadow his economic, social, and 

cultural reforms. It was the first moment of the cold war era in which ideas about 

“development” and “human rights” became detached in the public imagination.  
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The decoupling of these previously related concepts brought about the “human 

rights revolution” of the 1970s. Multiple broad social and political forces contributed to 

that revolution. They included the collapse of the colonial world order, the discrediting of 

modernization theory in the academy, the failure of Marxist theory to create workers‟ 

paradises within national contexts, and a growing but still nascent penchant in the United 

States for “humanitarian” interventions.
148

 But, individuals matter, and the coalition of 

progressive internationalists that emerged in the 1960s and engaged with the discourse of 

human rights in the 1970s overturned more than a decade of received wisdom on the 

shah‟s White Revolution. Commenting on the coalition‟s effectiveness, the British 

embassy in Tehran contended that the Iranian government found it necessary in 1977 to 

launch a campaign “to recover the initiative from groups abroad critical of the 

regime….mainly Amnesty and the Confederation of Iranian Students.”
149

 A British 

secretary at the embassy was more forthright: “All the main points which the Iranians 

deploy in their favour are….repetitive if not hypocritical, and we have certainly had 

enough of Cyrus the Great‟s declaration on human rights.”
150

  

Because of the Carter administration‟s identity as a promoter of human rights, it is 

tempting to credit the president with influencing the shah positively in the realm of 
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human rights. But the historical record does not support such a claim.
151

 The genesis of 

the human rights revolution as it affected Iran pre-dated Carter‟s inauguration. In fall 

1976 the American news media had already begun to equate the shah‟s Iran with 

SAVAK‟s torture chambers and overseas surveillance rather than rapid socio-economic 

development. “The civil rights of Americans, regardless of their national origin, must be 

fully protected against the evil outreach of foreign potentates,” asserted a November 1976 

New York Times column titled “U.S. – No Trespassing.”
152

 The ICJ investigation, the 

House Subcommittee on International Organizations hearing, the assassinations of 

Letelier and Moffitt, and the shah‟s controversial statements on “60 Minutes” predated 

election day 1976.  

Carter‟s campaign promise to shift the cold war dynamics from an East-West 

competition to North-South cooperation did not translate into a more progressive Iran 

policy. The State Department noted in January 1978 that the effects of the 

administration‟s human rights policy on Middle Eastern nations had been “modest” 

because of “other pressing interests.” According to State, the administration‟s human 

rights policy amounted to “punishing” strategically expendable nations such as Paraguay 

and “glossing over” atrocities committed in Iran because it bore tremendous geopolitical 
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and economic value.
153

 Indeed, the United States and Iran concluded more than five 

million dollars in arms sales in 1977 alone.
154

 And President Carter ushered in 1978 in 

Tehran where he praised Iran as “an island of stability in one of the more troubled areas 

of the world.”
155

 Carter‟s now infamous proclamation came less than two months after 

Secretary of State Cyrus Vance warned the president that the “national consensus which 

has supported previous Administrations in dealing with Iran has been seriously eroded 

by…the widely held perceptions of the Shah as arrogant, imperial, and insensitive to 

personal freedom of his subjects.”
156

   

Iranian students in the United States lamented that the administration, particularly 

under Brzezinski‟s influence, reaffirmed the Nixon Doctrine in the Persian Gulf.
157

 

Brzezinski and his NSC aide and fellow political scientist, Samuel Huntington, worried 

that liberalizing an authoritarian state, or “dismantling the tiger,” would lead to chaos and 
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damage U.S. national interests.
158

 The ISAUS was correct, then, when it wrote that 

“Carter‟s „human rights‟ is nothing but a mirage, camouflaged to fool our people.”
159

 The 

student movement campaigned against William Sullivan‟s ambassadorial appointment in 

Tehran, objecting to his previous position as director of the interagency Vietnam 

Working Group and his history with U.S.-friendly dictators during his ambassadorships 

to Laos and the Philippines. The fifty Iranian students who accompanied a Georgetown 

University professor to Sullivan‟s confirmation hearing and a Support Committee from 

the University of Pennsylvania‟s International House lobbied against Sullivan‟s 

confirmation.
160

 Outside of the student community, letters from Iranian dissidents poured 

in to the Carter White House. Few were answered.
161

  

While human rights organizing abroad was not the only or even the chief cause of 

the Iranian Revolution, it did contribute to a shifting dynamic between ruler and ruled in 

Iran. As Imperial Iran‟s last ambassador to Great Britain describes in vivid detail, the 

shah became obsessed with countering the negative publicity that he received in the 

foreign press.
162

 The shah began to liberalize Iran‟s political and legal systems in mid-

1976 under the tutelage of William Butler, who met personally with the shah on May 30, 

1977 and May 2, 1978. The monarch also admitted the International Red Cross into the 
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country. Signs of compromise encouraged members of the liberal opposition, notably a 

group of lawyers and leaders of the National Front in exile, to launch a letter-writing 

campaign that few would have dared to undertake years earlier.
163

 One of the letters 

called on the shah‟s government “to observe the principles of the constitution and the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights, forgo a one-party system, allow freedom of the 

press and of association, release political prisoners, permit exiles to return and establish a 

government based on majority representation.” The author, LMI‟s Mehdi Bazargan, 

founded the Iranian Committee for the Defense of Freedom and Human Rights in fall 

1977, twelve years after the emergence of the first Iran-related human rights network 

formed overseas in response to the arrests in the aftermath of the Marble Palace “plot.”
164

 

Still, the shah‟s reforms were far too little and far too late.
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CHAPTER 6 – THE RECKONING: 

THE IRANIAN REVOLUTION IN THE UNITED STATES 

 

I recognize the grave injustice and human predicament that the seizure of the 

hostages represents. I urge, however, consideration of an Iranian student policy 

that will be less detrimental to the United States and more closely reflects our 

society‟s values. 

 

– Derek C. Bok, Harvard University President (1980)
1
 

 

 

The pillar of U.S. interests in the Persian Gulf crumbled in 1978. In January, 

Darius Homayun, the shah‟s Harvard-educated information minister, ran an article in 

Ettela‟at that denounced Ayatollah Ruhollah Musavi Khomeini as an agent of British 

imperialism. When theological students in Khomeini‟s hometown of Qom amassed to 

protest the slanderous piece, the shah‟s security forces fired into the crowd in an act of 

violence at a level not reached since June 1963. The pattern of rebellion and reaction 

continued throughout the winter and spring, with the shah personally marching with his 

troops through the nation‟s capital. Despite these shows of force, the shah offered various 

concessions in the summer and fall. In June, during a period of relative calm, he ended 

General Nematollah Nasiri‟s thirteen years as chief of SAVAK. The shah also released 

some political prisoners, loosened censorship laws, and promised to hold free elections 

the following year. But repression continued to accompany liberalization. On September 

8 (Black Friday) security forces massacred hundreds of demonstrators in Tehran‟s Jaleh 

Square. Two months later, on November 6, the shah declared martial law. Gholam Reza 

Azhari, a U.S.-trained general, assumed the premiership. But the shah and his weak-

willed general were unwilling to turn the full fury of the military on Iran‟s citizens. The 
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revolution‟s tipping point occurred on December 11, when more than one million 

demonstrators gathered in Tehran to celebrate Ashura and call for Khomeini‟s return. By 

the time the shah lifted martial law later that month and appointed the aging National 

Front leader Shahpour Bakhtiar as prime minister, the revolution was in full swing. The 

shah fled Iran on January 16, 1979, and Khomeini ended his fifteen-year exile on 

February 1. Gone was America‟s steadfast ally in the Persian Gulf.
2
  

 In its place was a revolutionary government. Mehdi Bazargan was the first prime 

minster of the post-Pahlavi era. A recipient of a state scholarship under the first Pahlavi 

shah‟s 1928 law to study engineering in France, he organized a group of moderate 

Islamic reformers known as the Liberation Movement in 1961 that operated in Iran and 

abroad. After decades of Pahlavi-style development, Bazargan wanted to reintroduce 

“Islam for Iran,” a principle vastly different from Khomeini‟s desire to acquire “Iran for 

Islam.” The historian Crane Brinton would have identified Bazargan‟s premiership as the 

“rule of the moderates.” The LMI leader staffed his provisional government with a cadre 

of moderate Islamists who studied in the United States and Western Europe in the 1960s 

and 1970s. Ibrahim Yazdi, who combated the shah‟s regime while studying and teaching 

pharmacology in Texas, was foreign minister before he and Bazargan resigned in protest 

of the hostage-taking. Other Western-educated moderates stayed on a bit longer before 

the radicalization of the revolution resulted in their exile or death. Abolhasan Banisadr 

was a student organizer in Paris and the Islamic Republic‟s first president. Mostafa 
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Chamran, an alumnus of Texas A&M and the University of California, was Khomeini‟s 

minister of defense.
3
   

Of Iran‟s Western-educated revolutionaries, the best-known to Americans was 

Sadeq Qotbzadeh. The former Georgetown student and ISAUS leader was “first among 

equals” in Khomeini‟s circle in Paris.
4
 Qotbzadeh and the LMI abroad established 

contacts with Khomeini in Iraq‟s holy city of Najaf in 1964 and, along with Banisadr and 

Yazdi, managed the ayatollah‟s affairs at Neauphle-le-Château from 1978 until their 

return to Iran.
5
 After returning to Iran for the first time since 1959, Qotbzadeh directed 

the state radio and television stations and, from November 1979 to August 1980, headed 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. During the hostage crisis, the Jimmy Carter 

administration considered Qotbzadeh its “most helpful collaborator” because he was a 

moderate whose future was dependent on negotiating a settlement.
6
 Moreover, despite 

many political enemies, the State Department noted that “his credentials as an expert on 

the American political scene were generally accepted by Iranians.”
7
  

Yet Qotbzadeh did not trust Foggy Bottom; he remembered that State had muted 

calls for reform and pushed for his deportation during the Kennedy era. Qotbzadeh‟s 
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distrust of the State Department and the decentralization of power in Iran during the first 

months of the hostage crisis meant that the former student leader‟s relationships with 

progressive Westerners such as Richard Cottam were President Carter‟s most direct 

channels to Iran.
8
 The institutionalization of the revolution in the spring and summer of 

1980 and the power struggle with President Banisadr weakened Qotbzadeh‟s standing. 

After rising in two decades from ISAUS leader to Khomeini insider to government 

official, he was executed in 1982 for allegedly plotting against the revolution.
9
    

 While U.S.-educated revolutionaries like Qotbzadeh initially seized control of the 

government, a younger generation of Iranian students in the United States returned to Iran 

to help topple the Pahlavi regime and build the new Islamic state. One Iranian scholar, 

who was in fall 1978 an undergraduate in Southern California, vividly describes arriving 

in Tehran in December “eager to smelt my book-knowledge in the fire of an actual 

revolution.” His story, like those of so many other Iranians who made the revolution a 

popular one, ended in exile.
10

 Other Iranians who studied in the United States as the 

revolution unfolded wound up entering government service. In spring 1979 a National 

Voice of Iran broadcast announced that “the road has been paved for these patriotic 

children of our nation to return and participate in the building of a free and flourishing 
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Iran.”
11

 While the Khomeini government was far from enthusiastic about the pro-Soviet 

radio station, the revolution‟s leaders recognized the importance of harnessing U.S.-

educated Iranians to their state-building project.
12

 For example, Mohammad Hashemi 

Rafsanjani, the younger brother of the Islamic Republic‟s fourth president, was a student 

organizer in Berkeley in late 1978 who later held numerous high-ranking posts in Iran.
13

  

 It was the large number of Iranian students who remained in the United States 

during the revolution that forced the Carter administration to consider the international 

implications of its domestic policies. The shah had, during the 1970s, devoted a 

considerable amount of his tremendous oil wealth to increasing access to education inside 

and outside of Iran. As a result, the flooding of Iran with petrodollars was accompanied 

by a surge of Iranian student enrollments in American institutions of higher education. In 

the mid-1970s the American Friends of the Middle East estimated that twice as many 

students from Iran were in the United States than all of the Arab nations combined.
14

 The 

Iranian student population continued to grow after the shah‟s downfall. Despite 

suspended activities between mid-February and May, in 1979 U.S. consular officials 
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issued fifteen thousand visas to Iranians, half of whom received F-1 student visas.
15

 

Zbigniew Brzezinski‟s NSC estimated in October 1979 that as many as seventy thousand 

Iranian students with various types of visas resided in the United States, compared to a 

few dozen in the Soviet Union. Elsewhere, fifty thousand Iranian students were in India, 

thirty thousand were in the United Kingdom, and twenty thousand more were strewn 

throughout the other West European and Asian nations.
16

 Three decades of Iranian 

student migration to and the massive student population in the United States blurred the 

geographic boundaries between war, peace, and revolution when, to borrow one scholar‟s 

phrase, Khomeini replaced “the turban for the crown.”
17

  

This chapter explores the tension that emerged in the United States as Carter 

administration officials, educators, civil libertarians, average American citizens, and 

Iranian students struggled to come to grips with the tectonic shift in the U.S.-Iran 

relationship. It first analyzes the discrimination that Iranian students faced when they 

became caught between revolutionary politics at home and reactionary responses in the 

United States. The next two sections turn to the Carter administration‟s decision to curtail 

civil liberties in the name of national security during the first two months of the hostage 

crisis. So as not to jeopardize its primary national security interest – the safe release of 

the hostages – the administration restricted the First Amendment right of assembly in the 

nation‟s capital and amended U.S. immigration law to single out Iranians based on their 
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nationality. Section four looks at the humanitarian dilemma that Iranian cadets at 

Norwich University and a group of concerned educators confronted when Washington 

put in place a new set of sanctions after the hostage negotiations broke down in April 

1980. The chapter concludes with an episode from late in the summer of 1980 when a 

violent protest in Washington, D.C. between Iranian royalists and pro-Khomeini students 

blocked a potential breakthrough in the negotiations and rekindled talk in Tehran of 

trying the hostages as spies. By the end of the Carter presidency, the transnational reach 

of Khomeini‟s revolution had frayed the human dimension of American-Iranian relations 

and transformed Iran from a steadfast U.S. ally to its most intractable adversary.  

 

6.1 The Hostage Crisis and Anti-Iranianism 

Foreign nationals from revolutionary nations have historically gotten caught 

between the politics of their country of origin and those of their host nation. The Iran of 

1979/1980 was similar in this respect to the China of 1949. While, as the historian Mae 

Ngai writes of the American imaginary, “the dominant image of Chinese lurched from 

despised oriental „other‟ to wartime ally to dangerous Communist threat,” the dominant 

image of Iranians shifted in three short decades from unknown oriental „other‟ to cold 

war ally to dangerous Islamist threat.
18

 This section traces the rise of “anti-Iranianism” in 

the United States, a sentiment that coalesced during the hostage crisis and, in some 

circles, has yet to subside. This sentiment, which coincided with the transformation of 

Iran from friend to enemy, is illustrative of what the historian Gary Gerstle‟s terms 
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“racial nationalism,” an ugly variety of American nationalism that, during the heady days 

of the Iranian Revolution, had international consequences.
19

  

A milder form of anti-Iranianism predated the hostage crisis. The violence that 

spilled into the United States during the shah‟s final years did not endear large segments 

of the American public to Iran‟s politically active students. When Carter welcomed the 

shah to the White House on November 11, 1977, bloody street fights erupted between 

1,700 anti-shah students, 1,900 Iranian supporters of the regime, and National Park 

Service police. Shifting winds carried the tear gas that the police sprayed toward the 

demonstrators to the south lawn of the White House. Within minutes the president, the 

first lady, the shah, and the shahbanou were watery-eyed and reaching for their 

handkerchiefs. Carter later described the embarrassing scene as “an augury” of things to 

come.
20

  

Americans overwhelmed the editors of major U.S. newspapers with letters aghast 

at the violent spectacle of Iranian students clashing with police in the shadow of the 

White House. One culture warrior asked, “Are the Iranian students trying to revive the 

Berkeley of 1969?” Another on the same page of the then-liberal Washington Post 

wondered, “Why should we have allowed our city to become a battleground for their 
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politics?”
21

 In the conservative Chicago Tribune, a writer transferred the deep-seated 

animosity that much of 1970s America harbored toward the oil-rich Middle Eastern 

nations to individual Iranians in the United States. The writer was troubled that the 

Iranians who engaged in “lawless antics while they were guests on American soil” might 

return to Iran and “suck American wallets dry at the gasoline pumps within a few 

years.”
22

 The belief that “the greedy oil sheiks,” as one scholar describes, had “their 

hands on America‟s collective throat,” and American anxiety over the unusual 

combination of economic stagnation and price inflation known as stagflation, combined 

with fears and fallacies about Islam to make the anti-Iranianism of the late 1970s 

especially vitriolic.
23

  

Islam was visibly resurgent in Iranian domestic and diasporic politics as the 

revolution neared. Gary Sick, the point-man for Iranian affairs on Brzezinski‟s NSC, 

observed correctly that the Organization of Iranian Muslim Students (OIMS) was the 

“ascendant” Iranian student group in the United States.
24

 The OIMS formed in Oklahoma 

City in September 1976. The impetus for the group‟s founding was the Maoist-Islamist 

“schism” in the Organization of the Iranian People‟s Mojahedin that produced a similar 

rift in the student diaspora between the leftists that dominated the CISNU and those that 

saw Islam as an authentic and redemptive political and cultural force. The Islamists of the 
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OIMS wedded their opposition to the shah‟s oppressive and secular regime with religious 

symbolism. “In The Name Of God, The Annihilator Of All Oppressors” ran at the top of 

the The Rise, the defense publication of the OIMS. Its members carried signs that read 

“Long live Khomeini,” the chief mujahid, during a Washington, D.C. march that 

coincided with the momentous Ashura demonstrations of December 1978.
25

  

The “Persian-Speaking Group” of the Muslim Students Association (MSA) also 

came into its own during the revolution. The Persian Group was originally formed by 

Mostafa Chamran and Ibrahim Yazdi in the mid-1960s. Yazdi edited a newspaper that 

enjoyed wide readership among the ranks of Muslim student groups in the United States 

during the 1970s. In 1974, two years after being named Khomeini‟s official 

representative in the United States, Yazdi established a publishing company in Houston 

that printed and translated a range of religious writings. As one scholar describes, an 

objective of Yazdi‟s wing of the Liberation Movement was “to concentrate on the 

ideological preparation of Iranian students abroad” for Iran‟s revolutionary moment. In 

1978 the Persian Group severed its ties with the Saudi-supported and largely Sunni MSA 

to throw its weight behind Khomeini‟s Shia revolution.
26

 Such was the contrast between 

the liberal nationalist and radical leftist protests of the 1960s and the demonstrations that 

took place across the United States during the revolution. With the secular shah in exile 

and a theocratic state taking shape in Iran, Iranians in the United States began to notice 
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that the sidewalk outside of the Islamic Center in Washington, D.C. was “no place for 

courtesy.”
27

 

The anti-Iranian sentiment that was discernible before the revolution became 

unmistakable during the hostage crisis. The origins of the crisis were two-fold. Jimmy 

Carter was under pressure from American “Pahlavites” to admit the shah to the United 

States for medical treatment, and the president‟s humanitarian impulse got the best of him 

once he learned that the exiled Iranian leader was suffering in Mexico untreated for 

lymphoma. The ailing monarch arrived in New York for medical treatment on October 

22. Then, on November 1, images of Zbigniew Brzezinski shaking hands with Bazargan, 

Yazdi, and Chamran in Algiers went viral in Iran.
28

 Acting on suspicions that intrigue 

was brewing, the “Students Following the Line of the Imam” stormed the U.S. embassy 

in Tehran on the morning of November 4. The approximately three hundred students 

donned red armbands, carried pictures of Khomeini, and engaged in a brazen act of 

protest that propelled the Iranian Revolution in a radical direction. Within hours, the 

Islamist students seized control of the building that many Iranians referred to as a “nest of 

spies.” More important, they took 66 embassy workers hostage, 52 of whom remained in 

captivity for the final 444 days of Jimmy Carter‟s presidency.
29

 While the hostage crisis 
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empowered Iranians who accepted Khomeini‟s unique brand of Islamic politics (velayat-

e faqih, or mandate of the jurist), it helped give rise in the United States to a political 

discourse that essentialized what it meant to be “Muslim” and “Iranian.”
30

  

Despite widespread allegations in the United States that the hostage-takers were 

religious zealots that evaded Iran‟s encounter with modernity, U.S.-educated Iranians 

were among those following the Imam‟s line. The Carter White House estimated that 

fifty of the captors studied in cities like Austin and Berkeley. They employed their 

knowledge of the English language to translate the shredded U.S. government documents 

still in the embassy and to communicate with and interrogate their American captives. 

Massoumeh Ebtekar, who was raised in Philadelphia as her father worked toward his 

doctorate at the University of Pennsylvania, became the face hostage-takers. Known as 

“Mary” to the international media, her fluent English enabled the militants to 

communicate their demands to Western audiences. Ebtekar‟s experience underscores the 

fact that many of Iran‟s revolutionaries had first-hand encounters with the American 

model of modernity that the shah sought to replicate. As one scholar points out, “Her 

familiarity with America added profound emphasis to her rejection of it.”
31

 

Iranian students in the United States joined Ebtekar‟s group in Tehran in making 

the shah‟s extradition their primary demand. Their similar demands led the FBI to suspect 

that Iranians in the United States were “quite apparently subject to some measure of 
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control or influence from the present political leadership in Iran.”
32

 Proclamations from 

Tehran reinforced the FBI‟s suspicions. Sadeq Khalkhali, the infamous “hanging judge,” 

instructed Iranians in New York to find the deposed monarch and “tear this vulture to 

pieces.” A group of students did gather outside of the dying shah‟s East Side hospital on 

the day of the embassy‟s seizure, but peacefully, and presumably of their own accord. 

That same day, a smaller group of Iranian students occupied the Statue of Liberty and 

adorned its crown with a banner that called for the shah to be “tried and punished” in 

Iran.
33

 On the West Coast, the Committee Against Harboring Criminals drew more than 

two thousand students to the University of California‟s Sproul Plaza to assert that it was 

Iran‟s right to determine the shah‟s fate. During the first weeks of the hostage crisis, 

Iranian students spoke at universities and in radical forums across the country to explain 

the relationship between the shah‟s extradition and the goals of the revolution.
34

 Yet 

according to White House polling, only 42 percent of Americans agreed that Carter 

should send back the shah.
35

 

Iranians in the United States and Canada read in the D.C.-based Iran Times about 

the anger that Americans demonstrated, not toward the shah or Carter, but toward 
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Khomeini‟s revolution. Writers for the expatriate newspaper explained the American 

hostility toward their native land as an easily available “means in their power to express 

their anger and frustration.” One column described how a group of Texans shredded an 

Iranian flag in front of the consulate in Houston as they “waved a picture of John Wayne, 

the symbol of American „macho‟ that many feel President Carter is failing to 

demonstrate.”
36

 Their analysis was not far off the mark. The hostage crisis was “the last 

straw in a series of humiliating events, starting in Vietnam,” a pair of Maryland residents 

told reporters. “We have turned [the] other cheek so often the average red-blooded 

American is getting a pain in the neck.”
37

 With the hostage crisis causing the most recent 

affliction, Americans purchased dartboards bearing Khomeini‟s likeness, listened to 

Roger Hallmark‟s strange country-western song “Message to Khomeini,” and put “a 

small run on Iranian flags” as manufacturers struggled to keep up with the demand for the 

symbolic and flammable cloth.
38

  

Most unfortunate was that Iranian students in the United States bore the brunt of 

the American rage toward revolutionary Iran. America‟s Iranian community reported that 

the “Yanks” almost immediately began to “take [their] anger out on students,” who 

apparently were assumed to be “personally responsible for the embassy takeover.”
39

 A 

business in Nevada hung a sign in its storefront that read, “No more Iranian students will 
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be admitted to these premises until the hostages are released.” A gas station marquee in 

Long Island warned Iranians that “bodily injury will be inflicted” if they stepped foot on 

the property.
40

 Vigilante organizations like the Oregon-based “Citizens for Action” and 

Tennessee‟s “Americans for America” wrote to their representatives and spoke to local 

news outlets about rounding up Iranians in the United States to gain leverage in the 

hostage negotiations.
41

  

 These widely-publicized incidents instilled a sense of terror among the Iranian 

student population during the first two months of the hostage crisis. A CISNU member 

and doctoral student in mechanical engineering at George Washington University 

explained to a local court that he “experienced abuse, threats, hostility, insults and great 

fear.” He recounted how American prejudices prevented him from “going about my daily 

business” in the nation‟s capital.
42

 Fear of everyday encounters and the unpredictability 

of human interaction on American streets combined with worries about how their 

families were weathering the revolution at home to create a collection of individual 

experiences fraught with anxiety. “I have friends who have been attacked,” an Iranian 

student at UCLA told a journalist, “And you never know in this atmosphere when it may 

be you.”
43
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Anti-Iranian slogans were not absent from American institutions of higher 

education. One student recalled reading “insulting and obscene statements” as he rode the 

elevators and walked the halls on his D.C.-area campus.
44

 College students in 

Connecticut vandalized the exterior of their residence hall with a sign that urged their 

Iranian classmates to “go home to your fascist dictator.” “Deport Iran” was scrawled 

across a banner that covered a portion of the Wasatch Mountains and was visible from 

the campus of Brigham Young University, a school that had sent some of the first 

educational emissaries to Iran in the early 1950s as part of the Point Four program. Most 

frightening was a poster at a North Carolina university that, as one Iranian writer averred, 

“manages to slur two nationalities at the same time.” It read: “Nuke 'em till they glow. It 

worked in Japan, it‟ll work in Iran.”
45

   

Conversely, some of the calmest voices of reason during the hostage crisis came 

from the universities. On a grassroots level, students at the University of Wisconsin 

formed the Madison Committee to Oppose the Backlash to counter “the mounting, 

whipped up public hysteria.” While the group was not pro-Khomeini, its members hoped 

“to retrieve some of the public arena from the clutches of anti-foreign madness, national 

chauvinism and hatred.”
46

 On an administrative level, educators drew up a plan for 

defusing the volatile situation. The initiative was at the behest of Forrest Moore, the 

director of Foreign Student Affairs at the University of Minnesota. Moore‟s office 
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prepared a checklist of measures designed to reduce tensions in Minneapolis that 

included discussing safety precautions with residence hall directors, conferring with the 

student affairs office, and compiling a community-wide list of families that were willing 

to provide safe houses for Iranian students if local campuses grew too dangerous. Moore 

forwarded the checklist to the American Council of Education, which in turn 

disseminated it to institutions of higher education across the country.
47

  

 Yet it was not the stories like Moore‟s that reached Iran. In an un-aired portion of 

an interview with Mike Wallace that covered a range of issues that beset Iranians in the 

United States, Khomeini accused President Carter and his advisers of being “the ones 

who humiliate our students abroad and treat them harshly.”
48

 A group of revolutionaries 

in Iran, presumably the Students Following the Line of the Imam, echoed Khomeini‟s 

concerns in an open letter to the American people: “Is killing and beating Iranian students 

in the U.S. America‟s idea of justice? Is it right to let American police dogs attack 

Iranians?”
49

  

 The Carter administration struggled to answer those questions during the 

subsequent months as it put forth its own interpretation of justice as part of the 

painstaking effort secure the hostages‟ release. The “racial nationalism” of the late 1970s 

took on a distinctly anti-Iranian character and subjected Iran‟s student population in the 

United States to psychological terror, physical abuse, and discrimination based on their 
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country of origin. The Carter administration‟s affront to the First Amendment and its 

discriminatory immigration policies demonstrated that official Washington was not 

immune from the anti-Iranianism that arose from the geopolitical fissure between the 

United States and Iran.  

 

6.2 Civil Liberties and National Security  

  The Carter administration struggled to balance civil liberties, particularly the 

First Amendment right to assembly, with its primary national security concern, the safe 

release of all American hostages. President Carter was aware that American editorialists, 

business owners, students, and average citizens directed their anger toward Iranian 

students in the United States. He worried that one vigilante attack on a pro-Khomeini 

student marching in Washington, D.C. might prompt the occupants of the embassy to 

retaliate by trying or even executing the hostages. To avoid that tragedy, Carter outlawed 

Iran-related demonstrations from taking place on the federal property surrounding the 

White House. His decision, which affected Americans and Iranians alike, rekindled 

debates from the Vietnam era over the proper balance between national security and civil 

liberties.    

Hamilton Jordan, the boss of the “Georgia Mafia” and White House chief of staff, 

was the first to broach the thorny issue with the president. Jordan was alarmed when, on 

November 7, he learned that the Metropolitan Police Department and the U.S. Park 

Police had granted the MSA‟s Persian Group permits to stage a week-long demonstration 

near the White House to proclaim support for the militants in Tehran. Jordan, like others 

in Washington, suspected that the MSA received marching orders from the hostage-
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takers. “It was possible,” he surmised, “that some of the captors were scheming to 

precipitate a crisis between the United States and Iran for the benefit of the Soviet 

Union.” While the image of Iranians carrying placards of the Ayatollah at the seat of the 

U.S. government was politically unpalatable for the administration, Jordan was more 

concerned that the inevitable presence of American “counterdemonstrations” presented 

“a damn good chance of fights and bloodshed.” He informed the president that, “if 

pictures of pro-Khomeini Iranians being beaten there were flashed to Tehran, the 

hostages‟ lives might be in immediate danger.” The president agreed, and ordered the 

permits revoked.
50

      

While Carter considered the issue settled, the local officials and legal experts with 

whom Jordan met later that day expressed reservations about the president‟s hasty 

decision. Mayor Marion Barry argued against the ban because of the dangerous precedent 

that it could set. The chief of the Metropolitan Police insisted that criminalizing public 

gatherings increased the likelihood that the Iranian demonstrations would turn violent. 

Benjamin Civiletti, only months into his tenure as attorney general, joined Lloyd Cutler, 

the powerful Washington attorney and White House counsel, in arguing against revoking 

the permits. Carter was not convinced. “I made my decision and I expect it to be carried 

out,” the president instructed his chief of staff.
51

   

The president‟s national security team and his legal advisers held different views 

on the relationship between Iranian student protests in Washington, D.C. and the fate of 
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the hostages in Tehran. Secretary of State Cyrus Vance argued as the nation‟s chief 

diplomat that the administration “must be firm but cautious in dealing with this group of 

unknown and unpredictable Moslem fanatics.”
52

 That meant revoking the demonstration 

permits to eliminate one of the many variables in the increasingly unstable U.S.-Iran 

relationship. Zbigniew Brzezinski‟s Special Coordination Committee (SCC), one of the 

two interdepartmental committees of the Carter-era NSC, agreed with the president and 

secretary of state when it met on November 7. The SCC, which that day included 

seventeen of the president‟s highest-ranking civilian and military advisers, decided it best 

for the Department of Justice to order all Iranian students to keep their mouths shut and 

bodies off of the streets to prevent a violent “popular reaction” of American 

counterdemonstrators.
53

  

White House legal advisers balked at the suggestion, however. Lloyd Cutler‟s 

deputy, Michael Cardozo V, sent out a memorandum on the evening of November 7 that 

outlined the case against revoking the MSA‟s permit. Cardozo cautioned that the D.C. 

courts, as the guarantor of First Amendment rights in the nation‟s capital, would be 

reluctant to uphold the ban. Throughout the 1970s, the courts had favored a stronger 

police presence to protect demonstrators and safeguard the right of assembly. Cardozo 

also noted that revoking the permits would not deter the most committed students from 

turning out. The resulting arrests of “illegal” demonstrators would do little to hasten the 

release of the American hostages. Despite the advice of his legal counsel, Carter 

remained committed to his initial decision. The president wrote in the margins of 
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Cardozo‟s memorandum that, “Because of a real threat to the peace and safety of 

demonstrators and others, I prefer that the permits all be denied.”
54

  

 Attorney General Benjamin Civiletti offered a similar argument in a 

memorandum that reached the president‟s desk the following day. Civiletti noted that the 

Supreme Court and D.C. federal courts had done “a great deal of writing” during the 

1970s on the subject of speech and assembly in response to the Nixon administration‟s 

handling of anti-war demonstrations. The attorney general emphasized that all individuals 

who resided in the United States, including foreign nationals regardless of legal status, 

were entitled to the same rights as citizens. He reemphasized, as Cardozo had the day 

before, that these rights applied broadly in Washington because of the city‟s “special 

symbolism.” Civiletti acknowledged that the Iranian case presented a “clear and present 

danger” to life, property, and order. But he argued that, absent violence, there was no 

causal link between Iranian student demonstrations and the safety of the hostages. The 

Justice Department predicted that local law enforcement officials could more effectively 

keep the peace if the Iranians had a permit and remained in the designated areas. An 

effort to prevent Iranian protests throughout the District, Civiletti informed the president, 

“carries the heaviest burden.”
55

  

Carter was furious that his top aides again proved reluctant to implement the 

order. On the morning of November 8, presidential aide Al McDonald remembered, the 

president “chewed out the group collectively for their inability to handle this” and 
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demanded “their immediate action or their resignation.”
56

 Many of the same individuals 

attended that day‟s meeting of the SCC, which approved the zero-tolerance rule for 

Iranian demonstrations on the federal property in front of the Capitol, in the Ellipse, on 

the White House sidewalk, and in Lafayette Park.
57

 The National Park Service summarily 

informed Akbar Barandak of the MSA‟s Persian Group that his permit was no longer 

valid because “it reasonably appears that the proposed demonstration will present a clear 

and present danger to public safety and good order.” Carter‟s insistence and the “strong 

advice” of the State Department convinced local authorities that the MSA‟s 

demonstration posed an “unacceptable risk” to U.S. interests.
58

 

Carter‟s order maintained the peace on federal property but did nothing to prevent 

demonstrations elsewhere in the District. Americans of various persuasions began to 

organize shows of support for the hostages around the capital. While some were peaceful 

gatherings, the more rancorous ones made an already heated situation potentially 

combustible.
59

 The American protesters ran up against pro-Khomeini Iranian groups that 

simply changed the routes of their marches to steer clear of federal property. On 

November 9, two days after the White House first discussed its policy on Iran-related 

public gatherings, approximately nine hundred Iranian students marched through D.C. to 

proclaim Iran‟s right to try the shah for crimes against humanity. While three columns of 
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police kept the Iranians out of harm‟s way, shouts of “terrorists” pierced the air along 

with eggs and rocks. The police arrested three Americans, including one who attempted 

to break through the security cordon. One Iranian student explained why, despite the 

potential for danger, he traveled from St. Louis to march in Washington. While the 

student sympathized with the American hostages, he wanted “to show the American 

people” that “the root of this problem is inviting the Shah into this country.”
60

  

After watching jingoistic Americans confront revolutionary Iranians in the streets 

of his city, Mayor Barry prohibited future demonstrations “in connection with the Iranian 

situation” from taking place anywhere in the District of Columbia. The directive affected 

Iranians and Americans alike and expanded the White House‟s initial ban to include non-

federal property. Perhaps under pressure from the White House, the mayor determined 

that there was an “imminent danger” that parades would produce violence and endanger 

the hostages.
61

 Carter followed Barry‟s announcement six days later with a speech to 

American labor leaders in which he encouraged local officials to follow Washington‟s 

lead in managing the transnational repercussions of the Iranian Revolution.
62

   

Washington‟s effort to quarantine the city from all things Iranian meant that Frank 

Jackalone, the national chairperson of the U.S. Student Association, could not carry out 

his plan to organize a march for November 20 from Lafayette Park to the Iranian 
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embassy.
63

 Jackalone requested a parade permit on behalf of an ad-hoc group of some 

three dozen American and Iranian youths that called themselves Students in Opposition 

to Violence. He formed the group “to show that there is solidarity between American 

citizens and Iranian students in this country.” He told reporters that he envisioned the 

march to be a “symbolic expression that Iranians and Americans can work together.” 

Stating an obvious point that got lost during the frenzy of the hostage crisis, Jackalone 

encouraged Americans to realize that “there are Iranians who want peace.”
64

   

On November 14, the ACLU filed a suit on Jackalone‟s behalf to challenge the 

restrictions on public assembly. The four members of the ACLU‟s legal team offered a 

three-pronged argument. First, they argued that the protest bans were prior restraints on 

constitutionally protected forms of speech. Second, they contended that, because 

individuals could march for causes unrelated to Iran, those concerned with the state of 

U.S.-Iran relations faced “selective exclusion from a public forum” and received 

“unequal treatment based on content.” Third, the legal team invoked the “over-breadth 

doctrine,” arguing that the government erred in lumping together all protests that dealt 

with “Iran,” thereby ignoring the specific “time, place, and manner” of each 

demonstration.  In sum, the ACLU argued that the ban was unconstitutional, that the 

plaintiffs would suffer “irreparable harm” if denied their First Amendment rights, and 
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that protecting the Constitution overrode national security concerns.
65

 Understanding 

Carter‟s dilemma but unsympathetic with his solution, ACLU Executive Director Ira 

Glasser declared that “great care must be taken to avoid making the Constitution itself a 

hostage to the events in Iran.”
66

  

The ACLU lawsuit reified the philosophical division between the Justice 

Department on the one hand, and the White House and State Department on the other. 

Civiletti did not want the case to go to court and pleaded with the White House to lift the 

ban. The attorney general restated the “essence” of his argument from a week prior that 

“set forth the very strong constitutional right to demonstrate under the First Amendment.” 

He remained confident that local authorities could, as they had during the November 9 

demonstrations, “control and protect those who wish to exercise their right.” Carter 

remained unconvinced. “Take our case to court if necessary,” the president instructed the 

nation‟s top attorney.
67

 

The president‟s national security team had the final say on the matter. Deputy 

Secretary of State Warren Christopher offered a statement on behalf of the administration 

when the D.C. District Court heard Jackalone‟s case. “A demonstration in the City of 

Washington at this time by Iranian students or others supporting the group holding the 

hostages could be the catalyst for a tragedy,” Christopher stated. He argued that any 
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reports or photographs of street violence between Iranian students, police, and 

counterdemonstrators so close to the White House and “in the emotionally charged 

atmosphere which now exists” would likely precipitate the “uncontrollable deterioration” 

of U.S.-Iran relations because “those holding the hostages in Tehran are monitoring 

events in the United States very closely.” According to Christopher‟s records, a 

spokesperson for the hostage-takers in Iran “already complained about what he 

characterized to be mistreatment of Iranian students in the United States.”
68

     

The court‟s decision amounted to a draw. The ACLU won round one when, on 

November 16, Judge Aubrey E. Robinson Jr. ruled that the government “failed to 

demonstrate a sufficient nexus” between Jackalone‟s proposed parade and the “inevitable 

direct and irreparable harm” of the hostages. According to Robinson, “the uniqueness of 

the present diplomatic situation” does not warrant the infringement of First Amendment 

rights of individuals, regardless of national origin, who wish to organize Iran-related 

marches in the nation‟s capital.
69

 But the administration won round two after the Justice 

Department filed an emergency appeal. The Court of Appeals unanimously overruled 

Robinson‟s decision and instructed the plaintiffs to “accept the representation of the State 

Department that a demonstration at Lafayette Park has unacceptable potential for danger 

to the hostages.” The government‟s tactical shift partly explains the reversal. U.S. 

attorneys retreated from Barry‟s sweeping verbal directive and focused specifically on 

keeping demonstrators out of Lafayette Park, which they considered the site most likely 
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to give the revolutionaries in Iran the false impression that the U.S. government approved 

of the aims of the protesters or sanctioned any resulting violence.
70

 

The creation of an Iran-free zone around the White House was one of the many 

measures that the Carter administration took in response to the unprecedented 

international crisis. Between November 12 and 14, Washington barred Americans from 

buying Iranian oil, froze twelve-billion dollars of Iranian assets that were in U.S. banks, 

and severed all non-humanitarian trade with Iran.
71

 With the sanctions regime 

commencing and demonstrations effectively regulated, the White House took further 

action against what one anti-Iranian congressman considered “the many Iranian 

„students‟ who have been using and abusing the hospitality of the United States for too 

long.”
72

     

      

6.3 Deportation and Geopolitics (again) 

 Geopolitical calculations drove U.S. efforts to deport Iranian students during the 

shah‟s time and after his fall. In the early 1960s, Robert Kennedy‟s Justice Department 

rebuffed the State Department‟s effort to deport the leaders of the ISAUS that the Iranian 

monarch found so offensive. These students and others like them faced unusual scrutiny 

from subgroups of the U.S. government, particularly the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs, 

because their political activities made the shah suspicious of U.S. intentions. The shah 
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carried his suspicions to the grave, writing just prior to his death that American oil 

companies and the CIA were “involved in fomenting and financing” the protests in the 

United States that “acquired a professional polish over the years that students could not 

have achieved on their own.”
73

 But Washington‟s calculus changed after the hostage 

crisis: the president called for deportation, not a country desk officer; students were 

targeted en masse, not on a case-by-case basis; and the unilateral changes that the White 

House made to U.S. immigration law during the hostage crisis legalized future acts of 

discrimination based on one‟s nationality. These developments amounted to the Carter 

administration institutionalizing anti-Iranianism as a retaliatory response to the hostage 

crisis.   

The Carter administration tried its hand at diplomacy before retaliating. On 

November 6, the president opted to send to Iran a “Third World American” whose history 

of opposition to the Pahlavi regime enhanced their bona fides in Khomeini‟s circle.
74

 

Carter in fact chose two. The first was Ramsey Clark. The former attorney general was, 

throughout the latter half of the 1970s, an active member of the anti-shah Committee for 

Artistic and Intellectual Freedom in Iran. The second was William Miller, the former 

political officer at the U.S. embassy and current staff director of the Senate Intelligence 

Committee whose friendships with Iranian nationalists almost earned him the 
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ambassadorship during Bazargan‟s premiership. But as Miller confided, “The Khomeini 

group [was] made up of men I did not know well and in most cases had never met.”
75

  

When Khomeini refused to receive Clark and Miller, the administration turned to 

the question of Iranian students in the United States. Just three months earlier, the 

Departments of State and Justice decided not to enforce the deportation of any Iranians. 

They agreed to revisit the question in June 1980. “Conditions in Iran are too unstable,” 

Vance wrote to president in August, “to force the departure of Iranians who lose their US 

visa status.”
76

 The failed Clark-Miller mission, as the first sign that the hostage situation 

might evolve into a full-blown crisis, changed the administration‟s thinking. Carter 

instructed his legal team to wade into the thicket of U.S. immigration law and determine 

how to approach the student question. Their conclusion reflected a basic distinction that 

immigration law made at the time between “exclusion” and “deportation.” While the 

president possessed the power to immediately discontinue the movement of peoples 

between the two countries (exclusion), existing laws prohibited the chief executive from 

arbitrarily deporting foreign nationals based on their country of origin. The attorney 

general told the SCC on November 7 that, despite expansive presidential powers, “there 

is no quick, effective way to deport Iranians.”
77
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Less reasoned opinions emanated from Capitol Hill. Some elected officials saw 

the students as diplomatic leverage and called for the Justice Department to “revoke visas 

of all Iranian students in the United States pending release of U.S. Iranian personnel.” 

Other members of Congress qualified their calls for retaliatory measures by directing 

their ire toward pro-Khomeini students. “It‟s an outrage,” one senator decried, “when 

Iranian students in this country invade the Statue of Liberty while Iranian students in 

Tehran invade our embassy and deny liberty to American diplomats.” The nativist 

overtones are obvious. One representative who called for the “lily-livered State 

Department to get off its knees and play hard-ball with the Ayatollah Khomeini” urged 

the Carter administration “to immediately incarcerate those Iranian students now 

enjoying the hospitality of the United States.”
78

   

President Carter attempted to split the difference between his legal team‟s advice 

and the inflammatory letters from Congress. On November 10 he directed the attorney 

general to identify and deport Iranian students who were not in compliance with the terms 

of their visas. On November 13 the Justice Department outlined the procedural 

requirements. Iranians across the country had thirty days to report to their local INS 

office to prove that they satisfied the three requirements necessary to retain their lawful 

status as students. First, they had to present their passport and the Form I-94 from their 

most recent arrival in the United States. Second, the Justice Department asked the 

students to provide a receipt showing that they had paid all school fees and to supply 

documentation that verified their full-time enrollment in an American institution of 
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higher education. Finally, as is required of all foreign nations in the United States on 

long-term non-immigrant visas, the Iranians had to disclose their U.S. address. Students 

were subject to deportation if they failed to meet any of the three requirements, did not 

report within the allotted thirty-day period, offered false information to immigration 

officials, or broke any laws punishable by more than one year in prison. The attorney 

general added a new section (214.5) to Title 8 of the Immigration and Nationality Act 

that legalized the new “requirements for maintenance of status for nonimmigrant students 

from Iran.”
79

 

With the anti-Iranian mood prevailing throughout the country, it is disheartening 

but not surprising that the majority of Americans approved of the new measures. The 

White House received nearly three thousand related letters during the first week of the 

identification process, 90 percent of which applauded the new immigration regulations. 

To put it a different way, the percentage of the letter-writing public that called for the 

deportation of Iran‟s students from the United States was twice as large as the percentage 

in favor of extraditing the shah.
80

 

While public opinion was no obstacle, the Carter administration encountered two 

potential setbacks regarding the law. One was logistical: not only was the INS unsure of 

how many Iranians were actually in the United States on student visas, but there were not 

enough immigration officials to process the large numbers of Iranians that reported to 

verify their status. An Oklahoma senator informed the president that, with five thousand 
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Iranians attending twenty-eight schools in his state, the two immigration officials 

responsible for interviewing the students and processing the paperwork were “absolutely 

inadequate.”
81

  

Another logistical problem was that the INS did not know how to treat out-of-

status students who were political dissidents or religious minorities such as Baha‟is or 

Jews. The Jewish community in the United States expressed concern almost immediately 

after the shah‟s departure that Iranian Jews were bound to face certain persecution in 

Iran. While the United States typically granted asylum to individuals who faced the 

imminent threat of state persecution, it did so much less frequently to those who were 

susceptible to non-state repression and vigilantism. Two weeks into the screenings, the 

administration discreetly informed concerned constituents that it was providing sanctuary 

to Iranian minorities.
82

    

The second and more important setback was that a small minority of culturally 

significant Americans argued that the screening process was immoral, discriminatory, 

and unconstitutional under the equal protection clause of the Fifth Amendment. A New 

York-based group called Concerned Japanese Americans (CJA) made the most powerful 

argument that the round-up was blatantly discriminatory. The prominent rights activist 

Yuri Kochiyama, whose family was interned after the attack on Pearl Harbor, co-founded 

the CJA to make the fight against the “racist hysteria” that surfaced during the hostage 

crisis central to her larger campaign for Asian-American rights. Kochiyama and her 
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colleagues organized rallies against the visa screenings and invited Iranians to speak at 

CJA meetings. The CJA‟s message was clear: “Mass deportation without individual 

hearing and recourse to legal defense, now being directed against so many Iranians, 

closely parallels steps taken by the U.S. government against the Japanese people and 

Japanese Americans.”
83

  

Coming at the issue from a different angle but to the same effect were the 

American critics of the shah who accused the U.S. government of trampling on Iranian 

rights. The most vehement congressional critic was Don Edwards, one of the new 

internationalists who advocated for human rights during the late Pahlavi era. In 

November 1979 he wrote to Carter as chairman of the House Subcommittee on Civil and 

Constitutional Rights. He urged the president to repeal the selective immigration 

regulation, avoid any “bigoted and undemocratic overresponse to the situation,” and 

consider civil liberties transcendent to short-term geopolitical conflagrations. With 

tensions mounting between the United States and Iran, Edwards argued that “it is 

precisely at a time such as this – when emotions run high and public pressure is so great – 

that the government must act most vigorously to protect the civil liberties of all who 

dwell here.”
84

 

The Iranian students brave enough to speak publicly about the immigration law 

agreed with Kochiyama and Edwards. Some students felt like victims of geopolitical 
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tensions that were beyond their control. “Jimmy Carter doesn‟t have any power to do 

anything else,” exclaimed one member of the MSA who thought that the administration 

began the screenings to gain a better bargaining position with Khomeini and his 

lieutenants. Other students recognized the racism inherent in the law. “I feel that I have 

paid for [the hostage taking],” said a student who was picked out of a crowd and asked 

for his papers in the middle of the street, “when I have done nothing.” The victim of 

racial profiling got the impression that Americans “hate you just because of how your 

face looks.”
85

 The most informed Iranian students knew that their situation was not 

without precedent. As one young Iranian living in Oakland stated: “Now I know how the 

Japanese who were in America felt during World War II.”
86

 

Two separate groups of Iranians and Americans challenged the constitutionality 

of Section 214.5. One was a group of three Iranian students, led by Gholamreza Narenji, 

which acquired counsel from the Emergency Civil Liberties Committee and the Socialist 

Workers Party. The latter was a long-time ally of the Trotskyist wing of the Iranian 

student movement that had defended Babak Zahraie earlier in the decade and was critical 

of the anti-Iranianism during the hostage crisis. In addition to Narenji‟s case, the 

Confederation of Iranian Students filed suit against Attorney General Benjamin Civiletti. 

The ACLU argued on behalf of the Confederation that the INS “round-up” was 

unconstitutional because it singled out Iranians “as a separate class among all the foreign 

students in this country” for special treatment under U.S. immigration law.
87

 The two 
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suits – Gholamreza Narenji et al. v. Civiletti and Confederation of Iranian Students v. 

Civiletti – were consolidated before reaching the D.C. District Court on December 11, 

1979.
88

   

Administration officials recognized that the primary legal question was whether 

or not the amended immigration law constituted “invidious discrimination” against 

Iranians. Internal White House documents leave little doubt that the administration 

knowingly targeted Iranian students amid the exigencies of the hostage crisis. “The 

government will take all measures necessary to protect both Iranian nationals and 

Americans,” the president‟s legal counsel wrote, and this “task will be easier…if the 

numbers of Iranians in the country are reduced by the identification and deportation of 

illegal aliens.”
89

 The assumption that national security would trump civil liberties and 

deter the court from applying a strict interpretation of the Constitution under such 

unusual international circumstances led representatives of the Justice Department to 

confidently tell the SCC that “their case is strong.”
90

 

Judge Joyce Hens Green, a federal district judge in Washington, presided over the 

case. The Confederation‟s ACLU attorney, David Carliner, argued that the administration 

violated the Administrative Procedure Act by not providing a sufficient amount of time 
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for public discussion before enacting the new immigration regulations. He also argued 

that Civiletti‟s order for all Iranian students to check in with the INS or leave the country 

was unconstitutional under the equal protection clause of the Fifth Amendment. Carliner 

argued that Section 214.5 amounted to a “governmental sanction” of anti-Iranianism in 

the United States, made “the entire Iranian community a „suspect class,‟” and “had the 

effect of stigmatizing Iranian nonimmigrant students in the United States.” In addition to 

being unconstitutional, he contended that the round-up violated international law, 

particularly the 1968 Covenant on Civil and Political Rights that forbade state 

discrimination based on one‟s national, ethnic, or social origins. Carliner urged Judge 

Green to hold firm and prevent the government from “egregiously overreaching” in the 

domestic sphere in response to the international crisis.
91

     

Judge Green, a recent Carter appointee, ruled in favor of the plaintiffs. She agreed 

with Carliner that the immigration order “threatens to totally annul” the constitutional 

guarantee of equal protection under the law and did “establish two classes of 

nonimmigrant students, Iranians and non-Iranians.” The administration, she declared, 

could not “abridge those rights guaranteed by the Constitution in order to further this 

country‟s foreign policy objectives.” Concerning those objectives, Green determined that 

there was “at best, a dubious relationship” between the visa checks and the hostages‟ 

safety.
92

 Civiletti explained to the president the implications of Green‟s decision: It 
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forced the INS to discard any information theretofore gathered at the checkpoints and 

“stops the immigration process…in its tracks.”
93

   

The administration, which believed that “there can be no serious doubt…that the 

regulation is constitutional,” quickly appealed the decision. U.S. attorneys countered 

Carliner‟s claim that the administration violated the Administrative Procedure Act with 

the contention that the Immigration and Nationality Act and the president‟s “inherent 

authority” over the conduct of foreign affairs authorized Carter‟s actions. The Justice 

Department also insisted that the measures did not, as Green contended, violate the Fifth 

Amendment‟s equal protection clause. The administration acted along a “rational basis,” 

so the argument went, by singling out Iranian students for special treatment under U.S. 

immigration law. The administration cited various statutes that allowed for the “equal 

treatment of an alien upon reciprocal treatment of United States citizens” to justify their 

eye-for-an-eye response to the developments in Tehran. According to the appellants‟ 

brief, an “unfriendly agent of a hostile foreign power” enjoys “no claim to the bounty” 

that the United States government “makes available to its own citizens and some of its 

guests.”
94

  

Despite the host of civil libertarians and international lawyers that submitted 

amicus briefs calling for the affirmation of Judge Green‟s decision, the U.S. Court of 

Appeals for the District of Columbia allowed for the resumption of the controversial INS 
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proceedings.
95

 The three-judge panel ruled unanimously that the president‟s decision was 

a question of national security, not a matter of constitutional debate. “It is not the 

business of the courts,” they wrote, “to pass judgment…in the field of foreign policy.” 

One judge actually argued that it was not American prejudices that led the U.S. 

government to consider Iranians “part of a distinctly separate class” and “treat them 

differently” than other international students. Rather, he claimed, it resulted from the 

Iranian government‟s backing the United States into a corner. The Court of Appeals 

decided, therefore, that the amended federal regulations were not “wholly irrational.”
96

 

The ACLU‟s Ralph Temple thought that the ruling “signals a breakdown in our moral 

values.”
97

 Unlike Judge Green, the appeals panel never considered the question of 

morality. The three judges agreed with Civiletti that the treatment of Iran‟s student 

population was nothing more than “an element of the language of diplomacy by which 

international courtesies are granted or withdrawn in response to actions by foreign 

countries.”
98

  

The immigration law resulted in very few deportations and demonstrated that the 

United States was willing to use the Iranian people as a pawn in its geopolitical and 

ideological struggle against the Islamic Republic. Of the nine thousand students that the 

INS discovered were out of status during the first eight months of the visa screenings, a 
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mere 370 Iranians had been deported or left voluntarily. The process was even slower for 

the two thousand of them that requested asylum.
99

 More important, the law, which 

amounted to a symbolic act of discrimination, stiffened the resolve of Iran‟s leadership 

and burned American bridges with some moderates. The Iranians “were able to throw it 

back in our face,” a State Department official lamented, “and we lost a lot of friends 

because of it.”
100

  

 

6.4 The Educational Dilemma 

 American universities were the most important links between the United States 

and Iran during the shah‟s reign. On the one hand, Harold Stassen‟s Foreign Operations 

Administration channeled Iranian trainees into schools such as NYU in the mid-1950s, 

and the contracts that Iran brokered with the University of Pennsylvania and the 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology propelled binational cooperation to new levels in 

the following decades. On the other hand, Fairleigh Dickinson served as a hub in the 

early 1960s for the nationalist opposition, and UCLA and Harvard were the sites of some 

of the shah‟s most forgettable moments in the United States. Iranian students found it 

increasingly difficult to remain part of the American educational system after the Carter 

administration announced in April 1980 that it was including strict visa requirements as 

part of the newest round of sanctions against Iran. Between April and June, university 

presidents and international educators petitioned Washington to ease the visa 
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requirements for students and allow Iranians already United States to complete their 

degrees.     

 Iran‟s military students were particularly vulnerable. A Democratic senator from 

Texas found it “disturbing” that, at the time of the hostage-taking, the majority of the 

approximately 250 Iranian pilots who were training at U.S. Air Force bases were in his 

state. The senator called on Carter to take the “measured response” of terminating the 

training programs, asserting with blind confidence that Iran‟s revolutionary government 

would not find the move “provocative.” While the pilots-in-training received the most 

attention, a Democratic congressman from Missouri worried that ROTC programs were 

“training possible future adversaries.” He asked the president: “where does the loyalty of 

these students lie?”
101

  

In November 1979, with the president‟s approval rating soaring and the 

administration optimistic for a settlement, Carter‟s national security team did not find the 

termination of the training programs to be in the U.S. interest. Despite the “considerable 

effort” in Congress, the SCC realized that the United States had little to gain and much to 

lose from expelling Iran‟s military trainees. Carter‟s aides discussed the matter with key 

members of Congress in an attempt to mend the already wobbly fence between the White 

House and Capitol Hill. The White House also encouraged the Pentagon to talk to Iran‟s 

military trainees “about the need to maintain Iranian national integrity,” and briefed the 
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press to ensure that the American public understood the administration‟s position.
102

 “Our 

objective has been to maintain their good will toward the West,” the SCC declared in 

January 1980 about the U.S.-trained Iranians.
103

 Nevertheless, a unanimous vote in the 

House during the third week of the hostage crisis compelled the Defense Department to 

suspend Air Force flight training for Iranians.
104

   

The administration‟s predicament deepened as the hostage crisis entered its third 

month. In January 1980 the Air Force began to worry about morale with flight-training 

on hold, anti-Iranian sentiment raging stateside, and revolutionary upheaval engulfing 

Iran. The SCC worried that, if Congress again raised the “sore point” when it reconvened, 

the students would have to choose between returning to their families and seeking asylum 

in a foreign land. Brzezinski told the SCC that “facing them with this choice forced them 

to burn their bridges and could make them return to Iran bitter with the U.S.” With the 

possibility of a U.S. military intervention in Iran never far from his mind, Brzezinski was 

reluctant to “eliminate a possible useful asset” because “it might be useful for them to 

return to Iran in uniform as a group.” It was the SCC‟s “political judgment” that led to its 

unanimous decision to allow the students to remain in the United States. But 

complications remained. U.S. officials knew little of trainees‟ own wishes, in part 

because they were understandably hesitant to make public their opinions. At Carter‟s 

suggestion, the Joint Chiefs of Staff circulated a confidential questionnaire to the bases 
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where the Iranians were housed. In March, with a deal for the hostages‟ release in sight, 

the SCC remained resolute in its stance toward the Iranian trainees.
105

 

The administration changed its tone when negotiations broke down in early April. 

At dawn, on April 1, Carter received word from the Swiss ambassador in Washington 

that the Iranians planned to transfer the hostages from the embassy to the Iranian 

government. The move would have weakened the influence of the student-militants and 

empowered Iranian moderates such as Banisadr and Qotbzadeh to close the deal with the 

Americans. For a fleeting moment it seemed as if Vance‟s diplomatic track had paid off. 

But when Khomeini learned on April 6 that the Revolutionary Council‟s vote was not 

unanimous (it voted eight to three for the transfer), the supreme leader ruled against the 

transfer. Carter responded immediately. On April 7, he added to the economic sanctions 

of the previous November and severed diplomatic relations with the Islamic Republic. 

All official personnel, including the military trainees who were in the United States on 

diplomatic visas, had to leave the country. The United States would grant no more visas 

to Iranians unless there were “strong humanitarian reasons” to do otherwise.
106

  

Most discussions of April 1980 center on the military repercussions of the 

breakdown in negotiations. On April 25, the failed U.S. rescue mission, Operation Eagle 

Claw, left eight Americans dead in the Iranian desert. The wreckage at Desert One 

marked a turning point in the hostage crisis and the Carter administration‟s foreign 
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policy. Thereafter, the military option was a non-starter, the Americans lost their ability 

to incentivize the hostages‟ release, and Cyrus Vance resigned as secretary of state.
107

 

While the rescue mission laid bare the philosophical differences between Vance and 

Brzezinski, the mandatory withdrawal of all official Iranian personnel from the United 

States and the stringent visa restrictions, which had the most immediate effect on 

students, pitted university presidents and international educators against the 

administration.  

The case of Norwich University illustrates how the sanctions increased the scope 

of human suffering wrought by the revolution and presented the academic community in 

Northfield, Vermont with an unthinkable dilemma. On April 9, the INS gave the eighty-

five Iranian naval cadets at America‟s oldest private military academy forty-eight hours 

to leave the country. Approximately 115 other “official” Iranians at the Virginia Military 

Institute (VMI), The Citadel, and U.S. Air Force bases and Navy fields faced comparable 

situations. While some cadets, whose royalist families faced harassment by 

Revolutionary Guards at home, requested asylum, most returned to Iran. Many 

Americans objected to the U.S. government‟s swift dismissal of the Iranians, including 

Alyssa Keough, the eighteen-year-old daughter of one of the hostages in Tehran. She 

traveled to Northfield to bid her Iranian friends a tearful farewell. “They‟re not 

responsible for my father being there,” she told reporters, “They‟re just as innocent as the 

hostages are.”
108
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Norwich‟s administration, faculty, and staff pleaded with the Carter 

administration for leniency. Norwich‟s president, Lieutenant-General Loring Hart, 

enlisted Vermont‟s senators to take up the case in Washington. When they did, the 

highest authorities in the land rebuffed the sympathetic senators and notified them that 

Carter‟s order was “clear and unequivocal.”
109

 Norwich‟s faculty and staff also wrote 

directly to the White House, asking the president to rescind the “peremptory” and 

“arbitrary” deportation order. “In these circumstances,” the letter read, “we mourn the 

absence of the compassion and the equity which are the customary character of…the 

democratic society which our Iranian students were learning to respect.”
110

 

The Norwich community struggled to reconcile its sense of responsibility to their 

Iranian cadets with its national obligation. Hart described the dilemma: “our position is to 

attempt to make this traumatic departure of these respected members of our student body 

as humane and dignified as possible while ensuring that we do nothing to impede the 

actions of our government in this time of crisis.”
111

 Conflicted feelings turned to 

resentment when university officials learned that some of the Iranians at VMI had 

successfully appealed their cases and obtained stays of deportation. George Turner, 

Norwich‟s public relations director, was flabbergasted. “I‟ll tell you boy,” Turner barked, 
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“sadness on this campus has just turned to white hot anger.” In an official announcement, 

Turner informed the campus when the Norwich-trained Iranians touched down in Iran. 

“And that‟s about the only good news we received all week,” Turner concluded.
112

    

The university‟s leadership then wrestled with the question of whether or not to 

grant degrees to the Iranians who were within weeks of graduation when they left the 

country. The Iranian seniors who wrote to President Hart that August thought so. They 

asked of Hart: “Please consider us as Norwich Alumni because we spent our best years of 

youth in Norwich and with you.” The students felt that they had been “burned,” and their 

academic training and professional futures placed in limbo, as a result of the escalating 

tensions between the United States and Iran. They told Hart that he “shouldn‟t be excited 

with that political matter because this is an educational matter.” But according to 

Norwich‟s Academic Board, it was “expressly understood” that debate about the de-

matriculated Iranians‟ degree status was postponed indefinitely.
113

 A quarter-century 

later, in September 2005, Norwich bestowed honorary degrees on ten of the Iranians 

whose educations the hostage crisis cut short.
114

    

 The threat of deportation soon spread beyond Iranian “officials” to the student 

population at-large when Washington introduced new federal regulations on April 16, 

1980 that prevented Iranians from obtaining U.S. visas. The new regulations did not 

affect the forty-two thousand Iranians who already received “duration-of-stay” visas. 
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These visas, which permitted their holders to remain in the country as long as necessary 

to graduate, became available to all international students on January 1, 1979. Those 

already in the United States could, upon application, obtain duration-of-stay visas as long 

as they demonstrated good standing at an American institution of higher education. Two 

other groups of Iranians were not so lucky. Approximately one hundred students had 

duration-of-stay visas but happened to be outside of the United States when the new 

order, which prevented Iranian nationals from reentering the country, took effect. The 

SCC noted that they were “trapped.” A larger group of some seven thousand students 

entered the United States before January 1 and had not yet applied for a duration-of-stay 

visa. These students‟ visas placed time parameters on their stay in the United States, 

regardless of whether or not they completed the necessary coursework to complete their 

degrees. The SCC noted that they were caught in a “technicality.”
115

 

 While the deportation of several hundred military trainees did not cause a stir 

beyond their host campuses, the situation that several thousand students now faced 

mobilized America‟s educators, particularly those who dedicated their lives to promoting 

cultural internationalism. The National Association for Foreign Student Affairs led the 

charge. Executive Vice President Jack Reichard convinced the most respected individuals 

in the field of international education to petition the White House.
116

 On April 25, 
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NAFSA President Charles Gay joined the heads of the American Council on Education, 

America-Mideast Educational and Training Services (AMIDEAST, formerly AFME), the 

Council on International Educational Exchange, the Institute of International Education, 

and the International Education College Entrance Examination Board in writing to 

President Carter. The educators argued that the U.S. government “must not punish 

individuals for the crimes of their countrymen simply because they represent an 

accessible target.” American actions, they warned, “will be viewed by the world 

community as a test of our system and values.”
117

  

The educators argued that the treatment of Iran‟s students – 15 percent of the total 

international student population in the United States – tested the nation‟s values on two 

levels. First, the signatories worried that mass deportation would diminish the global 

appeal of American universities that had grown exponentially during the past decade. 

“Their decision to come here and to remain here under exceptional circumstances,” they 

wrote of Iran‟s students, “reflects the powerful attraction of U.S. higher education.” 

Keeping the doors open to the nation‟s schools during these “unprecedented 

circumstances” would demonstrate a commitment to a globalized system of higher 

education. Second, the petitioners argued that mass deportations would render 

rapprochement between the United States and Iran untenable for the foreseeable future. 

They affirmed their belief that “these students and many who have returned to Iran 

constitute an important influence toward moderation in Iranian affairs.” While those who 

built the educational bridge between the United States and Iran during the past three 
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decades expected the exchange of persons to strengthen the U.S.-Iran relationship, these 

concerned educators argued during a period of crisis that U.S.-educated Iranians “might 

eventually be an important force for reconciliation between our two nations.”
118

     

A month later, with Charles Gay and his colleagues still awaiting a response from 

Washington, a new round of letters from American educators poured into the White 

House and the State Department. Yale University President A. Bartlett Giamatti 

contacted Lloyd Cutler.
119

 Harvard President Derek Bok and ACE President Jack 

Peltason wrote to Edmund Muskie, now the head of the State Department. Bok and 

Peltason argued that the new visa regulations were less likely to secure the release of the 

hostages than they were to generate “ill-will” toward the United States among the next 

generation of Iranian professionals, business leaders, and government officials. Peltason 

repeated the legal argument that the ACLU made on behalf of the CISNU that the Carter 

administration was “singling out a particular nationality for achieving expedient political 

ends.”
120

 Moreover, the presidents of the Association of Graduate Schools and the 

Council of Graduate Schools pointed out in a letter to President Carter that the 

regulations prevented Iranian undergraduates, even those with duration-of-stay visas, 

from pursuing advanced training in the United States after receiving their bachelor‟s 
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degrees. Such policies, the letter argued, were “neither in the tradition of America‟s 

policy toward international exchanges nor in the interests of American security.”
121

 

The SCC took up the issue at a June 3 meeting. Carter‟s advisers acknowledged 

that university presidents and international educators strongly urged them to consider the 

human effects of their policies. Jody Powell, the White House press secretary, described 

the administration‟s predicament as cutting to the heart of the central, yet still unresolved 

questions about the Iranian student problem: “Are our interests served by having more 

Iranians in this country? Do we want them to get out or not?” Zbigniew Brzezinski and 

Lloyd Cutler argued that the students should be able to stay. The assistant attorney 

general demurred. He stated that the INS preferred not to grant any extensions of stay 

because of the bureaucratic headache that would result from several thousand Iranians 

filing their applications all at once. In the end, the SCC was unanimous in recommending 

that the INS grant extensions to Iranians to finish their studies and, in certain cases, to 

attend graduate school or receive further professional training. President Carter approved 

the measure, but instructed the INS to “be very strict in identifying such students.”
122

     

 Carter hoped that his newfound leniency toward the Iranian student community 

might yield a diplomatic payoff. In May the Algerian ambassador to the United States 

suggested to the State Department “that the United States make life easier for Iranian 

students in this country” because the issue is “greatly magnified in Tehran.” Diplomatic 

calculations, then, influenced Carter‟s decision to ease student visa standards as much as 

the lobbying of American educational leaders. Once Carter announced that the students 
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were no longer in jeopardy of being deported, State reported that, with the help of 

Algerian and Swiss intermediaries, it would “try to use this information…as a positive 

gesture from our side.”
123

 The Iranians did not meet American expectations, and the 

hostages were farther from freedom in June than they were in April. 

 

6.5 American Hostages and Iranian Prisoners 

Calm set in during the summer of 1980. The negotiations were dead in the water 

and reporting on the failed rescue mission, the sanctions, and debates over student visas 

subsided. The most newsworthy event occurred in June, when Ramsey Clark and nine 

other Americans defied Carter‟s travel ban to participate in a “Crimes of America” 

conference in Tehran. Then, on July 27, Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi succumbed to 

the cancer that had been eating his spleen and liver. The once imposing monarch who 

fancied himself to be Iran‟s Louis XIV was dead at the age of sixty. Egyptian leader 

Anwar Sadat, the only head of state who was willing to receive the shah from Panama 

four months earlier, held a state funeral for the deposed monarch in Cairo. There was a 

glimmer of hope in late July, with the question of the shah‟s person (but not his assets) 

off the table and the members of the Islamic Republic‟s first majlis seated, that the time 

was ripe to revisit the hostage question. Those hopes were dashed when Tehran learned 

that U.S. authorities arrested nearly two hundred pro-Khomeini students during a clash 

with Pahlavi loyalists in Washington, D.C.
124
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The clash took place on July 27, when Iranians of all political stripes assembled 

throughout Washington upon hearing news of the shah‟s death. Four hundred members of 

the Iran Freedom Foundation gathered in Lafayette Park to pay their respects. The 

Freedom Foundation was founded by Ali Tabatabai, a former press attaché at the shah‟s 

embassy in Washington who was murdered in his Bethesda, Maryland home less than a 

week earlier. More than one thousand members of the ISAUS, CISNU, and MSA staged 

counterdemonstrations throughout the city. Their spirits were predictably higher than 

their pro-shah counterparts. “It‟s a blessing,” one member of the Confederation told 

reporters about the shah‟s passing. After a peaceful morning, the scene turned ugly when 

the Muslim students formed columns and marched toward Lafayette Park to expel the 

pro-shah Freedom Foundation from the grounds. By the end of the afternoon, thirty-five 

Iranians were injured and nearly two hundred were in jail.
125

 The subsequent charges of 

police brutality and the alleged mistreatment of the detained Iranian students brought to 

fruition what the Carter administration had most feared since the first days of the crisis: 

direct linkage between Iranian students in the United States and the American hostages in 

Tehran. 

Carter was furious that the demonstrations took place in violation of the ban that 

he had fought so hard to preserve. The National Park Service and the Metropolitan Police 

Department kept Iranian demonstrators out of Lafayette Park and off of the White House 

sidewalk between November 1979 and June 1980. In July the U.S. Park Police decided, 

without consulting the White House, to ease the restrictions on assembly and issue 

permits to Iranians to gather in Lafayette Park. The president was mystified with the 
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“foolish” decision. Lloyd Cutler attempted to find a “convincing explanation” as to why 

the agencies in question disregarded the November instructions and failed to consult or 

even inform the White House about the demonstration permits. Carter insisted that there 

could be no convincing explanation.
126

 “I want personally to be involved,” the president 

insisted, “in any approval of an Iranian demonstration in the vicinity of the White 

House.”
127

        

Without question the police treated the Muslim students differently than their 

secular rivals. The Freedom Foundation literally applauded District police when the 

scuffle concluded. As one officer stated, “That‟s the first time in 10 years I‟ve seen 

demonstrators give us a hand.”
128

 It was not a coincidence that all of the 173 men and 20 

women who were arrested and charged with disorderly conduct were Islamist members of 

the MSA‟s Persian Group. This fact prompted their supporters in the United States and 

Iran to interpret the police action as an “unjust attack.” In a show of defiance, the 

detained students refused to reveal their identities, which rendered them out of status and 

deportable under the new “get-tough” immigration regulations that the D.C. Court of 

Appeals upheld months earlier. To complicate matters, the students‟ attorney accused 

Washington-area jails of packing between six and eight students into cells designed for 

two.
129

 Outside of the courts, civil liberties watchdogs and a group of sympathetic clergy 
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threatened to raise the issue in the United Nations, and fifty members of the MSA staged 

a hunger strike in front of the White House to express solidarity with their jailed 

compatriots.
130

 

Authorities in Iran took notice immediately. President Abolhasan Banisadr asked 

the Carter administration to admit an Iranian commission to the United States to 

investigate the charges of police brutality and prisoner abuse.
131

 The Students Following 

the Line of the Imam, after watching news footage of the row in Lafayette Park on 

televisions in the U.S. embassy, denounced the police response in an official 

communiqué. Approximately three-hundred thousand Tehranis amassed outside of the 

U.S. embassy, while a group of four hundred students began a hunger strike in a mosque 

across town.
132

 A religious leader in Tehran described the D.C. police as “savage dogs” 

that “physically attacked Muslim girls and boys.”
133

 Khomeini upped the ante, declaring 

over state radio that the Iranian students were currently “chained in prison and under 

torture” in the United States.
134
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The Carter administration placed the detained Iranian students under federal 

custody to gain control over the situation. It was clear to American journalists covering 

the story that the INS took over responsibilities from D.C. police because “the treatment 

of the Iranians was becoming increasingly sensitive as a foreign policy issue.” On the 

evening of August 1, U.S. authorities relocated the women to Manhattan‟s Metropolitan 

Correction Center and transported the men to a new federal prison in Otisville, New 

York. The arrival of the Iranians in Otisville tripled the number of inmates housed at the 

three-month-old minimum security prison.
135

 

The move to New York did not necessarily improve the students‟ well-being. The 

State Department reported that some remained badly bruised from their encounter with 

D.C. police. More alarming was the deteriorating health of the approximately fifty 

students who were beginning the second week of a hunger strike. After two men and one 

woman were hospitalized for dehydration, prison officials forced the hunger strikers to 

drink a nutritional supplement to boost their caloric intake and brought in an Iranian 

doctor to monitor their health. As part of the larger effort to deflect charges of 

malfeasance emanating from Iran, a group of five American clergy, including two 

Muslims, toured the upstate New York prison. More important, Otisville‟s warden invited 

the chargé d‟affaires at Iran‟s U.N. mission to tour the facility and visit with the 

prisoners.
136

 These moves did not alleviate the tension that the protest and subsequent 

arrests created between the Americans and Iranians.  
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The State Department‟s Iranian contacts, as Near Eastern affairs chief Harold 

Saunders described, “made clear that this problem is hurting us very badly in Tehran.” 

One contact was the eminent Yadollah Sahabi‟s son. Fereydoun Sahabi, whose father had 

contested the shah‟s regime as a supporter of Mohammad Mosaddeq and as a leader of 

the Liberation Movement, told Saunders that “every hour the Iranian radio and TV are 

carrying reports on the condition of the jailed students.” Sahabi asserted that “the 

country,” not just Iran‟s political and religious leaders, was “terribly concerned for their 

welfare.” More troubling for the Carter administration was Sahabi‟s assertion that 

“people are insisting that revenge be taken against the hostages.”
137

  

State‟s American contacts offered similar assessments. Tom Ricks, an Iran 

scholar and longtime opponent of the shah who had days earlier returned from Iran, said 

that “the student incident has truly poisoned the atmosphere.” Ricks, who talked briefly 

with Banisadr and the powerful legal authority Mohammad Beheshti, reported that “the 

atmosphere of distrust and fear is significantly greater” than it was the last time he was in 

the country in December 1979. His conversations with Banisadr and Beheshti “led 

nowhere,” and others “were afraid to talk to him.” Ricks also noted that “he found taxi 

drivers and other ordinary Iranians highly critical of what is perceived as brutality 

towards Iranian students.”
138
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The Carter administration launched an information campaign in Iran to counter 

charges that American citizens purposefully abused Khomeini‟s overseas supporters. For 

this purpose, the administration relied on the three hostages who were fortunate to be 

confined in Iran‟s foreign ministry building. Their location allowed them to communicate 

with Washington through foreign emissaries and the occasional telex message. One of 

those hostages was Bruce Laingen, the former chargé d‟affaires, who told Carter through 

a Swiss envoy that he needed “to handle the students so as to minimize aggravation of the 

situation in Iran.” With the help of Swiss, German, and Algerian intermediaries, 

Washington got messages to Iran that portrayed the students‟ prison arrangements in New 

York as humane and their detention near an end. Laingen promptly worked to get the 

American spin into the proper hands in Tehran. The United States also stepped up its 

Voice of America broadcasts in Iran to counter what Laingen described as the “ugly 

mood” of Iranian television programming.
139

  

Yet the best way to handle the situation was to diffuse it. On the evening of 

August 5, after nine days in prison, the INS gave prison authorities the go-ahead to 

release 192 of the Iranians. The deal for their release was brokered two days earlier. A 

group of two student leaders, two lawyers, and a Methodist preacher active in Iranian 

affairs persuaded the imprisoned students to divulge their identities. The Iranians insisted 

that, in return for their names, the prisons in Otisville and Manhattan release all of the 

detainees “en masse.” The INS agreed to the terms, so long as the students‟ information 

checked out. Immigration officials had a two-day window to investigate the Iranians, and 
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they found that all but two were in the United States legally. Federal authorities chartered 

four buses, each stocked with three gallons of protein supplement to avoid a last minute 

tragedy, to transport the students to a mosque in New York City.
140

 

The nine-day ordeal could not have come at a worse time. Between April and 

July, the Carter administration did not know where to turn for reliable negotiating 

partners who were motivated to strike a deal and powerful enough to deliver. Banisadr 

and Qotbzadeh were tenuous “allies” of the United States when it came to the question of 

the hostages. But the collapse in April of the negotiated settlement that the Iranian 

president and the foreign minister helped to broker served as a stark reminder that 

Khomeini and the hardline Revolutionary Council held the real power. Banisadr declared 

that the crisis was “unsolvable” as long as the tide continued to shift toward the clergy 

and the revolution grew increasingly radical. Nevertheless, the Carter administration 

hoped that the seating of the majlis and the shah‟s death – two potentially game-changing 

developments that occurred within one week‟s time – provided an opening for resolving 

the hostage crisis.
141

           

The first session of the majlis opened on July 20. Two rounds of voting the 

previous spring ended with the conservative Islamic Republican Party winning a 

plurality, taking more seats than the liberals as represented by the LMI. The majlis 

elected Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani as its chairman.
142

 Rafsanjani, a relative moderate 
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and future two-term president, initially hinted that the shah‟s passing made it politically 

feasible for the appropriate majlis committees to discuss the fate of the hostages in the 

“near future.” Yet many of his colleagues rejected the idea that the shah‟s death should 

influence the negotiations. There was a possibility, however limited, that the moderates 

could prevail in the majlis.
143

 

From Washington‟s vantage point, the potential for a breakthrough was greater 

than it had been all summer. Members of the U.S. Congress attempted to open a new 

channel to Iran by extending an overture from one elected body to another with the aim 

of strengthening Rafsanjani‟s bargaining position with the hardliners. Iran desk officer 

Henry Precht and other area experts in the State Department advised Representative 

Benjamin Gilman as he drafted the text. The New York Republican acquired 187 

signatures before Marcus Kaiser, the Swiss chargé d‟affaires, delivered the letter to 

Rafsanjani on the evening of July 29.  Rafsanjani considered the letter a fruitful “point of 

departure.”
144

  

Images of D.C.-area police forcefully shielding the Freedom Foundation from the 

pro-Khomeini students killed the initiative. As Kaiser reported, the letter‟s “disclosure 

coincided with the harsh treatment of the Iranian students in the U.S.A., which had a very 

negative influence on the general attitude of the members of Parliament.”
145

 Rafsanjani 

                                                           
143

 Chronology, 252, 254-55. 

144
 Cable from Swiss Chargé Kaiser, July 30, 1980, attached to Department of State Briefing 

Memorandum, “Iran Update,” prepared on July 31, 1980, RAC Project Number NLC-128-2-5-1-1, JCL; 

Chronology, 252-53, 268; Moses, Freeing the Hostages, 220; “187 in U.S. Congress Sign a Plea to Iran,” 

New York Times, July 31, 1980; Alex Brodie, “Iranian Parliament Hears Letter on Hostages from 

Congressmen,” Washington Post, July 31, 1980. 

145
 Department of State, Division of Language Services, LS No. 98197 EF German, Marcus 

Kaiser, “Delivery of the Provisional Reply of Some Congressmen to Rafsanjani,” RAC Project Number 

NLC-128-2-5-9-3, JCL. 



 

362 

 

condemned the events that took place in the United States. “Our reaction” to the violence 

in the United States, Rafsanjani told his fellow parliamentarians, “is to postpone the 

discussion of the letter of the American congressmen.”
146

 In a cable from Rafsanjani that 

the Swiss passed to the United States, the majlis chairman identified ten outstanding 

issues that accounted for the impasse in the hostage negotiations. Pointing to the most 

recent protest and its aftermath, he accused law enforcement officials in Washington of 

protecting the “exiled criminals” of the Freedom Foundation while launching a “brutal 

attack” against the MSA. The events of July 27 and the prison conditions to which the 

detainees were subjected in Washington confirmed Rafsanjani‟s suspicion that the Carter 

administration was “putting cruel and unjust pressure on faithful Islamic Iranian citizens 

who live in the United States.”
147

  

The opportunity that Washington identified in late July dissipated as quickly as it 

appeared. Edmund Muskie informed President Carter on August 5 that Sadeq Tabatabai, 

the German-cultured brother-in-law of Ahmad Khomeini who proved to be a deft 

negotiator during the final months of the crisis, judged that “the country was very angry 

at the alleged treatment of the Iranian students and that the „opening‟ he had perceived 

for early release of the hostages had been much reduced.” The best that they could hope 

for, Muskie wrote, was for Khomeini to interpret the students‟ release “as a humanitarian 

gesture by the US which…will be reciprocated by Iran.”
148

 Few in Washington held their 

breath. In fact, Rafsanjani‟s majlis renewed talk of putting the hostages on trial before 
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Iran‟s Supreme Judicial Council. The threat of U.S. military action forced the powers that 

be in Tehran to abandon that option in early August.
149

 While a trial was averted, Carter 

realized that the linkage between the American hostages and Iranian prisoners “almost 

caused serious damage.”
150

   

Yet the damage had already been done. Warren Christopher eventually brokered a 

deal in Algiers that included a U.S. pledge of non-intervention and a promise to unfreeze 

some of the Iranian assets from American banks in return for the hostages‟ release. The 

Iranians fulfilled their end of the bargain, but not until Ronald Reagan took the oath of 

office on January 20, 1981.
151

 While the American diplomats were free, the deal did little 

to heal the battered trust between the United States and Iran. On the one hand, Rafsanjani 

and the new powerbrokers in Iran saw no evidence that the United States was willing “to 

get off the high horse of a dominator and strive for a genuine and satisfactory solution as 

a partner on a footing of equality.” Rafsanjani interpreted the treatment that the Carter 

administration and the American public afforded their Iranian guests as “further proof 

that the U.S.A. was not really seeking an atmosphere of understanding…in Iran.”
152

  

On the other hand, the ease with which the Islamic Republic broached international law 

convinced knowledgeable Americans then and since that, as Gary Sick wrote to Zbigniew 

Brzezinski, “[W]e should not assume we are working with an opponent who is capable of 
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exercising real judgment.”
153

 Of course, the assumptions that drive American charges of 

Iranian irrationality derive from more than the act of the embassy‟s seizure and have 

outlasted the duration of the hostages‟ time in captivity. The anti-Iranianism that was 

directed toward Iranian students in the United States when an Islamic form of 

government, undecipherable to many Americans, replaced the secular and “modernizing” 

Pahlavi state, is identifiable in Washington‟s uncompromising policies toward an 

increasingly defiant Iran in the twenty-first century.  
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EPILOGUE 

 

Spokesmen for the Shah‟s regime argued that Iran was moving with optimal 

speed toward a society in which the more exquisite manifestations of human 

rights – those concerned with individual and political freedom – would be 

accommodated. But before this stage could be reached, they insisted that more 

basic human needs had to be addressed and the Iranian people educated to the 

point that they could understand and support a free political system. After all, the 

argument always goes, Iranians have no tradition of freedom. This view found 

easy acceptance in the West. But was such a tutorial period necessary? Were the 

Shah and his western supporters in fact rendering this tutorial service? 

 

– Richard Cottam (1980)
1
  

  

 

Richard Cottam, writing during the hostage crisis, identified the central tension in 

the American-Iranian relationship during the reign of Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi. 

The six chapters of this dissertation unearth the human experiences, national interests, 

networks of resistance, organizing principles, and international repercussions that 

contributed to the tension that Cottam describes. That tension – the seeming 

incompatibility between an authoritarian variety of “modernization” and a progressive 

interpretation of “rights” – was inextricably intertwined with a binational educational 

project that paradoxically strengthened and subverted the official alliance between 

Washington and Tehran. 

“Education is…the fundamental basis for our power,” a Philadelphia immigration 

attorney opined, “and as such, it serves our political and economic interests to utilize 

every aspect of our educational capability in a way to gain our national objectives.”
2
 The 

U.S. strategy toward Iran epitomized this philosophy. International education was one 
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way that the United States built a reliable ally in the Persian Gulf capable of pursuing 

rapid socio-economic modernization and willing to maintain domestic and regional 

stability. The Ford Foundation recruited Iranian alumni of American universities to staff 

the Economic Bureau of the Plan Organization with economists who could stabilize the 

country by putting Iran‟s oil wealth toward national development. The U.S. advisory 

missions and branches of the Iranian military obtained the assistance of American 

colleges and service academies in training a generation of troops, officers, and 

technicians to operate Iran‟s sophisticated American-made military hardware. And a new 

class of Western-educated technocratic elites accepted the idea that the most effective 

way to modernize Iran was to safeguard central authority and maintain political order. It 

should come as no surprise that the Embassy Youth Committee in Tehran declared that 

“our cultural exchange program is a cornerstone of our relations with Iran.”
3
  

At the same time, the Youth Committee criticized U.S. foreign policy for tending 

to “give the impression that our special relationship is not with Iran as a country, but 

rather exclusively with the Shah.”
4
 This reality gave birth to an alternative alliance of 

progressive Iranian students and their American supporters that challenged the 

fundamental assumptions that drove high-level U.S. policy and reinforced the 

international image of the shah as a benevolent and modernizing monarch. The 

continuously evolving alliance of progressive American and Iranian internationalists 

prodded the Democratic administrations of John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson to 
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pressure the shah to open the political system to a broad cross-section of society. Robert 

Kennedy, William Douglas, and their Iranian partners almost succeeded in the early 

1960s. When the window for political liberalization under the aegis of a revitalized 

National Front slid shut, the internationalist coalition shifted its emphasis from 

influencing policymaking to delegitimizing the Pahlavi regime in the eyes of the global 

public. The student internationalists of the 1960s and human rights activists of the 1970s 

redefined the meaning of “authoritarianism,” redrew the map of the “free world,” and 

transformed the global discourse on human rights.  

Herein lay the contradictions between the various tracks of American diplomacy 

toward Iran during the cold war. The Shah of Iran was the linchpin of U.S. strategy in the 

Persian Gulf region. The shah governed a country that that shared a 1,600-mile border 

with the Soviet Union, served as a bulwark against Arab nationalism, offered diplomatic 

support when the United States became embroiled in the Vietnam War, cultivated cordial 

relations with Israel, guarded Anglo-American interests after Great Britain evacuated the 

Gulf in 1971, and kept Iranian oil flowing to the United States and its allies. While the 

United States forged with Iran one of its most intimate bilateral alliances, the terrain upon 

which U.S. public diplomacy rested remained fluid and contested. Rather than establish 

and maintain systematic contacts with the opposition to formulate a more dynamic and 

potentially constructive foreign policy, Washington viewed dissent as an impediment to 

hastening Iran‟s development and forging a stronger alliance with the shah. For three 

decades Washington attempted to channel, redirect, and at times stymie the energies of 

oppositionist Iranian students abroad and their American and West European allies as 

they contested U.S. foreign policy and the Pahlavi regime‟s exercise of state violence.  
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The unwillingness of American officials to consider the human consequences 

wrought by their geopolitical and economic ambitions ravaged the American image in 

Iran. The anti-Americanism and cries of “Great Satan” that the world saw and heard 

during the Iranian Revolution were in response to U.S. foreign policy, not to any 

particular “American way of life.”
5
 The State Department observed, nearly a decade after 

Mohammad Mosaddeq‟s overthrow, that members of the Second National Front “hate the 

United Kingdom but are still not overtly hostile toward the United States.” This 

assessment, taken in account with the rhetoric of the ISAUS in the early 1960s, suggests 

that the 1953 coup did not irreparably tarnish the United States in the eyes of Iranian 

nationalists. Nevertheless, State was troubled at the time with the “growing tendency” 

among the younger nationalists “to identify the United States with the Shah and with the 

security forces.”
6
 Princeton‟s T. Cuyler Young emphasized to policymakers in 

Washington that U.S. aloofness from the nineteenth century Great Game and European 

power politics during the first half of the twentieth century generated a reservoir of pro-

American sentiment in Iran before the United States replaced Great Britain as the primary 

foreign power in the country. In a 1961 letter to Walt Rostow, Young lamented that the 

United States “already has overdrawn this valuable capital of goodwill accumulated in 

Iran during half a century of genuine friendship and cooperation.”
7
  

                                                           
5
 Alan McPherson makes this point in Yankee No! Even during the revolution, a group of militants 

in Tehran asserted: “It is the American people in whom we trust, not the U.S. government.” “A Message 

from the Iranian People” to the People of America and Fellow Citizens of a Just World, Robert C. Ode 

Collection, box 14, folder: Message from the Iranian People, JCL. 

6
 NEA, “The Current Internal Political Situation in Iran,” February 11, 1961, attached to 

Memorandum from George A. Morgan to McGeorge Bundy, March 27, 1961, PPK, NSF, Countries, box 

115A, folder: Iran General 3/21/61-3/31/61, JFKL.  

7
 Letter from T. Cuyler Young to Walt Rostow, April 19, 1961, PPK, NSF, Countries, box 115A, 

Iran General 4/61, JFKL. Ussama Makdisi argues in Faith Misplaced: The Broken Promise of U.S.-Arab 



 

369 

 

Still, most U.S. policymakers turned to culture and psychology to explain the 

rising tide of anti-Americanism in Iran. The Iran hands in the State Department insisted 

in the pivotal years of Lyndon Johnson‟s presidency that opposition to the shah was “at 

least as readily subject to analysis by students of Jung and Freud as by students of Marx 

and Mill.”
8
 Two decades later, when Jack Miklos looked back on the causes of the 

Iranian Revolution, he contended that it was Iran‟s inability to absorb the changes that 

came with the White Revolution rather than the state‟s unchecked brutality that led to the 

overthrow of the Pahlavi monarchy. According to Miklos, Iran‟s rejection of the shah‟s 

Western vision said more about the Iranian “national character” than it did about U.S. 

policy. He argued that “the Persians resemble the pre-social Hobbesian man,” incapable 

of engaging in the community-based thinking that modernization demanded.
9
 In a 

similarly erroneous assessment of the causes of the Iranian Revolution, Henry Kissinger 

argued that opposition to the shah “came not from those who wanted greater political 

participation in government but from traditional quarters who were being forced to yield 

to the thrust of modernism.”
10

 

The previous pages provide a different account of America‟s diminishing stature 

in Iran. It was not just the “traditional quarters” that propelled Khomeini into power in 
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1979. As an Iranian professor told Time magazine on the eve of revolution, “Several of 

my radicalized colleagues are veterans of 1968 in the West and have been waiting ever 

since to repeat the experience at home.”
11

 The Iranian students who studied abroad, some 

of whom became high-ranking officials in the Islamic Republic, were afforded 

opportunities to voice their opposition to the shah‟s regime in a manner that, in Iran, 

would have resulted in detention, harassment, torture, or even death. The American 

experience was part of their personal and political development. In fact, William Miller 

emphasized to Washington that “it would be a mistake to underestimate the importance to 

these young people of the very ideals that are espoused by the United States.”
12

  

Losing Hearts and Minds adds a new layer to the story of American-Iranian 

relations by foregrounding the confluence of foreign relations and student migration. The 

relationship between the United States and Iran looks much different when Americans 

and Iranians outside of the White House and the Marble Palace move from the periphery 

to the center of the narrative. Indeed, there was never a unified “American” attitude on 

the shah, Iran, or Iranians. Free speech modernists, liberal and radical student 

internationalists, human rights activists, and the “new internationalists” in Congress had 

significantly different views of the shah than did presidents, secretaries of state, and 

national security advisers. Many of the Americans who developed a view of the shah and 

his modernization project that diverged from official circles did so because of the 

information that they received from Iranian students in the United States. “In retrospect,” 
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Ambassador Armin Meyer wrote of his 1967 meeting with the ISAUS in Washington, 

D.C., “one wishes that more such frank seminars with students and other Iranian 

opposition elements could have occurred.”
13

 

But they did not. That explains why, as James Bill writes, “the United States had 

numerous opportunities to rethink and revise its policy towards the shah‟s Iran in the 

quarter-century before the revolution. Instead, however, America slowly tightened its 

relationship with the Pahlavi regime.”
14

 The United States lent its name to a model of 

development that left no room for a pluralistic political system and supported a leader 

whose disregard for the Iranian Constitution won him little popular support among Iran‟s 

democrats. Discontent rooted in Iran became manifest in new forms as Iranian students 

enrolled in American universities, made powerful new contacts, and experienced a 

political environment different from their own. The fraying of relations began well before 

the geopolitical ambitions and the ideological predispositions of the Islamic Republic 

challenged U.S. dominance in the Gulf. Friction between proponents of authoritarian 

development and the coalition of Iranian students and progressive Americans emerged in 

the 1950s, intensified in the 1960s, and exposed the paralysis of Washington‟s Iran policy 

in the 1970s. Far from a clash of civilizations, the post-1979 animosities between the 

United States and Iran emanate from individual decisions and the transnational dynamics 

of American-Iranian relations and international education during the cold war. 

                                                           
13

 Martin F. Herz, ed., Contacts with the Opposition: A Symposium (Washington, D.C.: Institute 

for the Study of Diplomacy, School of Foreign Service, Georgetown University, 1979), 27. 

14
 Bill, The Eagle and the Lion, 97. 



 

372 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 

Official Archives 

 

John F. Kennedy Presidential Library. Boston, Massachusetts. 

 Papers of John F. Kennedy 

  White House Central Files 

Papers of President Kennedy 

  National Security Files 

  President‟s Office Files 

Papers of Adam Walinsky  

Robert F. Kennedy Papers 

Robert Kennedy Oral History Program  

William O. Douglas 

Thomas M. Bowman, Personal Papers 

Jimmy Carter Library. Atlanta, Georgia. 

 Carter Presidential Papers 

      Staff Offices 

Bob Beckel (Congressional Liaison) 

Brzezinski Material (National Security Affairs) 

Lloyd Cutler (Counsel) 

Hedley Donovan (Senior Advisor to the President) 

  Hamilton Jordan (Chief of Staff) 

  Al McDonald Files 

Jim Purks (Press Office Media Liaison) 

      White House Central Files 

Donated Historical Material 

Robert C. Ode Collection 

 Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection 

Remote Archives Capture Project 

Lyndon Baines Johnson Library. Austin, Texas. 

 National Security File 

National Archives. Kew, United Kingdom.  

 Records of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office and predecessors  

Records of the Prime Minister‟s Office  

National Archives and Records Administration. College Park, Maryland. 

Access to Archival Databases  

CIA Records Search Tool (CREST) 

Record Group 12: Records of the Office of Education 

Record Group 59: General Records of the Department of State 

Bureau of Education and Cultural Affairs 

Bureau of Public Affairs 

Bureau for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs 

  Central Decimal Files 

  Central Foreign Policy Files 

Human Rights Subject Files 

Lot Files 

Records Relating to Iran 

Subject Numeric Files 

 Record Group 286: Agency for International Development  

Record Group 306: Records of the United States Information Agency 



 

373 

 

Record Group 334: Records of Interservice Agencies  

 United States Military Mission with the Iranian Army and the Military  

     Assistance Advisory Group to Iran 

Record Group 469: Records of the Agency for International Development and  

     Predecessor Agencies 

Country Files 1950-1953 

Iran Subject Files 1951-1961 

Record Group 490: Peace Corps  

 

Personal Papers and Manuscript Collections 

 

Contemporary Culture Collection. Samuel L. Paley Library. Temple University. Philadelphia,  

     Pennsylvania.  

 The Militant  

New Left Notes 

Georgetown University Special Collections. Lauinger Library. Washington, D.C. 

 Martin F. Herz Papers. 

Hoover Institution Archives. Stanford University. Stanford, California.  

 American Council on Education Records 

Fakhreddin Moussavi Papers 

International Conference on U.S. Interventions in Iran 

International Council for Educational Development 

Iranian Political Opposition Literature Collection 

James F. Hitselberger Papers (unprocessed collection as of March 2012) 

New Left Collection 

Papers of Christina Harris  

Socialist Workers Party Records 

U.S. National Student Association, International Commission Records, 1946-1968. 

Library of Congress. Washington, D.C. 

 William O. Douglas Papers 

Norwich University Archives and Special Collections. Kreitzberg Library. Northfield, Vermont. 

 Loring Edward Hart Records 

Robert S. Marx Law Library. Archives, Rare Books, and Manuscripts Collections. University of  

     Cincinnati. Cincinnati, Ohio. 

 Papers of William J. Butler 

Rockefeller Archive Center. Sleepy Hollow, New York. 

 Ford Foundation Records 

      Grants 

  PA no. 55-173 

PA no. 58-158 

      Unpublished Reports 

Report Number 012037: Khodadad Farmanfarmaian. “Report on  

     Formation and Development of Economic Bureau, 1336-1342.” 1963. 

Report Number 006417: Thomas H. McLeod. “National Planning in Iran:  

A Report Based on the Experiences of the Harvard Advisory Group in Iran.”    

December 31, 1964. 

Seeley G. Mudd Manuscript Library. Princeton University. Princeton, New Jersey. 

American Civil Liberties Union Records 

Social Movements Collection 1941-1984. Special Collections. University of Virginia Library.  

     Charlottesville, Virginia. 

Committee to Defend Babak Zahraie 



 

374 

 

Swarthmore College Peace Collection. McCabe Library. Swarthmore, Pennsylvania. 

 American Friends of the Middle East 

 Iranian Students Association of Philadelphia 

Students for a Democratic Society Records, 1958-1970. Wisconsin Historical Society Archives.  

     Madison, Wisconsin.   

Series 3: National Office 1964-1970. 

Tamiment Library and Robert F. Wagner Labor Archives. New York University, New York,       

     New York. 

 Daily Worker / Daily World Photographs Collection 

David Sullivan U.S. Maoism Collection 

 National Lawyers Guild Records 

 

Published Documents and Online Collections 

 

Alexander, Yonah, and Allan Nanes, eds. The United States and Iran: A Documentary History.  

Frederick: University Press of America, 1980. 

Altbach, Philip G., and Norman T. Uphoff. The Student Internationals. Metuchen: Scarecrow,  

1973. 

Althen, Gary. Students from the Arab World and Iran. Washington, D.C.: National Association  

for Foreign Student Affairs, 1978. 

American Friends of the Middle East Annual Reports  

Amnesty International Library. Many available at http://www.amnesty.org/en/library/i 

Amnesty International Movement for Freedom of Opinion and Religion Annual Report,  

June 1, 1965 – May 31, 1966. London: 1966. 

Amnesty International Annual Report 1969-1970. London: 1970. 

Amnesty International Annual Report 1970-1971. London: July 1971. 

Iran: Trial Procedures for Political Prisoners. London: August 1972. 

Amnesty International Report on Torture. London: 1973. 

Report on Torture. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1975. 

Amnesty International Annual Report 1974/75. London: September 1975. 

Amnesty International Briefing: Iran. London: November 1976. 

Human Rights in Iran: Testimony on Behalf of Amnesty International by Brian Wrobel  

Before the Subcommittee on International Organizations of the Committee on 

International Relations, House of Representatives, United States Congress, 

February 28, 1978. London: 1978. 

Baraheni, Reza. God‟s Shadow: Prison Poems. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1976. 

_____ . The Crowned Cannibals: Writings on Repression in Iran. New York: Vintage Books,  

1977. 

Bethmann, Eric W. The Fate of Muslims under Soviet Rule. New York: American Friends of the  

Middle East, 1958. 

Butler, William J., and Georges Levasseur. Human Rights and the Legal System in Iran. Geneva:  

International Commission of Jurists, March 1976. 

Committee Against Repression in Iran. Iran: The Shah‟s Empire of Repression. London:  

Committee Against Repression in Iran, November 1976. 

Davidson, Carl. Revolutionary Youth and the New Working Class: The Praxis Papers, the Port  

Authority Statement, the RYM Documents and Other Lost Writings of SDS. Pittsburgh: 

Changemaker Publications, 2011. 

Declassified Documents Reference System  

Department of State Publications  

No. 4198, International Information and Cultural Series 16. International Exchange  

Opportunities. Washington: U.S. Department of State, May 1951. 



 

375 

 

No. 6344, International Information and Cultural Series 48. Swords into Plowshares, A  

New Venture in International Understanding: The Story of the Educational 

Exchange Program Authorized by the Fulbright Act of 1946. Washington: U.S. 

Department of State, July 1956. 

No. 6887, International Information and Cultural Series 70. Cultural Diplomacy.  

Washington: U.S. Department of State, November 1959. 

Digital National Security Archive 

 Iran Revolution 

Dmytryshyn, Basil, and Frederick Cox, eds. The Soviet Union and the Middle East: A  

Documentary Record of Afghanistan, Iran, and Turkey, 1917-1985. Princeton: Kingston 

Press, 1987. 

“Educational System of Iran.” Washington, D.C.: Iranian Embassy, Office of the Supervisor of  

Iranian Students in the United States, 1966.   

Eicher, Carl K., Arthur J. Lewis, Alice L. Morton, and Marvin Zonis. An Analysis of US-Iranian  

Cooperation in Higher Education. Washington, D.C.: Overseas Liaison Committee of the 

American Council on Education, November 1976. 

Foreign Relations of the United States 

FRUS 1952-1954, Volume IX: The Near and Middle East, Part I. Washington, D.C.:  

United States Government Printing Office, 1986.  

 FRUS 1952-1954, Volume X: Iran 1951-1954. Washington, D.C.: United States  

Government Printing Office, 1989. 

FRUS 1955-1957 Volume XII: Near East Region; Iran; Iraq. Washington, D.C.: United  

States Government Printing Office, 1991. 

FRUS 1961-1963, Volume XVII: Near East, 1961-1962. Washington, D.C.: United States  

Government Printing Office, 1994. 

FRUS 1961-1963, Volume XVIII: Near East, 1962-1963. Washington, D.C.: United  

States Government Printing Office, 1995. 

 FRUS 1964-1968, Volume XXII: Iran. Washington, D.C.: United States Government  

Printing Office, 1999. 

FRUS 1969-1976, Volume E-4: Documents on Iran and Iraq, 1969-1972.   

 FRUS 1969-1976, Volume XXVII: Iran; Iraq, 1973-1976. Washington, D.C.: United  

States Government Printing Office, 2012. 

Ganji, Manouchehr. The Realization of Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights: Problems,  

Policies, Progress. New York: United Nations, 1975. 

Gilbert, David, and David Loud. U.S. Imperialism. Chicago: Students for a Democratic Society,  

February 1968. 

Iran and Utah State University: Half a Century of Friendship and a Decade of Contracts. Logan:  

Utah State University, 1963. 

Jensen, Kenneth M., ed. Origins of the Cold War: The Novikov, Kennan, and Roberts „Long  

Telegrams‟ of 1946. Revised Edition. Washington: United States Institute of Peace, 1993. 

Laurencell, Suzanne. Lobbying by Foreign Principals and their Agents. Washington, D.C.:  

Library of Congress Congressional Research Service, 1979. 

Lyndon Baines Johnson Presidential Recordings Project. Miller Center. Charlottesville, Virginia. 

Nirumand, Bahman. Iran: The New Imperialism in Action. Translated by Leonard Mins. New  

York: Monthly Review Press, 1969. 

Report on Program for the Development of Iran. San Francisco: International Engineering  

Company, Inc., July 1947.  

Report on Seven Year Development Plan for the Plan Organization of the Imperial Government  

of Iran. New York: Overseas Consultants, Inc., 1949.   

Russell, Bertrand. “Inside the Shah‟s Prisons.” Unpublished report issued by the Bertrand  

Russell Office, London, 1968. 



 

376 

 

Saleh, Ali Pasha. Cultural Ties between Iran and the United States. Tehran: Her Imperial  

Majesty‟s National Committee for the American Revolution Bicentennial, 1976. 

Slocum, Joel B. Iran: A Study of the Educational System and Guide to the Admission and  

Academic Placement of Iranian Students in Colleges and Universities in the United 

States. Washington: American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions 

Officers, 1969. 

Statistics of Students Abroad 1962-1968: Where they Go, Where they Come From, What  

they Study. Paris: United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, 

1972. 

Teodori, Massimo, ed. The New Left: A Documentary History. New York: Bobbs-Merrill, 1969. 

United Nations 

Archives and Record Management. Available at http://archives.un.org/ARMS/ 

      Treaty Collection. Available at http://treaties.un.org/ 

 Audiovisual Library of International Law. Available at  

     http://untreaty.un.org/cod/avl/index.html 

U.S. Congress 

Senate  

     Committee on Foreign Relations. Executive Sessions of the Senate Foreign Relations  

Committee (Historical Series). 87th Cong., 1st sess., 1961, 13, pt. 2. 

     Committee on Foreign Relations. Arms Sales to Near East and South Asian Countries.  

90th Cong., 1st sess., 1967. 

House of Representatives 

     Committee on Foreign Affairs. The Mutual Security Act of 1954. 83rd Cong., 2nd  

sess., 1954. 

Committee on Government Operations. United States Aid Operations in Iran. 85th  

Cong., 1st sess., 1957. 

Committee on Un-American Activities. Subversive Influences in Riots, Looting, and  

Burning, Part 6 (San Francisco – Berkeley). 90th Cong., 2nd sess., 1968. 

Subcommittees on Asian and Pacific Affairs and on International Organizations and  

Movements. Human Rights in South Korea: Implications for U.S. Policy. 93rd 

Cong., 2nd sess., 1974. 

     Subcommittee on International Organizations. Human Rights in Iran. 94th Cong., 2nd  

sess., 1976. 

     Committee on International Relations. Human Rights and U.S. Policy: Argentina,  

Haiti, Indonesia, Iran, Peru, and the Philippines. 94th Cong., 2nd sess., 1976. 

Subcommittee on International Organizations. Human Rights in Iran. 95th Cong., 1st  

sess., 1977. 

Committee on International Relations. United States Arms Policies in the Persian  

Gulf and Red Sea Areas: Past, Present, and Future. 95th Cong., 1st sess., 1977.    

Legislation and Reports 

U.S. House of Representatives. Mutual Security Program, Part 2. Washington, D.C.:  

U.S. Government Printing Office, 1980. 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. Public Law 87-195. 87th Cong., 1st sess. September  

4, 1961. 

House Committee on Foreign Affairs. The Iran Hostage Crisis: A Chronology of  

Daily Developments. 97th Cong., 1st sess., 1981. 

Virtual Vietnam Archive. Texas Tech University. Available at:  

http://www.vietnam.ttu.edu/virtualarchive/ 

 

 

 

http://treaties.un.org/
http://untreaty.un.org/cod/avl/index.html


 

377 

 

Woolley, John T., and Gerhard Peters. Public Papers of the Presidents at The American  

Presidency Project. Santa Barbara, California. Available online at: 

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ 

  Harry S Truman 

  Lyndon B. Johnson 

  Jimmy Carter  

 

Memoirs, Edited Papers, and Oral Histories 

 

Acheson, Dean. Present at the Creation: My Years in the State Department. New York: Norton,  

1969. 

Alam, Asadollah. The Shah and I: The Confidential Diary of Iran‟s Royal Court, 1969-1977.  

Translated by Alinaghi Alikhani and Nicholas Vincent. New York: St. Martin‟s, 1992. 

Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training Foreign Affairs Oral History Project  

Ambassador William Green Miller 

Banisadr, Abolhasan. My Turn to Speak: Iran, the Revolution and Secret Deals with the U.S.  

Translated by William Ford. Washington: Brassey‟s, 1991. 

Bauer, Karin, ed. Everybody Talks About the Weather…We Don‟t: The Writings of Ulrike  

Meinhof. New York: Seven Stories Press, 2008. 

Brzezinski, Zbigniew. Power and Principle: Memoirs of the National Security Advisor, 1977- 

1981. New York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1983. 

Carter, Jimmy. Keeping Faith: Memoirs of a President. New York: Bantam, 1982. 

Douglas, William O. Strange Lands and Friendly People. New York: Harper, 1951. 

_____ . Democracy‟s Manifesto. Garden City: Doubleday, 1962. 

_____ . The Anatomy of Liberty: The Rights of Man Without Force. New York: Trident, 1963. 

_____ . Points of Rebellion. New York: Random House, 1969. 

_____ . International Dissent: Six Steps Toward World Peace. New York: Random House, 1971. 

_____ . The Court Years, 1939-1975: The Autobiography of William O. Douglas. New York:  

Random House, 1980. 

_____ . The Douglas Letters: Selections from the Private Papers of Justice William O. Douglas.  

Edited by Melvin I. Urofsky and Philip E. Urofsky. Bethesda: Adler and Adler, 1987. 

Ebtekar, Massoumeh, as told to Fred A. Reed. Takeover in Tehran: The Inside Story of the 1979  

U.S. Embassy Capture. Vancouver: Talonbooks, 2000. 

Fardust, Hussein. The Rise and Fall of the Pahlavi Dynasty: Memoirs of Former General Hussein  

Fardust. Translated by Ali Akbar Dareini. Delhi, India: Motilal Banarsidass, 1999. 

Farman Farmaian, Sattareh. Daughter of Persia: A Woman‟s Journey from Her Father‟s Harem  

through the Islamic Revolution. New York: Crown, 1992. 

Ganji, Manouchehr. Defying the Iranian Revolution: From a Minister to the Shah to a Leader of  

Resistance. Westport: Praeger, 2002. 

Guthman, Edwin O., and Jeffrey Shulman. Robert Kennedy in His Own Words: The Unpublished  

Recollections of the Kennedy Years. New York: Bantam, 1988. 

Harnwell, Gaylord P. Educational Voyaging In Iran. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania  

Press, 1962. 

Hayden, Tom. Reunion: A Memoir. New York: Random House, 1988. 

_____. The Port Huron Statement: The Visionary Call of the 1960s Revolution. New York:  

Thunder‟s Mouth Press, 2005. 

Iranian Oral History Collection. Harvard University. Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

Dr. Khodadad Farmanfarmaian, in an interview recorded by Habib Ladjevardi.  

Johanyak, Debra. Behind the Veil: An American Woman‟s Memoir of the 1979 Iran Hostage  

Crisis. Akron: University of Akron Press, 2007.  

 



 

378 

 

Johnson, Lyndon Baines. The Vantage Point: Perspectives of the Presidency 1963-1969. New  

York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1971. 

Jordan, Hamilton. Crisis: The Last Year of the Carter Presidency. New York: Berkeley Books,  

1983. 

Kar, Mehrangiz. Crossing the Red Line: The Struggle for Human Rights in Iran. Costa Mesa:  

Mazda, 2007. 

Khomeini, Ruhollah. Islam and Revolution: Writings and Declarations of Imam Khomeini.  

Translated by Hamid Algar. Berkeley: Mizan, 1981. 

Kissinger, Henry. White House Years. Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1979. 

Lilienthal, David E. The Road to Change, 1955-1959. Vol. 4 of The Journals of David E.  

Lilienthal. New York: Harper and Row, 1969. 

McNay, John T., ed. The Memoirs of Ambassador Henry F. Grady: From the Great War to the  

Cold War. Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 2009. 

Meyer, Armin. Quiet Diplomacy: From Cairo to Tokyo in the Twilight of Imperialism. New   

York: iUniverse, 2003. 

Milani, Abbas. Tales of Two Cities: A Persian Memoir. Washington, D.C.: Mage, 2006. 

Miller, William McElwee. My Persian Pilgrimage: An Autobiography. Revised Edition.  

Pasadena: William Carey Library, 1995. 

Nafisi, Azar. Reading Lolita in Tehran: A Memoir in Books. New York: Random House, 2004. 

_____ . Things I‟ve Been Silent About: Memories of a Prodigal Daughter. New York: Random  

House, 2010. 

Oral History of Iran Collection. Foundation of Iranian Studies. 

 Archie Bolster 

Theodore L. Eliot 

Jack Miklos 

Charles Naas 

 M. Gordon Tiger 

Pahlavi, Ashraf. Faces in a Mirror: Memoirs from Exile. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1980. 

Pahlavi, Mohammad Reza. Mission for My Country. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1961.   

_____ . The White Revolution. 2nd ed. Tehran: Kayhan Press, 1967. 

_____ . Iran, Philosophy Behind the Revolution: A Selection of Writing and Speeches of the  

Shahanshah. London: Orient Commerce Establishment, 1971. 

_____ . Answer to History. Translated by Michael Joseph. New York: Stein and Day, 1980. 

Pahlavi, Mohammad Reza, and Ashraf Pahlavi. Toward the Great Civilization: A Dream  

Revisited. London: Satrap, 1994. 

Parsons, Anthony. The Pride and the Fall: Iran 1974-1979. London: Jonathan Cape, 1984. 

Rachlin, Nahid. Persian Girls: A Memoir. New York: Penguin, 2007. 

Radji, Parviz C. In the Service of the Peacock Throne: The Diaries of the Shah‟s Last  

Ambassador to London. London: Hamish Hamilton, 1983. 

Rafizadeh, Mansur. Witness: From the Shah to the Secret Arms Deal, An Insider‟s Account of  

U.S. Involvement in Iran. New York: William Morrow and Company, 1987. 

Roosevelt, Kermit. Countercoup: The Struggle for the Control of Iran. New York: McGraw-Hill,  

1979. 

Sick, Gary. All Fall Down: America‟s Tragic Encounter with Iran. New York: Random House,  

1985. 

Sullivan, William H. Mission to Iran. New York: Morton, 1981. 

Sullivan, Zohreh T. Exiled Memories: Stories of Iranian Diaspora. Philadelphia: Temple  

University Press, 2001. 

Vance, Cyrus R. Hard Choices: Critical Years in America‟s Foreign Policy. New York: Simon  

and Schuster, 1983. 

Warne, William E. Mission for Peace: Point 4 in Iran. Bethesda: Ibex Publishers, 1999. 



 

379 

 

 

Iranian Student Publications 

 

Arasi, M. Nationalist Government and the Pseudo Leftists. Translated and reprinted by ISAUS,  

December 10, 1979.  

Banisadr, Abolhasan. Americans, What You Should Know About the Present Crisis in U.S.- 

Iranian Relations. Printed by the Muslim Students Association of the United States and  

Canada, 1979. 

Condemn Shah‟s U.S. Visit. Berkeley: ISAUS, November 7, 1977. 

Condemn the Fascist Shah‟s Visit to U.S. Berkeley: ISA Western United States, 1975. 

Corruption and Struggle in Iran. Berkeley: ISAUS Defense Section, June 1972. 

Defend Iranian Political Prisoners. Berkeley: ISA Northern California, 1975. 

Defend the 41. Berkeley: ISAUS Defense Section, January 1973. 

Demonstration Flyer. September 1, 1970: ISA New York, Students for a Democratic Society,  

and the Progressive Labor Party. 

Dhofar. Berkeley: ISA and Arab Students in Northern California, December 1974. 

Documents on the Pahlavi Reign of Terror in Iran: Eyewitness Reports and Newspaper Articles.  

Frankfurt: CISNU, 1971. 

Fatemi, Ali M.S. “The Shah‟s „Democracy.‟” Minority of One (November 1963): 20-21.  

“From the Iranian Students Association in the United States.” The Black Panther 5:24 (1970). 

Ghani, Caroline, and Cyrus Ghani. The Alien and United States Laws with Particular Reference  

to the Foreign Students. ISA Special Publication No. 2 (June 1958).   

Iran, the Future Vietnam. Chicago: ISA, February 1971. 

In Solidarity with the Iranian Revolutionary Movement. Sacramento: ISA Sacramento, 1976. 

In Solidarity with the Palestinian Revolution. Berkeley/Houston: ISAUS, May 1976. 

In Support of the Iranian People‟s Revolutionary Movement, Commemorating the June 6th, 1963  

Uprising. Berkeley: ISA Northern California, June 1977. 

Iran in Turmoil. Chicago: ISA Chicago, 1965. 

Iran‟s Kent State and Baton Rouge. Berkeley: ISAUS, 1973. 

Iran Nameh: A Publication of Iranian Students in the United States of America. 

Iran Report. Confederation of Iranian Students.  

Iran Report No. 2: Iranian Peoples‟ Movement, 1953-1973. Berkeley: ISAUS, June 1974. 

“Is Iran Potentially Another Vietnam?” Monthly Review 17:8 (January 1966): 31-34. 

Mahdavy, Hossein. “The Coming Crisis in Iran.” Foreign Affairs 44:1 (October 1965): 134-46. 

“No Honorary Degree to Ashraf; Down with the Shah.” College Park: ISA Baltimore- 

Washington, 1976. 

Oman: Revolution and Politics of Oil in the Persian-Arabian Gulf. Berkeley: ISA Northern  

California and the Organization of Arab Students in the Bay Area, 1975. 

On the Split of the Organization of Iranian People‟s Fedayee Guerrillas. Washington, D.C.: ISA  

Washington, D.C., 1980. 

On the Violation of Human Rights in Iran: Report to the Subcommittee on International  

Organizations, United States Congress. College Park: ISA Washington-Baltimore,  

September 1976. 

The “Palestine Group” Defends Itself in Military Tribunal, Text of Defence Speech of S.  

Paknejad in Military Tribunal No. 3 of Teheran, December 1970. Translated and 

reprinted by the Union of Iranian Students in the United States, October 1977.  

Pendar: A Journal of Iranian Students in America. 

Political Repression in Iran. Frankfurt: CISNU, March 1971. 

The Regime of the Shah Steps up Political Repression in Iran as it Prepares for the Celebration  

of 2500 Year of Iranian Monarchy. Berkeley: ISA Northern California, October 1, 1971. 

 



 

380 

 

Resistance: Quarterly English Defense Publication of the ISAUS. 

Special Issue: “Shah Making U.S. Visit.” May 1975. 

Special Issue: “SAVAK Exposed.” January 1977.  

U.S. Involvement in Iran, Part One: Imperialist Disguises and Liberal Illusions,  

1900-1963. Berkeley: December 1978.  

 No. 2, Shah‟s Inferno: Abadan, August 19, 1978. Berkeley: ISAUS, December 1978. 

The Rise (English Defense Publication), Vol. 5: Compiled Documents of the Organization of  

Iranian Moslem Students, September 1976-April 1979. Wilmette: Organization of Iranian  

Moslem Students, April 1979. 

Shah‟s U.S. Visit, Nine Murdered Under Torture. Washington: ISA Washington-Baltimore,  

1975. 

The Solidarity of the Iranian People‟s Movement with the Omani Revolution. College Park:  

ISAUS, 1976. 

Struggle. College Park: ISAUS, September and October 1978. 

The Texts of Defence of Martyred Mujahid Mehdi Rezai in Military Tribunal. Translated and  

Printed by Organization of Iranian Moslem Students. Wilmette: December 1978. 

U.S. Government-backed Dictatorial Regime of Iran Steps Up Repression – 13 Striking  

Iranian Workers Murdered by Shah‟s Troops. Berkeley: ISAUS, 1971. 

Was it a Plot to Kill the Shah or is it a Conspiracy to Silence the Students? West Germany:  

CISNU, 1965. 

Zarrinpour, Aladdin. Know Your Friend Iran. Iranian Students Organization of the West Coast,  

January 1963. 

 

Newspapers and Periodicals  

 

Baltimore Sun 

Black Panther 

Boston Globe 

The Bulletin, Teaneck Edition 

Chicago Defender 

Chicago Tribune 

Daily Californian 

Freedom Socialist 

The Guardian 

In These Times 

Intercontinental Press 

Iran Times 

Los Angeles Times 

MERIP Reports 

The Militant  

Minnesota Daily 

Minority of One 

The Nation 

New York Magazine 

New York Times 

Newsweek 

The Observer 

Ramparts 

The Student 

Time 

The Times of London 



 

381 

 

Wall Street Journal 

Washington Daily News 

Washington Post, Times Herald  

 

 

Secondary Sources 

 

Abrahamian, Ervand. Iran Between Two Revolutions. Princeton: Princeton University Press,  

1982.  

_____ . The Iranian Mojahedin. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989. 

_____ . Khomeinism: Essays on the Islamic Republic. Berkeley: University of California Press,  

1993. 

_____ . Tortured Confessions: Prisons and Public Recantations in Modern Iran. Berkeley:  

University of California Press, 1999. 

Adi, Hakim. West Africans in Britain, 1900-1960: Nationalism, Pan Africanism and  

Communism. London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1998. 

Afary, Janet. The Iranian Constitutional Revolution, 1906-1911: Grassroots Democracy, Social  

Democracy, and the Origins of Feminism. New York: Columbia University Press, 1996. 

Afary, Janet, and Kevin B. Anderson. Foucault and the Iranian Revolution: Gender and the  

Seductions of Islamism. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005. 

Afshari, Reza. Human Rights in Iran: The Abuse of Cultural Relativism. Philadelphia: University  

of Pennsylvania Press, 2001. 

Akbari, Hamid, and Azar Khounani. Iranians in Chicagoland. Charleston: Arcadia, 2005. 

al-i Ahmad, Jalal. Occidentosis: A Plague from the West. Translated by R. Campbell. Berkeley:  

Mizan Press, 1984. 

Alexander, Robert J. International Trotskyism, 1929-1985: A Documented Analysis of the  

Movement. Durham: Duke University Press, 1991. 

Alvandi, Roham. “Nixon, Kissinger, and the Shah: The Origins of Iranian Primacy in the Persian  

Gulf.” Diplomatic History 36:2 (April 2012): 337-72. 

Amuzegar, Jahangir. “Point Four: Performance and Prospect.” Political Science Quarterly 73:4  

(December 1958): 530-46. 

_____ . Technical Assistance in Theory and Practice: The Case of Iran. New York: Praeger,  

1966. 

Anderson, Carol. Eyes Off the Prize: The United Nations and the African American Struggle for  

Human Rights, 1944-1955. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003. 

Ansari, Ali M. “The Myth of the White Revolution: Mohammad Reza Shah, „Modernization‟  

and the Consolidation of Power.” Middle Eastern Studies 37:3 (July 2001): 1-24. 

_____ . Modern Iran since 1921: The Pahlavis and After. New York: Longman, 2003. 

Arasteh, Reza. “The Education of Iranian Leaders in Europe and America.” International Review  

of Education 8:3/4 (1962): 444-50. 

_____ . Education and Social Awakening in Iran, 1850-1960. Revised Edition. Leiden: E.J. Brill,  

1969. 

Arjomand, Said Amir. The Turban for the Crown: The Islamic Revolution in Iran. New York:  

Oxford University Press, 1988. 

Arndt, Richard T., and David Lee Rubin, eds. The Fulbright Difference, 1948-1992. New  

Brunswick: Transaction, 1993. 

Asgard, Ramin. “U.S.-Iran Cultural Diplomacy: A Historical Perspective.” al Nakhlah: The  

Fletcher School Online Journal for Issues Related to Southwest Asia and Islamic 

Civilization (Spring 2010): 1-12. 

Atabaki, Touraj, and Erik J. Zürcher, eds. Men of Order: Authoritarian Modernization Under  

Atatürk and Reza Shah. New York: I.B. Tauris, 2004. 



 

382 

 

Baldwin, George B. “The Foreign-Educated Iranian: A Profile.” Middle East Journal 17:3  

(Summer 1963): 264-78. 

_____ . Planning and Development in Iran. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1967. 

Bamford, James. The Puzzle Palace: Inside the National Security Agency, America‟s Most Secret  

Intelligence Organization. New York: Penguin, 1983. 

Banani, Amin. The Modernization of Iran, 1921-1941. Stanford: Stanford University Press,  

1961. 

Baran, Paul. The Political Economy of Growth. New York: Monthly Review Press, 1957. 

_____ , and Paul Sweezy. Monopoly Capital: An Essay on the American Economic and Social  

Order. New York: Monthly Review Press, 1966. 

Bayandor, Darioush. Iran and the CIA: The Fall of Mosaddeq Revisited. New York: Palgrave  

Macmillan, 2010. 

Bayat, Mangol. Iran‟s First Revolution: Shi„ism and the Constitutional Revolution of 1905-1909.  

New York: Oxford University Press, 1991. 

Bayne, E.A. Persian Kingship in Transition. New York: American Universities Field Staff, 1968. 

Behrooz, Maziar. Rebels with a Cause: The Failure of the Left in Iran. New York: I.B. Tauris,  

1999.   

Bevis, Teresa Brawner, and Christopher J. Lucas. “Chinese Students in U.S. Colleges: The First  

Hundred Years.” International Educator (November-December 2006): 26-33.  

_____ . International Students in American Colleges and Universities: A History. New York:  

Palgrave Macmillan, 2007.  

Bienen, Henry, ed. The Military and Modernization. New Brunswick: AldineTransaction, 2009. 

Bill, James A. “The Politics of Student Alienation: The Case of Iran.” Iranian Studies 2:1  

(Winter 1969): 8-26. 

_____ . The Politics of Iran: Groups, Classes, and Modernization. Columbus: Merrill, 1972. 

_____ . The Eagle and the Lion: The Tragedy of American-Iranian Relations. New Haven: Yale  

University Press, 1988. 

Binder, Leonard, ed. The Study of the Middle East: Research and Scholarship in the Humanities  

and the Social Sciences. New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1976. 

Bob, Clifford. The Marketing of Rebellion: Insurgents, Media, and International Activism. New  

York: Cambridge University Press, 2006. 

Bonakdarian, Mansour. Britain and the Iranian Constitutional Revolution of 1906-1911: Foreign  

Policy, Imperialism, and Dissent. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 2006. 

Borgwardt, Elizabeth. A New Deal for the World: America‟s Vision for Human Rights.  

Cambridge: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2005. 

Borhanmanesh, Mohamad. “A Study of Iranian Students in Southern California.” PhD diss.,  

University of California at Los Angeles, 1965. 

Bostock, Frances, and Geoffrey Jones. Planning and Power in Iran: Ebtehaj and Economic  

Development under the Shah. London: Frank Cass, 1989. 

Bowie, Robert R., and Richard H. Immerman. Waging Peace: How Eisenhower Shaped an  

Enduring Cold War Strategy. New York: Oxford University Press, 1998. 

Boyle, John E. Whiteford. “The Welcome Ordeal: An Aspect of Iran‟s Westernization Drive,  

1957-62.” Science and Public Policy 10:5 (October 1983): 240-43. 

Brammer, Lawrence M. “Problems of Iranian University Students.” Middle East Journal 18:4  

(Autumn 1964): 443-50. 

_____ . “Iran‟s Educational Revolution: Military Style.” Comparative Education Review 10:3  

(October 1966): 493-98. 

Brazinsky, Gregg. Nation Building in South Korea: Koreans, Americans, and the Making of a  

Democracy. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2007. 

Brinkley, Douglas. “Bernath Lecture: The Rising Stock of Jimmy Carter: The „Hands on‟  

Legacy of Our Thirty-ninth President.” Diplomatic History 20:4 (Fall 1996): 505-29. 



 

383 

 

Brinton, Crane. The Anatomy of Revolution. New York: Vintage, 1965. 

Bu, Liping. Making the World Like Us: Education, Cultural Expansion, and the American  

Century. Westport: Praeger, 2003. 

Buchanan, Tom. “„The Truth Will Set You Free‟: The Making of Amnesty International.”  

Journal of Contemporary History 37:4 (October 2002): 575-97. 

Bull, Hedley. The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics. 2nd ed. New York:  

Columbia University Press, 1995. 

Burke, John P. Honest Broker?: The National Security Advisor and Presidential Decision  

Making. College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2009.  

Burke, Roland. Decolonization and the Evolution of International Human Rights. Philadelphia:  

University of Pennsylvania Press, 2010. 

_____ . “From Individual Rights to National Development: The First UN International  

Conference on Human Rights, Tehran, 1968,” Journal of World History 19: 3 (September 

2008): 275-96. 

Byrne, Malcolm, and Mark J. Gasiorowski, eds. Mohammad Mosaddeq and the 1953 Coup in  

Iran. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 2004. 

Boroujerdi, Mehrzad. Iranian Intellectuals and the West: The Tormented Triumph of Nativism.  

Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1996. 

Bowden, Mark. Guests of the Ayatollah: The First Battle in America‟s War with Militant Islam.  

New York: Grove Press, 2006. 

Caro, Robert A. The Years of Lyndon Johnson: The Path to Power. New York: Knopf, 1983. 

Caute, David. The Dancer Defects: The Struggle for Cultural Supremacy during the Cold War.  

New York: Oxford University Press, 2003. 

Chamberlin, Paul. “A World Restored: Religion, Counterrevolution, and the Search for Order in  

the Middle East.” Diplomatic History 32:3 (June 2008): 441-69. 

Chehabi, Houchang E. Iranian Politics and Religious Modernism: The Liberation Movement of  

Iran Under the Shah and Khomeini. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1990. 

Chehabi, Houchang E., and Vanessa Martin, eds. Iran‟s Constitutional Revolution: Popular  

Politics, Cultural Transformations and Transnational Connections. New York: I.B. 

Tauris, 2010. 

Citino, Nathan J. From Arab Nationalism to OPEC: Eisenhower, King Sa„ūd, and the Making of  

U.S.-Saudi Relations. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2002. 

Clymer, Kenton. “Jimmy Carter, Human Rights, and Cambodia.” Diplomatic History 27:2 (April  

2003): 245-78. 

Cmiel, Kenneth. “The Emergence of Human Rights Politics in the United States.” Journal of  

American History 86:3 (December 1999): 1231-50. 

Cole, Juan R.I., and Nikki R. Keddie, eds. Shi‟ism and Social Protest. New Haven: Yale  

University Press, 1986. 

Colligan, Francis James, and Walter Johnson. The Fulbright Program: A History. Chicago:  

University of Chicago Press, 1965.  

Coloma, Roland Sintos. “„Destiny Has Thrown the Negro and the Filipino Under the Tutelage of  

America‟: Race and Curriculum in the Age of Empire.” Curriculum Inquiry 39:4 (2009): 

495-519. 

Connelly, John. Captive University: The Sovietization of East German, Czech, and Polish Higher  

Education, 1945-1956. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2000. 

Coombs, Philip. The Fourth Dimension of Foreign Policy: Educational and Cultural Affairs.  

New York: Harper and Row, 1964. 

Cooper, Frederick. Colonialism in Question: Theory, Knowledge, History. Berkeley: University  

of California Press, 2005. 

Conrad, Sebastian. Globalisation and the Nation in Imperial Germany. Translated by Sorcha  

O‟Hagan. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010. 



 

384 

 

Cottam, Richard W. Nationalism in Iran. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1964. 

_____ . “Human Rights in Iran Under the Shah.” Case Western Reserve Journal of International  

Law 12:1 (Winter 1980): 121-36. 

_____ . Iran and the United States: A Cold War Case Study. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh  

Press, 1988. 

Cronin, Stephanie. “An Experiment in Military Modernization: Constitutionalism, Political  

Reform and the Iranian Gendarmerie, 1910-21.” Middle Eastern Studies 32:3 (July 

1996): 106-138. 

_____ , ed. Reformers and Revolutionaries in Modern Iran: New Perspectives on the Iranian  

Left. New York: RoutledgeCurzon, 2004. 

Cull, Nicholas J. The Cold War and the United States Information Agency: American 

Propaganda and Public Diplomacy, 1945-1989. New York: Cambridge University Press, 

2008.  

Cullather, Nick. The Hungry World: America‟s Cold War Battle Against Poverty in Asia.  

Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2010. 

David-Fox, Michael. Revolution of the Mind: Higher Learning among the Bolsheviks, 1918- 

1929. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1997.  

Desnoyers, Charles. “„The Thin Edge of the Wedge‟: The Chinese Educational Mission and  

Diplomatic Representation in the Americas, 1872-1875.” Pacific Historical Review 61:2 

(May 1992): 241-63.  

DeVore, Marc. “The United Kingdom‟s Last Hot War of the Cold War: Oman, 1963-75.” Cold  

War History 11:3 (August 2011): 441-71. 

Dinges, John. The Condor Years: How Pinochet and His Allies Brought Terrorism to Three  

Continents. New York: New Press, 2004. 

_____ , and Saul Landau. Assassination on Embassy Row. New York: Pantheon, 1980. 

Donner, Frank. Protectors of Privilege: Red Squads and Police Repression in Urban America.  

Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990. 

Dorman, William A., and Mansour Farhang. The U.S. Press and Iran: Foreign Policy and the  

Journalism of Deference. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1987. 

Drucker, Peter F. The Effective Executive. New York: Harper and Row, 1967. 

Ekbladh, David. The Great American Mission: Modernization and the Construction of an  

American World Order. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010. 

Ekhtiar, Maryam D. “The Dar Al-Funun: Educational Reform and Cultural Development in Qajar 

Iran.” PhD diss., New York University, 1994. 

Endy, Christopher. Cold War Holidays: American Tourism in France. Chapel Hill: The  

University of North Carolina Press, 2004. 

Engerman, David C. Modernization from the Other Shore: American Intellectuals and the  

Romance of Russian Development. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2003.  

_____ . Know Your Enemy: The Rise and Fall of America‟s Soviet Experts. New York: Oxford  

University Press, 2009. 

Escobar, Arturo. Encountering Development: The Making and Unmaking of the Third World.  

Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995. 

Espinosa, J. Manuel. Inter-American Beginnings of U.S. Cultural Diplomacy, 1936-1948.  

Washington: Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, 1976. 

Evans, Sara M., Jeffrey L. Gould, and Richard Ivan Jobs. “AHR Forum: The International 1968,  

Part II.” The American Historical Review 114:2 (April 2009): 329-404. 

Fain, W. Taylor. American Ascendance and British Retreat in the Persian Gulf Region. New  

York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008. 

Falk, Andrew J. Upstaging the Cold War: American Dissent and Cultural Diplomacy, 1940- 

1960. Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2010. 

 



 

385 

 

Farber, David. Taken Hostage: The Iran Hostage Crisis and America‟s First Encounter with  

Radical Islam. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005. 

Farmanfarmaian, Khodadad. “An Analysis of the Role of the Oil Industry in the Economy of  

Iran.” PhD diss., University of Colorado, 1956. 

Fatemi, Ali M.S. “Development with Ample Capital and Foreign Exchange: A Study of  

Petroleum‟s Contribution to the Economic Development of Selected Petroleum Exporting 

Countries.” PhD diss., New School for Social Research, 1967. 

Fatemi, Faramarz S. The USSR in Iran: The Background History of Russian and Anglo-American  

Conflict in Iran and its Effect on Iranian Nationalism and the Fall of the Shah. South 

Brunswick: A.S. Barnes, 1980. 

Fatemi, Nasrollah S. Oil Diplomacy: Powderkeg in Iran. New York: Whittier, 1954.  

Fatemi, Nasrollah S., Faramarz S. Fatemi, and Fariborz S. Fatemi. Love, Beauty, and Harmony  

in Sufism. South Brunswick: A.S. Barnes, 1978. 

Field, Thomas C., Jr. “Ideology as Strategy: Military-Led Modernization and the Origins of the  

Alliance for Progress in Bolivia.” Diplomatic History 36:1 (January 2012): 147-83. 

Ferguson, Niall, et al., eds. The Shock of the Global: The 1970s in Perspective. Cambridge: The  

Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2010. 

Finney, Patrick, ed. Palgrave Advances in International History. New York: Palgrave Macmillan,  

2005. 

Fisher, Commodore B. “The Shah‟s White Revolution (First Installment).” The Muslim World  

54:2 (April 1964): 98-103.  

_____ . “The Shah‟s White Revolution (Second Installment).” The Muslim World 54:3 (July  

1964): 195-99. 

Forsythe, David P. “Human Rights in U.S. Foreign Policy: Retrospect and Prospect.” Political  

Science Quarterly 105:3 (Autumn, 1990): 435-54. 

Franck, Thomas M., ed. The Tethered Presidency: Congressional Restraints on Executive Power.  

New York: New York University Press, 1981. 

Fraser, Donald M. “Freedom and Foreign Policy.” Foreign Policy 26 (Spring 1977): 140-56. 

Fraser, Ronald, et al. 1968: A Student Generation in Revolt. New York: Pantheon, 1988. 

Fritts, Robert E. “Consular Services and Foreign Policy.” In The Consular Dimension of  

Diplomacy: A Symposium, edited by Martin F. Herz, 5-8. Lanham: University Press of 

America, 1986. 

Fujino, Diane C. The Revolutionary Life of Yuri Kochiyama: Heartbeat of Struggle. Minneapolis:  

University of Minnesota Press, 2005. 

Galbraith, John Kenneth. “A Positive Approach to Economic Aid.” Foreign Affairs 39:3 (April  

1961): 444-57. 

Gaines, Kevin K. American Africans in Ghana: Black Expatriates and the Civil Rights Era.  

Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2006. 

Ganji, Akbar. The Road to Democracy in Iran. Cambridge: Massachusetts Institute of  

Technology, 2008. 

Ganji, Manouchehr. International Protection of Human Rights. Geneva: Droz, 1962. 

Garlitz, Richard P. “Academic Ambassadors in the Middle East: The University Contract  

Program in Turkey and Iran, 1950-1970.” PhD diss., Ohio University, 2008. 

Gasiorowski, Mark J. U.S. Foreign Policy and the Shah: Building a Client State in Iran. Ithaca:  

Cornell University Press, 1991. 

_____ . “The Qarani Affair and Iranian Politics.” International Journal of Middle East Studies  

25:4 (November 1993): 625-44. 

Gellman, Irwin F. Good Neighbor Diplomacy: United States Policies in Latin America, 1933- 

1945. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1979.  

Gerstle, Gary. American Crucible: Race and Nation in the Twentieth Century. Princeton:  

Princeton University Press, 2001. 



 

386 

 

Ghamari-Tabrizi, Behrooz. “Between the Shah and the Imam: The Students of the Left in Iran,  

1977-81.” In Student Protest: The Sixties and After, edited by Gerard J. DeGroot, 232-47.  

New York: Addison Wesley Longman Limited, 1998. 

GhaneaBassiri, Kambiz. Competing Visions of Islam in the United States: A Study of Los  

Angeles. Westport: Greenwood, 1997. 

Ghani, Cyrus. Iran and the West: A Critical Bibliography. 2 vols. Washington, D.C.: Mage,  

2006. 

Gheissari, Ali. Iranian Intellectuals in the 20th Century. Austin: University of Texas Press, 1998. 

_____ . Sound Diplomacy: Music and Emotions in Transatlantic Relations, 1850-1920. Chicago:  

University of Chicago Press, 2009. 

Gilman, Nils. Mandarins of the Future: Modernization Theory in Cold War America. Baltimore:  

The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2003. 

Glennon, Michael J. “Liaison and the Law: Foreign Intelligence Agencies‟ Activities in the  

United States.” Harvard International Law Journal 25:1 (Winter 1984): 1-42. 

Goedde, Petra, William I. Hitchcock, and Akira Iriye, eds. The Human Rights Revolution: An  

International History. New York: Oxford University Press, 2012. 

Goluboff, Risa L. “Dispatch from the Supreme Court Archives: Vagrancy, Abortion, and What  

the Links Between them Reveal About the History of Fundamental Rights.” Stanford 

Law Review 62:5 (May 2010): 1361-94. 

Goode, James F. “A Good Start: The First American Mission to Iran, 1883-1885.” The Muslim  

World 74:2 (April 1984): 100-18. 

_____ . The United States and Iran, 1946-1951: The Diplomacy of Neglect. New York: St.  

Martin‟s, 1989.   

_____ . “Reforming Iran during the Kennedy Years.” Diplomatic History 15:1 (January 1991):  

13-29. 

_____ . The United States and Iran: In the Shadow of Musaddiq. New York: St. Martin‟s, 1997. 

_____ . Negotiating for the Past: Archaeology, Nationalism, and Diplomacy in the Middle East,  

1919-1941. Austin: University of Texas Press, 2007.  

Grabill, Joseph L. Protestant Diplomacy and the Near East: Missionary Influence on American  

Policy, 1810-1927. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1971.  

Green, James N. We Cannot Remain Silent: Opposition to the Brazilian Military Dictatorship in  

the United States. Durham: Duke University Press, 2010. 

Grigor, Talinn. “Preserving the Antique Modern: Persepolis ‟71.” Future Anterior 2:1 (Summer  

2005): 22-29. 

Hahn, Lewis Edwin, Randall E. Auxier, and Lucian W. Stone Jr., eds. The Philosophy of Seyyed  

Hossein Nasr. Chicago: Open Court, 2001. 

Halliday, Fred. Iran: Dictatorship and Development. New York: Penguin, 1979. 

Halpern, Manfred. The Politics of Social Change in the Middle East and North Africa. Princeton:  

Princeton University Press, 1963. 

Harris, David. The Crisis: The President, the Prophet, and the Shah – 1979 and the Coming of  

Militant Islam. New York: Little, Brown and Company, 2004.  

Harris, Franklin S. “The Beginnings of Point IV Work in Iran.” Middle East Journal 7:2 (Spring  

1953): 222-28. 

Harrison, Benjamin T., and Christopher L. Mosher. “The Secret Diary of McNamara‟s Dove: The  

Long-Lost Story of John T. McNaughton‟s Opposition to the Vietnam War.” Diplomatic 

History 35:3 (June 2011): 505-34.   

Heideking, Jürgen. “The Pattern of American Modernity from the Revolution to the Civil War.”  

In Multiple Modernities, edited by Shmuel N. Eisenstadt, 219-47. New Brunswick:  

Transaction Publishers, 2002. 

Heiss, Mary Ann. Empire and Nationhood: The United States, Great Britain, and Iranian Oil,  

1950-1954. New York: Columbia University Press, 1997. 



 

387 

 

Hendershot, Clarence. Politics, Polemics, and Pedagogs. New York: Vantage, 1975. 

Herz, Martin F., ed. Contacts with the Opposition: A Symposium. Washington, D.C.: Institute for  

the Study of Diplomacy, School of Foreign Service, Georgetown University, 1979. 

Hilty, James W. Robert Kennedy: Brother Protector. Philadelphia: Temple University Press,  

1997. 

Hiro, Dilip. The Iranian Labyrinth: Journeys Through Theocratic Iran and its Furies. New York:  

Nation Books, 2005.   

Hixson, Walter L. Parting the Curtain: Propaganda, Culture, and the Cold War, 1945-1961.  

New York: St. Martin‟s Press, 1997.  

Hoffman, Elizabeth Cobbs. All You Need is Love: The Peace Corps and the Spirit of the 1960s.  

Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998. 

Hogan, Michael J. The Marshall Plan: America, Britain, and the Reconstruction of Western  

Europe, 1947-1952. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1987.  

Hogan, Michael J., and Thomas G. Paterson, eds. Explaining the History of American Foreign  

Relations. 2nd ed. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2004.  

Houghton, David Patrick. US Foreign Policy and the Iran Hostage Crisis. New York: Cambridge  

University Press, 2001.  

Houston, Heather A. “Narenji v. Civiletti: Expediency Triumphs over Aliens‟ Constitutional  

Rights.” Loyola of Los Angeles Law Review 14:2 (1981): 331-58. 

Hoveyda, Fereydoun. The Shah and the Ayatollah: Iranian Mythology and Islamic Revolution.  

Westport: Praeger, 2003. 

Hunnius, F.C. Student Revolts: The New Left in West Germany. London: War Resisters  

International, June 1968. 

Hunt, Michael H. The Making of a Special Relationship: The United States and China to 1914.  

New York: Columbia University Press, 1983.  

Huntington, Samuel P. “Political Development and Political Decay.” World Politics 17:3 (April  

1965): 386-430.  

_____ . Political Order in Changing Societies. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1968. 

_____ . The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order. New York: Simon and  

Schuster, 1996.  

Hurewitz, J.C. Middle East Politics: The Military Dimension. New York: Praeger, 1969. 

Immerman, Richard H. The CIA in Guatemala: The Foreign Policy of Intervention. Austin:  

University of Texas Press, 1982. 

Ioannides, Christos P. America‟s Iran: Injury and Catharsis. Lanham: University Press of  

America, 1984. 

Iriye, Akira. The Cambridge History of American Foreign Relations, Volume III: The  

Globalizing of America, 1913-1945. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1993.  

_____ . Cultural Internationalism and World Order. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University  

Press, 1997. 

_____ . Global Community: The Role of International Organizations in the Making of the  

Contemporary World. Berkeley: University of California Press, 2002. 

Jacobs, Matthew F. Imagining the Middle East: The Building of an American Foreign Policy,  

1918-1967. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2011. 

Jacobs, Norman. The Sociology of Development: Iran as an Asian Case Study. New York:  

Frederick A. Preager, 1966. 

Janowitz, Morris. The Military in the Political Development of New Nations: An Essay in  

Comparative Analysis. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964.  

Jerome, Carole. The Man in the Mirror. Toronto: Key Porter Books Limited, 1987. 

Johns, Andrew L. “The Johnson Administration, the Shah of Iran, and the Changing Pattern of  

U.S.-Iranian Relations, 1965-1967: „Tired of Being Treated like a Schoolboy.‟” Journal 

of Cold War Studies 9:2 (Spring 2007): 64-94. 



 

388 

 

Johnson, Robert David. The Peace Progressives and American Foreign Relations. Cambridge:  

Harvard University Press, 1995. 

_____ . Congress and the Cold War. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2006.   

Jones, Frank Leith. Blowtorch: Robert Komer, Vietnam, and American Cold War Strategy.  

Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2013.   

Katouzian, Homa. The Political Economy of Modern Iran: Despotism and Pseudo-Modernism,  

1926-1979. New York: New York University Press, 1981. 

Kaufman, Burton I. Trade and Aid: Eisenhower‟s Foreign Economic Policy, 1953-1961.  

Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1982.  

Keck, Margaret E., and Kathryn Sikkink. Activists Beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks in  

International Politics. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1998. 

Keddie, Nikki R. Modern Iran: Roots and Results of Revolution. Updated Edition. New Haven:  

Yale University Press, 2006. 

Kennedy, Edward M. “The Persian Gulf: Arms Race or Arms Control?” Foreign Affairs 54:1  

(October 1975): 14-35. 

Kennedy, Robert F. Just Friends and Brave Enemies. New York: Harper and Row, 1962. 

Keys, Barbara. “Congress, Kissinger, and the Origins of Human Rights Diplomacy.” Diplomatic  

History 34:5 (November 2010): 823-851. 

Kimball, Jeffrey. “The Nixon Doctrine: A Saga of Misunderstanding.” Presidential Studies  

Quarterly 36:1 (March 2006): 59-74. 

Kinzer, Stephen. All the Shah‟s Men: An American Coup and the Roots of Middle East Terror.  

2nd ed. Hoboken: John Wiley and Sons, 2008. 

Kisatsky, Deborah. “Voice of America and Iran, 1949-1953: US Liberal Developmentalism,  

Propaganda and the Cold War.” Intelligence and National Security 14:3 (Autumn 1999):  

160-85. 

Klimke, Martin. The Other Alliance: Student Protest in West Germany and the United States in  

the Global Sixties. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010. 

Klimke, Martin, and Joachim Scharloth, eds. 1968 in Europe: A History of Protest and Activism,  

1956-1977. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008.   

Knock, Thomas J. To End All Wars: Woodrow Wilson and the Quest for a New World Order.  

Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992. 

Kotek, Joël. Students and the Cold War. New York: St. Martin‟s Press, 1996. 

_____ . “Youth Organizations as a Battlefield in the Cold War.” In The Cultural Cold War in  

Western Europe 1945-1960, edited by Giles Scott-Smith and Hans Krabbendam, 138-58. 

Portland: Frank Cass, 2003. 

Kramer, Paul A. The Blood of Government: Race, Empire, the United States, and the  

Philippines. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2006.  

_____ . “Bernath Lecture: Is the World Our Campus? International Students and U.S. Global  

Power in the Long Twentieth Century.” Diplomatic History 33:5 (November 2009): 775- 

806. 

Kreisberg, Paul H., ed. American Hostages in Iran: The Conduct of a Crisis. New Haven: Yale  

University Press, 1985. 

Kuniholm, Bruce R. The Origins of the Cold War in the Near East: Great Power Conflict and  

Diplomacy in Iran, Turkey, and Greece. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980.  

Kurzman, Charles. The Unthinkable Revolution in Iran. Cambridge: Harvard University Press,  

2004. 

Kuzmarov, Jeremy. Modernizing Repression: Police Training and Nation Building in the  

American Century. Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2012. 

LaFargue, Thomas. China‟s First Hundred. Pullman: Washington State University Press, 1942. 

Latham, Michael. Modernization as Ideology: American Social Science and „Nation Building‟ in  

the Kennedy Era. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2000. 



 

389 

 

_____ . The Right Kind of Revolution: Modernization, Development, and U.S. Foreign Policy  

from the Cold War to the Present. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2011. 

Laville, Helen, and Hugh Wilford, eds. The US Government, Citizen Groups and the Cold War:  

The State-Private Network. New York: Routledge, 2006. 

Lebovic, Sam. “From War Junk to Educational Exchange: The World War II Origins of the  

Fulbright Program and the Foundations of American Cultural Globalism, 1945-1950.” 

Diplomatic History 37:2 (April 2013): 280-312. 

Lenczowski, George, ed. Iran Under the Pahlavis. Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 1978. 

Lerner, Daniel. The Passing of Traditional Society: Modernizing the Middle East. New York:  

Free Press, 1958.  

Lerner, Mitchell. “„A Big Tree of Peace and Justice‟: The Vice Presidential Travels of Lyndon  

Johnson.” Diplomatic History 34:2 (April 2010): 357-93. 

Li, Hongshan. U.S.-China Educational Exchange: State, Society, and Intercultural Relations,  

1905-1950. New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2008. 

Lippmann, Walter. The Coming Tests with Russia. Boston: Little, Brown, 1961. 

Little, Douglas. American Orientalism: The United States and the Middle East since 1945.  

Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2004. 

Litwak, Robert. Détente and the Nixon Doctrine: American Foreign Policy and the Pursuit of  

Stability, 1969-1976. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1984. 

Lobel, Jules. “Justice Douglas the Internationalist: The Connection between Domestic Liberty  

and Foreign Policy.” In “He Shall Not Pass This Way Again”: The Legacy of Justice 

William O. Douglas, edited by Stephen L. Wasby, 279-95. Pittsburgh: University of 

Pittsburgh Press, 1990. 

Lockman, Zachary. Contending Visions of the Middle East: The History and Politics of  

Orientalism. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2004. 

Loss, Christopher P. Between Citizens and the State: The Politics of American Higher Education  

in the 20th Century. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2012.  

Louer, Laurence. Transnational Shia Politics: Religious and Political Networks in the Gulf. New  

York: Columbia University Press, 2008. 

Lucas, Scott. Freedom‟s War: The American Crusade Against the Soviet Union. New York: New  

York University Press, 1999. 

Lytle, Mark Hamilton. The Origins of the Iranian-American Alliance, 1941-1953. New York:  

Holmes and Meier, 1987.  

MacQueen, Norrie, and Pedro Aires Oliveira. “„Grocer meets Butcher‟: Marcello Caetano‟s  

London visit of 1973 and the last days of Portugal‟s Estado Novo.” Cold War History 

10:1 (February 2010): 29-50. 

Mahoney, Richard D. JFK: Ordeal in Africa. New York: Oxford University Press, 1983. 

Maier, Charles S. “The Politics of Productivity: Foundations of American International  

Economic Policy after World War II.” International Organization 31:4 (Autumn 1977): 

607-33.  

Makdisi, Ussama. Faith Misplaced: The Broken Promise of U.S.-Arab Relations: 1820-2001.  

New York: PublicAffairs, 2010. 

Mamdani, Mahmood. Good Muslim, Bad Muslim: America, the Cold War, and the Roots of  

Terror. New York: Pantheon, 2004. 

Manela, Erez. The Wilsonian Moment: Self-Determination and the International Origins of  

Anticolonial Nationalism. New York: Oxford University Press, 2007. 

_____ . “A Pox on Your Narrative: Writing Disease Control into Cold War History.” Diplomatic  

History 34:2 (April 2010): 299-323. 

Marwick, Arthur. The Sixties: Cultural Revolution in Britain, France, Italy, and the United  

States, c.1958-c.1974. New York: Oxford University Press, 1998. 

Matin-Asgari, Afshin. Iranian Student Opposition to the Shah. Costa Mesa: Mazda, 2002.   



 

390 

 

_____. “Tehran Memoirs and Diaries: Winter 1979 and Summer 1997.” Comparative Studies of  

South Asia, Africa and the Middle East 20:1/2 (2000): 171-79. 

Mattson, Kevin. Intellectuals in Action: The Origins of the New Left and Radical Liberalism,  

1945-1970. University Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2002. 

May, Gary. “Passing the Torch and Lighting Fires: The Peace Corps.” In Kennedy‟s Quest for  

Victory: American Foreign Policy, 1961-1963, edited by Thomas G. Paterson, 284-316. 

New York: Oxford University Press, 1989.  

McAlister, Melani. Epic Encounters: Culture, Media, and U.S. Interests in the Middle East since  

1945. Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005. 

McCullough, David. The Greater Journey: Americans in Paris. New York: Simon and Schuster,  

2011.  

McDermott, Kevin, and Jeremy Agnew, eds. The Comintern: A History of International  

Communism from Lenin to Stalin. New York: St. Martin‟s Press, 1997. 

McDonald, Lawrence P. Trotskyism and Terror: The Strategy of Revolution. Washington:  

American Conservative Union Education and Research Institute, 1978.   

McFarland, Stephen L. “A Peripheral View of the Origins of the Cold War: The Crises in Iran,  

1941-47.” Diplomatic History 4:4 (October 1980): 333-51. 

McKillen, Elizabeth, et al. Special Forum: “Workers, Labor, and War: New Directions in the  

History of American Foreign Relations.” Diplomatic History 34:4 (September 2010):  

641-736.  

McNay, John T. Acheson and Empire: The British Accent in American Foreign Policy. Columbia:  

University of Missouri Press, 2001. 

McPherson, Alan L. Yankee No!: Anti-Americanism in U.S.-Latin American Relations.  

Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2003. 

McVety, Amanda Kay. “Pursuing Progress: Point Four in Ethiopia.” Diplomatic History 32:3  

(June 2008): 371-403.  

Menashri, David. Education and the Making of Modern Iran. Ithaca: Cornell University Press,  

1992.  

Meriwether, James H. “„Worth a Lot of Negro Votes‟: Black Voters, Africa, and the 1960  

Presidential Campaign.” Journal of American History 95:3 (December 2008): 737-63. 

Miglietta, John P. American Alliance Policy in the Middle East, 1945-1992. Lanham: Lexington  

Books, 2002.  

Miklos, Jack C. The Iranian Revolution and Modernization: Way Stations to Anarchy.  

Washington, D.C.: National Defense University Press, 1983. 

Milani, Abbas. The Persian Sphinx: Amir Abbas Hoveyda and the Riddle of the Iranian  

Revolution. Washington, D.C.: Mage, 2004. 

_____ . Eminent Persians: The Men and Women Who Made Modern Iran, 1941-1979. 2  

vols. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 2008.  

_____ . The Shah. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011. 

Milani, Mohsen, M. The Making of Iran‟s Islamic Revolution: From Monarchy to Islamic  

Republic. Boulder: Westview, 1988. 

Miller, William Green. “Political Organization in Iran: From Dowreh to Political Party, Part I.”  

Middle East Journal 23:2 (Spring 1969): 159-67.  

_____ . “Political Organization in Iran: From Dowreh to Political Party, Part II.” Middle East  

Journal 23:3 (Summer 1969): 343-50. 

Milne, David. America‟s Rasputin: Walt Rostow and the Vietnam War. New York: Hill and  

Wang, 2008. 

Mirsepassi, Ali. Intellectual Discourse and the Politics of Modernization: Negotiating Modernity  

in Iran. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000. 

Mitchell, Timothy. Rule of Experts: Egypt, Techno-Politics, Modernity. Berkeley: University of  

California Press, 2002. 



 

391 

 

Mofid, Kamran. Development Planning in Iran: From Monarchy to Islamic Republic. Wisbech:  

Middle East and North African Studies Press, 1987. 

Moghadam, Val. “Socialism or Anti-Imperialism? The Left and Revolution in Iran.” New Left  

Review 166 (November-December 1987): 5-28. 

Moin, Baqer. Khomeini: Life of the Ayatollah. New York: I.B. Tauris, 1999. 

Moses, Russell Leigh. Freeing the Hostages: Reexamining U.S.-Iranian Negotiations and Soviet  

Policy, 1979-1981. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1996. 

Mottahedeh, Roy. The Mantle of the Prophet: Religion and Politics in Iran. Oxford: Oneworld,  

2004. 

Motter, Thomas Hubbard Vail. The Persian Corridor and Aid to Russia. Washington, D.C.:  

Department of the Army, 1952. 

Moyn, Samuel. The Last Utopia: Human Rights in History. Cambridge: The Belknap Press of  

Harvard University Press, 2010. 

Nakash, Yitzhak. The Shi„a in the Modern Arab World. Princeton: Princeton University Press,  

2006. 

Nasr, Vali. The Shia Revival: How Conflicts within Islam will Shape the Future. New York:  

Norton, 2006. 

Nemchenok, Victor V. “„That So Fair a Thing Should Be So Frail‟: The Ford Foundation and the  

Failure of Rural Development in Iran, 1953-1964.” Middle East Journal 63:2 (Spring 

2009): 261-84. 

_____ . “In Search of Stability Amid Chaos: US Policy Toward Iran, 1961-1963.”  

Cold War History 10:3 (August 2010): 341-69. 

“New Probe into 1967 Killing: Police Covered Up Truth Behind Infamous Student Shooting.”  

Der Spiegel Online International. 

http://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/0,1518,810877,00.html (accessed January 

24, 2012). 

Ngai, Mae M. Impossible Subjects: Illegal Aliens and the Making of Modern America. Princeton:  

Princeton University Press, 2004. 

Ninham, Sally. A Cohort of Pioneers: Australian Postgraduate Students and American  

Postgraduate Degrees, 1949-1964. Ballan, Australia: Connor Court Publishing, 2011. 

Ninkovich, Frank A. The Diplomacy of Ideas: U.S. Foreign Policy and Cultural Relations, 1938- 

1950. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1981.  

_____ . Global Dawn: The Cultural Foundation of American Internationalism, 1865-1890.  

Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2009. 

Normand, Roger, and Sarah Zaidi. Human Rights at the UN: The Political History of Universal  

Justice. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2008. 

“Norwich University Awards Honorary Diplomas to Former Iranian Students from the Class of  

1980.” http://www.norwich.edu/about/news/2005/iranianalumni.html (accessed January 

17, 2013). 

Oren, Michael B. Six Days of War: June 1967 and the Making of the Modern Middle East. New  

York: Oxford University Press, 2002. 

Osanloo, Arzoo. The Politics of Women‟s Rights in Iran. Princeton: Princeton University Press,  

2009.  

Osgood, Kenneth. Total Cold War: Eisenhower‟s Secret Propaganda Battle at Home and  

Abroad. Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2006.  

Pach, Chester J. Arming the Free World: The Origins of the United States Military Assistance  

Program, 1945-1950. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1991. 

Paget, Karen. “From Stockholm to Leiden: The CIA‟s Role in the Formation of the International  

Student Conference.” Intelligence and National Security 18:2 (2003): 134-67.  

Palmer, Michael A. Guardians of the Gulf: A History of America‟s Expanding Role in the  

Persian Gulf, 1833-1992. New York: Free Press, 1992. 

http://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/0,1518,810877,00.html
http://www.norwich.edu/about/news/2005/iranianalumni.html


 

392 

 

Parker, Jason C. Brother‟s Keeper: The United States, Race, and Empire in the British  

Caribbean, 1937-1962. New York: Oxford University Press, 2008. 

Parsa, Misagh. Social Origins of the Iranian Revolution. New Brunswick: Rutgers University  

Press, 1989. 

Parsi, Trita. Treacherous Alliance: The Secret Dealings of Israel, Iran, and the United States.  

New Haven: Yale University Press, 2007. 

Pells, Richard. Not Like Us: How Europeans Have Loved, Hated, and Transformed American  

Culture Since World War II. New York: Basic Books, 1997. 

Perlmutter, Amos. Egypt, The Praetorian State. New Brunswick: Transaction, 1974.  

“Ploughing the Field of International Educational Relationships: A Memorandum Upon the  

Origin, Organization and Activities of the Institute of International Education.” News 

Bulletin of the Institute of Pacific Relations (April 1928): 3-8.  

Polk, William R., and Richard L. Chambers, eds. Beginnings of Modernization in the Middle  

East: The Nineteenth Century. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1968. 

Pollack, Kenneth M. The Persian Puzzle: The Conflict Between Iran and America. New York:  

Random House, 2005. 

Popp, Roland. “An Application of Modernization Theory during the Cold War? The Case of  

Pahlavi Iran.” International History Review 30:1 (2008): 76-98. 

Pour-Moghaddas, Ali. “Higher Education and Development in Iran.” Higher Education 4:3  

(August 1975): 369-75. 

Preston, Andrew. The War Council: McGeorge Bundy, the NSC, and Vietnam. Cambridge:  

Harvard University Press, 2006. 

Qaimmaqami, Linda Wills. “The Catalyst of Nationalization: Max Thornburg and the Failure of  

Private Sector Developmentalism in Iran, 1947-1951.” Diplomatic History 19:1 (Winter 

1995): 1-31. 

Rahnema, Ali. An Islamic Utopian: A Political Biography of Ali Shari„ati. New York: I.B. Tauris,  

1998. 

Ramazani, Rouhollah K. Iran‟s Foreign Policy 1941-1973: A Study of Foreign Policy in  

Modernizing Nations. Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1975. 

Al-Rasheed, Madawi. A History of Saudi Arabia. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2002.  

Razi, Gholam Hossein. “The Press and Political Institutions of Iran: A Content Analysis of  

„Ettela'at‟ and „Keyhan.‟” Middle East Journal 22:4 (Autumn 1968): 463-74. 

Reimers, David M. Still the Golden Door: The Third World Comes to America. New York:  

Columbia University Press, 1985. 

Rey, Lucien. “Guilt by Association.” New Left Review 35 (January-February 1966): 102-104. 

Ricks, Thomas M. “U.S. Military Missions to Iran, 1943-1978: The Political Economy of  

Military Assistance.” Iranian Studies 12:3/4 (Summer-Autumn, 1979): 163-93.  

Ringer, Monica M. Education, Religion, and the Discourse of Cultural Reform in Qajar Iran.  

Costa Mesa: Mazda, 2001. 

Rodgers, Daniel T. Atlantic Crossings: Social Politics in a Progressive Age. Cambridge:  

Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1998.  

Rosenberg, Emily S. Spreading the American Dream: American Economic and Cultural  

Expansion, 1890-1945. New York: Hill and Wang, 1982. 

_____ . Financial Missionaries to the World: The Politics and Culture of Dollar Diplomacy,  

1900-1930. Durham: Duke University Press, 2003. 

Rosenstein-Rodan, Paul. Notes on the Theory of the “Big Push.” Cambridge: Center for  

International Studies, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1957.   

Rostam-Kolayi, Jasamin. “Foreign Education, the Women‟s Press, and the Discourse of  

Scientific Domesticity in Early-Twentieth-Century Iran.” In Iran and the Surrounding 

World: Interactions in Culture and Cultural Politics, edited by Nikki R. Keddie and Rudi 

Matthee, 182-202. Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2002.  



 

393 

 

Rostow, W.W. The Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto. New York:  

Cambridge University Press, 1960. 

Rubin, Barry. Paved with Good Intentions: The American Experience and Iran. New York:  

Oxford University Press, 1980. 

Russell, Bertrand. “Freedom in Iran.” Minority of One (November 1964): 12-13. 

Ryan, Paul B. The Iranian Rescue Mission: Why It Failed. Annapolis: Naval Institute Press,  

1985. 

Sadiq, Isa. “Modern Persia and Her Educational System. PhD diss., Teachers College, Columbia  

University, 1931. 

Said, Edward. Orientalism. New York: Vintage, 1979. 

Salt, Jeremy. The Unmaking of the Middle East: A History of Western Disorder in Arab Lands.  

Berkeley: University of California Press, 2008. 

Sanders, Marion K. Dorothy Thompson: A Legend in Her Time. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1973.   

Saunders, Frances Stonor. The Cultural Cold War: The CIA and the World of Arts and Letters.  

New York: The New Press, 2000. 

Schaeper, Thomas J., and Kathleen Schaeper. Cowboys into Gentlemen: Rhodes Scholars,  

Oxford, and the Creation of an American Elite. New York: Berghahn Books, 1998. 

Schayegh, Cyrus. “„Seeing Like a State‟: An Essay on the Historiography of Modern Iran.”  

International Journal of Middle East Studies 42:1 (February 2010): 37-61. 

Schlesinger, Arthur M., Jr. Robert Kennedy and His Times. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1978. 

_____ . The Imperial Presidency. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 2004. 

Schmidli, William Michael. “Institutionalizing Human Rights in U.S. Foreign Policy: U.S.- 

Argentine Relations, 1976-1980.” Diplomatic History 35:2 (April 2011): 351-77.  

Schmitz, David F. The United States and Right-Wing Dictatorships, 1965-1989. New York:  

Cambridge University Press, 2006. 

Scott, James C. Seeing Like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition  

Have Failed. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1998.  

Scott-Smith, Giles. Networks of Empire: The US State Department‟s Foreign Leader Program in  

the Netherlands, France, and Britain 1950-70. Brussels: P.I.E. Peter Lang, 2008. 

Seidman, Michael. The Imaginary Revolution: Parisian Students and Workers in 1968. New  

York: Berghahn Books, 2004. 

Seliktar, Ofira. Failing the Crystal Ball Test: The Carter Administration and the Fundamentalist  

Revolution in Iran. Westport: Praeger, 2000. 

Shachtman, Tom. Airlift to America: How Barack Obama, Sr., John F. Kennedy, Tom Mboya,  

and 800 East African Students Changed Their World and Ours. New York: St. Martin‟s 

Press, 2009.  

Shaery-Eisenlohr, Roschanack. Shi„ite Lebanon: Transnational Religion and the Making of  

National Identities. New York: Columbia University Press, 2008. 

Shafaq, S. Rezazadeh, and J.D. Lotz. “The Iranian Seven Year Development Plan.” Middle East  

Journal 4:1 (January 1950): 100-105. 

Shannon, Kelly J. “Veiled Intentions: Islam, Global Feminism, and U.S. Foreign Policy Since  

the Late 1970s.” PhD diss., Temple University, 2010.    

Shannon, Matthew. “„Contacts with the Opposition:‟ American Foreign Relations, the Iranian  

Student Movement, and the Global Sixties.” The Sixties 4:1 (Summer 2011): 1-29. 

Shavarini, Mitra K. Educating Immigrants: Experiences of Second-Generation Iranians. New  

York: LFB Scholarly Publishing, 2004. 

Shawcross, William. The Shah‟s Last Ride: The Fate of an Ally. New York: Simon and Schuster,  

1988.   

Shenin, Sergei Y. The United States and the Third World: The Origins of Postwar Relations and  

the Point Four Program. Huntington: Nova Science, 2000. 

 



 

394 

 

Shesol, Jeff. Mutual Contempt: Lyndon Johnson, Robert Kennedy, and the Feud that Defined a  

Decade. New York: Norton, 1997. 

Sick, Gary. October Surprise: America‟s Hostages in Iran and the Election of Ronald Reagan.  

New York: Times Books, 1991. 

Simpson, Bradley R. Economists with Guns: Authoritarian Development and U.S.-Indonesian  

Relations. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2010.  

_____. “Denying the „First Right‟: The United States, Indonesia, and the Ranking of Human  

Rights by the Carter Administration, 1976-1980,” International History Review 31:4  

(December 2009): 798-826. 

Singer, Sandra L. Adventures Abroad: North American Women at German-Speaking  

Universities, 1868-1915. Westport: Praeger, 2003. 

Slobodian, Quinn. Foreign Front: Third World Politics in Sixties West Germany. Durham: Duke  

University Press, 2012. 

Snyder, Sarah B. Human Rights Activism and the End of the Cold War: A Transnational History  

of the Helsinki Network. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2011. 

_____ . “Exporting Amnesty International to the United States: Transatlantic Human Rights  

Activism in the 1960s.” Human Rights Quarterly 34:3 (August 2012): 779-99. 

_____ . “„A Call for U.S. Leadership‟: Congressional Activism on Human Rights.” Diplomatic  

History 37:2 (April 2013): 372-97. 

Stefanidis, Ioannis D. “Telling America‟s Story: US Propaganda Operations and Greek Public  

Reactions.” Journal of the Hellenic Diaspora 30:1 (2004): 39-95. 

Strong, Robert A. Working in the World: Jimmy Carter and the Making of American Foreign  

Policy. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 2000. 

Summitt, April R. “For a White Revolution: John F. Kennedy and the Shah of Iran.” Middle East  

Journal 58:4 (Autumn 2004): 560-75. 

Suri, Jeremi. Power and Protest: Global Revolution and the Rise of Détente.  Cambridge:  

Harvard University Press, 2003. 

_____ . Henry Kissinger and the American Century. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2007. 

Suri, Jeremi, Timothy S. Brown, and William Marotti. “AHR Forum: The International 1968,  

Part I.” American Historical Review 114:1 (February 2009): 42-135. 

Sweig, Julia E. Friendly Fire: Losing Friends and Making Enemies in the Anti-American  

Century. New York: PublicAffairs, 2006. 

Taffet, Jeffrey. Foreign Aid as Foreign Policy: The Alliance for Progress in Latin America. 

New York: Routledge, 2007.    

Taheri, Amir. Nest of Spies: America‟s Journey to Disaster in Iran. New York: Pantheon Books,  

1988. 

Tarrow, Sidney. The New Transnational Activism. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005. 

Teodoro, Noel V. “Pensionados and Workers: The Filipinos in the United States, 1903-1956.”  

Asian and Pacific Migration Journal 8:1-2 (1999): 157-78. 

Trubek, David M. “When is an Omelet? What is an Egg? Some Thought on Economic  

Development and Human Rights in Latin America.” The American Journal of 

International Law 67:5 (November 1973): 198-205. 

Vahabzadeh, Peyman. A Guerrilla Odyssey: Modernization, Secularism, Democracy, and the  

Fadai Period of National Liberation in Iran, 1971-1979. Syracuse: Syracuse University 

Press, 2010. 

Vahdat, Farzin. God and Juggernaut: Iran‟s Intellectual Encounter with Modernity. Syracuse:  

Syracuse University Press, 2002.     

Varon, Jeremy. Bringing the War Home: The Weather Underground, the Red Army Faction, and  

Revolutionary Violence in the Sixties and Seventies. Berkeley: University of California 

Press, 2004. 

 



 

395 

 

Vestal, Theodore M. International Education: Its History and Promise for Today. Westport:  

Praeger, 1994. 

Von Eschen, Penny M. Satchmo Blows Up the World: Jazz Ambassadors Play the Cold War.  

Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2004. 

Walton, Whitney. Internationalism, National Identities, and Study Abroad: France and the  

United States, 1890-1970. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2009. 

Ward, Steven R. Immortal: A Military History of Iran and its Armed Forces. Washington, D.C.:  

Georgetown University Press, 2009. 

Warner, Michael. “Sophisticated Spies: CIA‟s Links to Liberal Anti-Communists, 1949-1967.”  

International Journal of Intelligence and Counter Intelligence 9:4 (January 1996): 425-

33. 

Weinbaum, Marvin G. “Iran Finds a Party System: The Institutionalization of „Iran Novin.‟”  

Middle East Journal 27:4 (Autumn 1973): 439-55. 

Westad, Odd Arne. The Global Cold War: Third World Interventions and the Making of Our  

Times. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005. 

White, Lyman Cromwell. International Non-Governmental Organizations: Their Purposes,  

Methods, and Accomplishments. New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1951. 

Whitson, Helene. “Introductory Essay.” San Francisco State College Strike Collection.   

http://www.library.sfsu.edu/about/collections/strike/essay.html (accessed March 2, 2012).  

Wieck, Randolph. Ignorance Abroad: American Educational and Cultural Foreign Policy and  

the Office of Assistant Secretary of State. Westport: Praeger, 1992. 

Wilber, Donald N. Contemporary Iran. New York: Praeger, 1963. 

Wilford, Hugh. The Mighty Wurlitzer: How the CIA Played America. Cambridge: Harvard  

University Press, 2008. 

Woods, Randall Bennett. Fulbright: A Biography. New York: Cambridge University Press,  

1995. 

Wright, Denis. The Persians Amongst the English: Episodes in Anglo-Persian History. London:  

I.B. Tauris, 1985. 

Wright, Thomas C. State Terrorism in Latin America: Chile, Argentina, and International  

Human Rights. Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield, 2007. 

Yarbrough, Tinsley E. “Federal Alienage Doctrine and the Iranian Student Litigation.” Human  

Rights Quarterly 4:2 (Summer 1982): 243-60. 

Ye, Weili. Seeking Modernity in China‟s Name: Chinese Students in the United States, 1900- 

1927. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001. 

Yeselson, Abraham. United States-Persian Diplomatic Relations, 1883-1921. New Brunswick:  

Rutgers University Press, 1956. 

Yetiv, Steve A. The Absence of Grand Strategy: The United States in the Persian Gulf, 1972- 

2005. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2008.   

Young, T. Cuyler. “Iran in Continuing Crisis.” Foreign Affairs 40:2 (January 1962): 275-92. 

Zahniser, Marvin R., and W. Michael Weis. “A Diplomatic Pearl Harbor? Richard Nixon‟s  

Goodwill Mission to Latin America in 1958.” Diplomatic History 13:2 (April 1989): 163-

90. 

Zeiler, Thomas W. Ambassadors in Pinstripes: The Spalding World Baseball Tour and the Birth  

of the American Empire. Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield, 2006. 

Zimmerman, Jonathan. Innocents Abroad: American Teachers in the American Century.  

Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2006.  

Zirinsky, Michael P. “Blood, Power, and Hypocrisy: The Murder of Robert Imbrie and American  

Relations with Pahlavi Iran, 1924.” International Journal of Middle East Studies 18:3 

(August 1986): 275-92. 

_____ . “A Panacea for the Ills of the Country: American Presbyterian Education in Inter-War  

Iran.” Iranian Studies 26:1/2 (Winter-Spring, 1993): 119-37. 

http://www.library.sfsu.edu/about/collections/strike/essay.html


 

396 

 

_____ . “Render Therefore Unto Caesar the Things which are Caesar‟s: American Presbyterian  

Educators and Reza Shah.” Iranian Studies 26:3/4 (Summer-Autumn, 1993): 337-56. 

Zonis, Marvin. “Educational Ambivalence in Iran.” Iranian Studies 1:4 (Autumn 1968): 133-53.  

_____. The Political Elite of Iran. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1971. 

 

 


