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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation discusses diplomatic relations between the United States and Egypt 

from 1945 through 1960. During these years, the massive oil reserves in the Middle East 

he~ame vitally important to the security of the United States. To protect the free flow of oil, 

American policymakers looked to Egypt to provide the progressive, pro-Western leadership 

that they hel ieveJ woulJ insure stahil ity in the region. The approach to this story is unique 

and ~oulJ he termed a post-ColJ War revision. Most diplomatic histories concerning America 

and the MidJIe East have overemphasized the Cold War context. To understand Americ'a 

relationship with Egypt. one must set aside the Cold War albatross and view the story from a 

MiJdle Eastern perspe~tive. 

As a framework fIll' this study. the author relied on L. Carl Brown's work on Middle 

Eastern international relations. Brown's theory that the Eastern Question (the period that 

markl!d thl! slow disentl!gration of the Ottoman Empire) still drives relations in the region 

pJ'llved invaluubll! in undl!fstanding the ~oll1plex diplomatic ~ulture of the area. Using this 

apprlla~h. the dipillmatic relations between Egypt and America take on a new perspe~tive. 

Rather than seeing everything Jriven by the Cold War, one ~an identify the long-standing 

interests, the Jiplomatic styles. and the ~ultural differences of each country. In a classic 

exampk of realpolitik. ea~h siJe sought to manipulate the other for its own gain. 

Thrown together amid the struggles of the Cold War, America and Egypt found 

themselves Ulll!asy allies. Amt!rica 10okt!J for help in their tight against the Soviet Union, and 

Egypt t!lldt!avorl!d to a~hit!vl! inJt!pt!ndt!n~e for itself and for the Arab Middle East. Franklin 

D. Roosl!velt hegan with high hopt!s in grooming Egypt as a pro-American force in the 



region, but his death derailed the policy. With the beginning of the Cold War, America's 

traditional anti-imperialist policy had to be balanced with the support of Great Britain, the big 

power in the region. Throughout the period, Egypt sought to become the leader of the Arab 

world employing policies that often conflicted with American interests. Understanding that 

tht!y were a small Third World nation, Egyptian leaders sought to playoff the superpowers 

for their own advantage. The Truman administration enventually understood some of the 

tint!r points of Middlt! Eastern diplomacy but failed to coordinate their policy with that 

knllwlt:uge. Undt:r tht: tlt:xiblt: guidam:e of Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, the 

Eisenhllwer auministration provt!tl mort! sophisticated than tht! previous one but had to deal 

with a mort! ambitious leadt!r in Gamal Abdel Nasser. Although, the vital oil fields had been 

protectt!d, America's attempts to t!nl ist Egypt in the struggle against Russia, to bring peace to 

the regill/1. and prt!vt!nt Sovit!t pt!nt!tration failed. By the end of the 1960s, Amt!rican leadt!rs 

had karnt!d tht: rult!s of tht! tlipillmatic gamt! and altt!red thier policies accordingly. In 

hdWl.!l.!ll. till.! stllry revt:als the complexity amI rt!gularity of the Eastt!rn Question system and 

hllw America came to grips with it. 

---- --- ._--_. __ .. 
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Prda~e 

In early May 1953, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles visited Egypt, the first such 

trip in American history. In his many conversations with Egyptian officials, Dulles received a 

taste of politkal life in the land of the Nile. Prime Minister Mohammed Naguib, the front 

man in Gamal Abdel Nasser's military government, recounted an old Egyptian proverb to 

explain his ~lluntry's attitude toward the West. The story, entitled Golla '.\' Nail, was an apt 

illustration of Arab xenophobia and was a favorite story of both Naguib and Nasser. 

A~~llrding to Naguih. Goha sold his home to a friend. The only condition was that Goha 

would retain the property rights of a single nail in an inside wall of the house. After the new 

llwner lll11ved in. Goha began visiting the house at all hours of the day and night inspecting 

tht! ~llnditilln of the nail. Within a short time. the innumerable visits drove the new owner 

insane. Eventually. Goha married the owner's wife and got back his house in the bargain. 

Naguib hoped that Egypt and Amerka would not repeat the case of Golla '.I' Nail in their 

future relatiuns. Dulles remarked that the story was "just the kind of plain talk that he ... 

had ~ome to hear." He told Naguib that "fiJreign policies cannot be made in Washington 

without a knowledge of what is in the minds of other people." The problem for Dulles and 

other American polky makers was that. no matter how well the Egyptians and Americans 

understood ea~h other. the nails of the American approach to foreign pol icy often irritated the 

Egyptian walls. The opposite was also true. Egyptian strategies and tactics often worked 

against American interests. In the words of one participant, the story of United States-
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Egyptian relations could be described as a case of "unrequited love. "I 

This dissertation covers the period from the end of World War II through the 

Eisenhower administration. Although one often views Israel as the Middle Eastern country 

most identitied with the United States, Egypt stands out as the Arab nation that initiated 

America into the international politics of the Middle East. The bulk of this study concerns the 

period from 1950 onwards when America became deeply involved with Egypt. To protect the 

vital oil resources of the Middle East, the region required peace and stability. Subsequently, 

the United States embarked on various plans to rid the area of the last vestiges of European 

imperialism, huild up prosperous and democratic Arab nations, and bring about peace 

between the Arahs and Israel is. American policymakers viewed Egypt, the traditional 

political, economh.:. and cultural leader of the Arab Middle East, as their best hope to achieve 

these goals. They relied tirst on King Farouk and then Nasser to play the role of a pro-

Western leader to guide the region towards alliance with the West in the Cold War. 

Likewise. Egypt naturally turned to America. the land of freedom, f()r help in ridding 

themselves of the last vestiges of British imperialism. 

Too otten the study of American diplomacy in the Middle East degenerates into an 

exercise in superpower politics of the Cold War. Although the clash of the major powers is 

significant. any study of the Third World must implicitly consider the minor players. Some 

historians turn to various pol itical, economh.:, and social theories. However, these 

IMemo of Conversation, 11 May 53, U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations oJthe 
Uniled Slllle',\' 1952-1954. vol. 9 (Washington: GPO, 1986), 12-3, hereafter I will shorten to 
FRUS 52-54,9: 12-3; Hare to State Department, 16 Aug 57,611.74/8-1657, National 
Archives. Department of State, Decimal Files, RG 59, hereafter I will shorten all references 
to RG 59 to just the tile number. 
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interpretations also suffer from the perils of Eurocentric thinking or outdated Cold War 

passions. With the struggle between the East and West at an end and the problem of Palestine 

near resolution, the history of America's efforts in the 1940s and 50s requires rewriting from 

a fresh perspective. World War II and the Cold War set the stage for an international game 

of nations that proved to be unprecedented in American history. To understand America's 

relations with Egypt, one must set aside the Cold War albatross and view the story from a 

Middlt! Eastt!rn pt!rspcctivt!. 

The old adage. "What is past is prologue." defines the nature of this history. While 

America's relations with Egypt after the Second World War took place in the context of the 

Cold War. the urder of diplomacy was imbedded in the Middle East's past. In Internatiol/al 

Politics and the Middle East: Old Rules, Dangerous Game (1984), L. Carl Brown argues that 

the gencral pattern uf relations in the region for the past two hundred years has shown a 

"remarkable ~llhcrem;e and regularity." Accord ing to Brown, the Eastern Question, the term 

that designates the period during which the Ottoman Empire collapsed and the European 

pllwers sllught til carve it up, created an "elaborate, multiplayer diplomatic game" involving 

both Europcan and Middle Eastern states that continues to this day. To apprehend this game, 

system, or diplomatic culture (he uses these words loosely and interchangeably) is the "key" 

to unlll~k the ~oll1plexities of regiun's international politics. Because of the Eastern Question, 

no othcr region in the world has been so "interlocked" and "penetrated" by the West as the 

Middle East.~ 

Initially I used Brown's rules of the Eastern Question game as guideposts in my 

~L. Carl Brown. IlIternatiollal Politics alld the Middle East: Old Rules, Dangerous 
Gall/I'. (Prin~cton: Prin~eton. 1984). 1-18. 



11 

research. However, by the end of tllis project, I discovered myself caught up in the Eastern 

Question system. America's postwar relations with Egypt can best be interpreted using 

Brown's analysis. With the Eastern Question as a base, one can study the period in a Middle 

Eastern contt!xt and not a Cold War one. In the following, I have outlined the rules of the 

Eastern Question system and added corresponding examples from my research to explain the 

validity of my approach: 

I. Alliances and relationships change with every new situation or issue in a bewildering 

series lit' tactical moves. At one time or the other, the United States found itself allied either 

formally or informally with the following states: England, France, Egypt, Israel, Saudi 

Arabia. Iraq, Lebanon. and Jordan. Although this looks great, these alliances were constantly 

changing. The United States was never friends or allies with all of them simultaneously. In 

fact. America found itsdf at odds with each of those nations at least once during the period 

studied. 

2. Invariably. Middle Eastern states invite the big powers into the game for their own 

advantage. Egypt tirst invited the United States to rid themselves of the British, then called 

lIplln the Sllvit!! Union to balance against the United States, and finally recalled America to 

counter the Soviets! Rdationships evolve from bilateralism to muItilateralism. 

3. Local /1n>blems often accentuate international problems even when tllere appears to 

be no linkage. The rivalry between King Farouk and the Wafd Party led to the abrogation of 

the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936 and a small scale guerrilla war against the British. 

Nasser's rivalry with Nuri Said of Iraq led to the Baghdad Pact. Israel's rivalry with Egypt 

set the stage for the Suez War in 1956. Nasser's desire to become the leader of the Arab 

wllrltJ caused America to promulgate the Eisenhower Doctrine and invade Lebanon in 1958. 
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4. Local initiatives are usually made with the big powers in mind either to elicit or 

reject support. Once taking power, the Free Officers in Egypt quickly appealed to America 

with enticements of a military alliance and peace with Israel. Nasser used America's 

withdrawal of the Aswan Dam financing as an excuse to nationalize the Suez Canal Company. 

In his bid for Arab leadership, Nasser turned to the Soviet Union for assistance in his fight 

against Western imperialism. In 1959, with his hold on the Arab world slipping, Nasser 

embarked on a massive anticommunist campaign to renew American support. 

S. The great powers look to the regi(1n to promote their interests and inadvertently 

heCOllh! ellmeshed ill internal rivalries that have little to do with the big puwer rivalries (in 

th is case. the Cold War). America's desire for a regional defense grouping aimed at Russia 

thrust them intll the politics of inter-Arab rivalries among Nasser, Nuri, King Saud, and 

General Abdel Qassim of Iraq. Russia's plan to undermine the Western position in the 

Middle East ran into the same rivalries. 

6. Nil Illcal or outside power ever succeeds in maintaining hegemony over the region. 

Despite his J1l1pularity. Nasser 1I1l1y managed to enlist Syria and Yemen into his United Arab 

Republ k. The superpowers had no neUer luck. 

7. Local amI outsider leaders employ various tactics and actions such as: (a) the 

"quick gran." Nasser's seizure of the Suez Canal, and the Soviet Union's arming of Israel in 

1948. Egypt in 1955. and Iraq in 1958; (b) a stubborn denial to accept changes in the "status 

quo." Egypt and Israel's refusal to make peace; (c) an exasperating refusal to compromise on 

minor puints. hoth the British and the Egyptians during the negotiations over the Suez Base; 

(d) a belief in endless tactical maneuvering, Dulles' penchant for negotiating with different 

actors along several lines of reasoning at the same time; (e) "diplomatic counterpunching," 
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Nasser's quick reactions to any move or slight against him; (t) a habit of using mediators and 

third party negotiators, the great successes and failures of the CIA as an alternative arm of 

diplomacy; (g) little discrimination between tactics and strategy, Egypt's foreign policy under 

Farouk and Nasser; (h) and an ohsession with the zero-sum game, the refusal to compromise 

on the Suez nationalization by the British and French. This list of characters and events is far 

from complete hut gives one the idea that the Eastern Question and not the Cold War served 

as tht! pattt!rn tllr diplomacy in the Middle East. 3 

In recent years, scholars have puhlished several books concerning diplomatic relations 

hetween the United States amI Egypt. All somehow neglect to address the Middle Eastern 

perspective. Gail E. Meyer's Egypt and the United States: VIe Formative Years (1980) 

understands the Eastern Question but is handicapped by the omission of recent archival 

materials. Other historical studies puhlished since Meyer overlook or miss the fundamental 

Eastern Question entirely. In Ecollomic Aid alld American Foreign Policy Toward Egypt, 

1955-81 (1985). William J. Burns fi:Jllows the money at the expense of everything dse. In 

addition. his analysis of Eisenhower's policy after the Suez War contains many factual errors. 

H. W. Brand's The Specter (l Neutralism: 77ll' United States and the Emergence of the Vlird 

Wurld. 1947-1960 (1989) credits American policymakers with a sophisticated understanding of 

tht! dt!vdoping world hut omits the complexities of Middle Eastern politics. Diane Kunz's 

77ll' Economic Diplomacy of the Suez Cri.\·is (1991) follows Burns' lead and simplistically 

argues that to understand economic diplomacy is to understand the Suez War. Both Burns' 

and Kunz's economic studies are plagued with determinism of the obvious kind and tend to 

3lbid. 
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think that the use or misuse of the right amount of money would have changed everything. 

In 17le United States, Great Britain, and Egypt, 1946-1955: Strategy and Diplomacy in the 

Early Cold War (1991), Peter L. Hahn recounts the interaction between America and Britain 

in much detail but surprisingly, given the title, reveals little of Egypt's motives. In the latest 

l:ontribution. Steven Z. Freiberger's Dawn Over Suez: 17le Rise of American Power ill the 

Middle East, 1953-1957 (1992), the author contends that America merely inherited Britain's 

colonial mantle. All of the works suffer from their own Cold War inspired zero-sum game, a 

Eurocentril: bel ief that if the United States had done such and such the Middle East would be 

a hetter place today. Their l~()lIective failure to place American-Egyptian relations into the 

long-term pattern of Middle Eastern international politics is disappointing and reveals a 

depressing mindset that this work hopes tll remedy. 

Thrown together amid the struggles of the Cold War, America and Egypt found 

themselves uneasy allies. America looked for help in their tight against the Soviet Union, and 

Egypt endeavllJ'eu to achieve independence fClr itself and the Arab Middle East. American 

leauers had little high level diplomatic experience with the Middle East. Franklin D. 

Roosevelt's interest was l:ut short by his death. Subsequent presidents relied on career 

diplomats and. to a ksser extent, politil:al appointees. The record of appointees in the region 

was dismal. During the Truman administration, the president took little interest in the region, 

except the question of Israel. Policy planning and implementation were left to the State 

Department. When Dean Acheson became secretary of state in 1949, he took personal 

interest in Egypt and the Midule East and led the tirst big push to groom King Faruuk as a 

pro-Western leader. In retrospect, the Truman administration understood some of the tiner 

points of Middle Eastern diplomacy hut failed to coordinate their policy with that knowledge. 
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The Eisenhower administration carried on with Acheson's Egyptian policy but had to court a 

much more ambitious leader in Nasser. During both administrations the CIA played a key 

role as an alternative diplomatic channel and as a covert weapon. Such clandestine activities 

played well in the Middle East. By the end of Eisenhower's tenure in office, the United 

States had learned the rules of the diplomatic game and had altered their policies accordingly. 

In between, the story reveals the complexity and regularity of the Eastern Question system 

amI how America came to grips with it. 



CHAPTER 1 

NO NEW DEAL FOR EGYPT 

I think that the mandate system is about 
utlad. It is ahout tll join the dodo bird 
in somehody's museum. Every place that 
you find people under a mandate they resent 
it. They want to get away from it and be 
independent ... the big country soon 
begins to feel possessive about the little 
~ountry and hegins to look upon the little 
~ountry as part of its empire or part of 
its area of intluence. As a result it 
rtlsists all attempts to achieve independem:e 
and fretldom on thtl part of the smaller country. 

Karl E. Munut, Mernher of the House Committee 
on Inttlrnational Rdations, After a Visit 
to thtl Middle East in 19451 

On his return from the Yalta Conference in February 1945, President Franklin D. 

RlHlStlVelt met with King Farouk of Egypt and King Ibn Saud of Saudi Arabia on board an 

Amtlrkan auistlr near thtl entrance to the Suez Canal. During the Yalta Conference, the Big 

Thretl. Roosevelt, British Primtl Minister Winston Churchill, and Soviet Premier Joseph 

Stalin, diviued Europe into traditional spheres of intluence between East and West. In the 

Middle East, the situation was not so clear-cut. The previous century witnessed the 

utlvdopment of the Eastern Question, what to do with the slowly disintegrating Ottoman 

16 

1 U.S. CllngrtlSs. Houstl of Reprtlsentatives. Committee on International Relations, Selected 
EXI'(,lIIi1'1' Sc'.I'.I'iOIl Hl'llrillN.I', /943-50. vol. 2 (Washington: GPO, 1976), 453. 

------ - -------.. 
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Empire, the "sick man of Europe." With the defeat of the Ottomans in World War I, Britain 

and France had carved up the region among themselves. Between the wars, the Arab nations 

underwent various stages of political development under the tutelage of their European 

patrons. Only Egypt and Saudi Arabia maintained nominal independence. Massive oil 

reserves in the region renewed the pattern of the Eastern Question. Now, the question was 

who was to control the oil. A big believer in Woodrow Wilson's ideas of national self

uetermination and the Open Door. the longstanding American policy of free trade, the 

president hoped he wuld cultivate new allies in this vital region. Roosevelt's visit marked the 

initial entrance of the United States into the maelstrom of Middle Eastern politics. In the 

following years, variuus presidential administrations sought to promote pro-Western 

leadership in Egypt to protect oil, the lifeblood of the Western economies. Policymakers 

encountered the obstacles of European imperialism, Arab nationalism, Zionism, neutralism, 

and international wmmunism in their quest for peace and stability in the region. 

Writing in tht! sixth century B.C., the Greek logographer Hecataeus described ancient 

Egypt as the "gift of the Nile." It is a land that was and is 96 percent desert. Its chief 

physkal feature remains the Nile Valley, along which the vast majority of the population 

lives. In andent times. Egypt functioned as the breadbasket of the Mediterranean World. 

The Roman Emperor Augustus deemed it so important to the welfare of the empire that he 

maue it his personal domain. Today, with the pressures of overpopUlation, it cannot even 

ft!eu itself. Thus. over the years, it has gradually lost its original strategic importance. Yet, 

geography continues to intluence Egypt's role in the world out of all proportion to its national 

worth. Since the nineteenth century. one could say that Egypt has become the gift of the Suez 

Canal. and the oil that transits its course. During the period immediately following World 
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War II and until the coming of supertankers, ninety percent of Europe's oil supplies transited 

tht:! canal. This manmade channel, 10 1 miles long, 179 feet wide, and 40 feet deep, links the 

Red Sea with the Mediterranean, thus, cutting over 4000 miles off the route from the oil 

producing regions of the Middle East to Europe. For Egypt, geography has been its blessing 

and curse. ~ 

In fourth millennium B.C., King Menes first united both upper and lower Egypt, 

crushing his opposition and laying the foundation for over 3000 years of Egyptian civilization. 

In tht:! nint:!tt:!t:!nth ct:!ntury. a young French Vice-Consul, Ferdinand de Lesseps, provided the 

vision and It:!adt:!rship that rt:!slJitt:!d in the opening of the Suez Canal in 1869. Like Menes, de 

Lesst:!ps united north and south. hut also east and west, and again made Egypt a strategically 

important country. Initially, the Egyptian government owned 44 percent of the Suez Canal 

Company with Frt:!nch investors owning the remainder. Since Napoleon's ill-fated Egyptian 

campaign. French political. economic, and cultural influence held sway in Egypt. De 

Lesseps' canal marked the crest of Frt:!l1ch power along the Nile. After France's defeat in tht:! 

Franco-Prussian War in 1871, tht:! French political and economic influence in Egypt slowly 

t:!vaporatt:!d. Tht:! Egyptians ht:!gan looking to the English for financial assistance. This turn to 

anotht:!r gJ't:!at power rt:!vealed a recurrent pattern in Egyptian foreign policy. Being a small 

anti weak nation with stratt:!gically important geography, Egypt looked to the great European 

Pl)Wt:!J'S for assistanct:! in maintaining indept:!mkm:t:!. In the future, Egyptian leaders embarked 

on a dangerous game of playing one power against the other thereby preventing anyone 

power from dominating Egypt. Tht:! strategy worked only as long as a leader kept the 

CArrian S. 6. Sometimes this is incorrectly credited to Herodotus. Actually, Herodotus 
"burrowt:!tI" it from Hecataeus. 
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.;ompeting powers in the game. 

Khedive Mohammed Ismail, the pro-British leader of Egypt, embarked on an ambitious 

plan to modernize Egypt to achieve some level of equality with the Europeans. By 1875, 

Ismail had bankrupted Egypt and sold the Egyptian shares to the British government to raise 

money. Little did he know that his bankruptcy and subsequent loss of economic independence 

rather than his modernizing programs brought Egypt closer to Europe. Soon the canal 

he.;ame the lifeline of the British Empire connecting the homeland with India, the jewel in its 

imperial aown. Ismail's unwise sale of the callal shares to England left the British as the 

only game in town. The other great powers would never dare challenge Britain's vital 

interest in the .;anal and risk war. 

In 1882. the British Royal Navy hombarded the port of Alexandria and landed troops in 

response to a revolt against the Egyptian government and the threat to English interests in the 

Suez Canal. However, when the disturham:es were quelled, the British remained. With the 

outbreak of World War I, the British declared a protectorate over Egypt, that is, they 

graciously took it upon themselves to defend the land of the Nile. For all practical purposes, 

Britain ruled Egypt I ike a .;olony. The Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936 recognized Egyptian 

soverdglllY hut allowetl the British to maintain troops in the Suez Canal Zone until 1956 as 

prote.;tion for their imperial Iifel ine. The Egyptians received the right to conduct their own 

foreign polky, hut only under the guns of the British at Suez. In the late 1930s, with the 

threat of Hitler hanging over the European continent, Britain needed to protect its imperial 

lifeline. 

With the outbreak of World War 11, the Italian dictator Benito Mussolini viewed Egypt 

as t!sst!lllial to the huiJtling of a Ilt!W Roman Empire. It would he the link between the Italian 
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colonies in Libya and east Africa. In turn, the Nazi dictator Adolf Hitler saw it as the 

gateway to the oil fields of the Middle East. These Axis' goals directly challenged Britain's 

position and gave the Egyptians cause for hope that a new patron would rid themselves of the 

hated British. The great battles fought by Field Marshals Erwin Rommel and Bernard 

Montgomery at EI Alamein have become legendary. Less familiar were the actions taken in 

Egypt hy the British government during the war. In 1942, when Rommel was knocking on 

the door of Egypt, demonstrators in Cairo unfurled banners declaring "Forward Rommel" and 

"Long Live Rommel." Many Egyptians and Arabs viewed the Germans as liberators from 

British imperialism. Furthermore. the Nazi's brand of violent anti-Semitism appealed to Arab 

intellectuals. who could readily identify with the idea of a Jewish conspiracy that needed 

uestroy ing. 

The alarmed British government demanded that King Farouk appoint a new government 

led by Nahas Pasha. the leader of the Watu nationalist party, and one who supported the 

British war efjill·t. However. this ultimatum proved too weak to sway the king. When the 

British surrounded the palace with tanks. the king capitulated and bowed to the British 

demands. It pfllved to be the last successful imperialist act by the British in Egypt. The 

Egyptians never forgave the British for this humiliation.3 

World War II also hrought the United States into the arena of Egyptian and the Near 

Eastern politil:s. In 1941 the Britain opened the Middle East Supply Center in Egypt that 

stocked and transported lend-lease materials for both the European and Pacific theaters of 

3P. J. Vatikiutis, 77/(! History (?f Modem Egypt: From Muhammed Ali to Mubarak 
(London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson. 1991), 350; David Pryce-Jones, The Closed Circle: All 
/Illelpretatioll (?I'the Arah.l· (New York: Harper & Row, 1989), 193. 
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war. At the behest of the British, the United States became joint operators with them of the 

I.!enter in 1942, shortly after America's entrance into the war. With England as its principal 

all y, the Ameril.!an government did little to interfere with British policy in Egypt. After all, 

under the 1936 treaty, the British were militarily responsible for the defense of the area. 

Despite this, the United States decided to cultivate a special relationship with Farouk. 4 

During the war, an Office of Strategic Services (OSS, the forerunner of the CIA) 

linker al.!ted as an unoftidal liaison and advisor to the king. His name was Kermit "Kim" 

Roosevelt. a grandson of Theodore Roosevelt. Arab scholar, history professor, and, 

sUhsequently. an important figure in Ameril.!an foreign relations with the region. Kim was 

one of the original "I.!ryptodiplomats." a term denoting an intelligence officer who dabbled in 

diplomal.!Y at the hehest of the president or sel.!retary of state when normal channels proved 

inl.!onvenient or emharrassing. Kermit Roosevelt hefriended Farouk during the period when 

tht! British ti.)rl.!t!d tht! Nahas govt!rmnent on the king. Borrowing a phrase from his cousin, 

the president. he comforted Farouk "with the suggestion that after the war there could he a 

New Deal" for Egypt that would make the king the "tirst ruler of a free Egypt in two 

thousand years." Farouk would now look to the United States as a new patron. 

Suhsequently. Egypt hel.!amt! Kim's "favorite foreign country" and the nation the United States 

would look to in making tht! Arahs, as FDR put it, "healthy world citizens" after the war.5 

~Peter L. Hahn, nl(' United States. Great Britain, and Egypt, 1945-1956: Strategy and 
Diploma(v in the Early Cold War (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1991), 
16. 

~Miles Copeland. nil' Game Player: COI!fessions of the CIA 's Original Political 
Operative (London: Aurum, 1989). 144-5; Kermit Roosevelt, Arabs. Oil and History: 17le 
StOl)' (~{the Middle Emf (New York: Harper, 1949), 265. 
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Throughout the war, the British still exercised controlling power in the region, but 

worried that their hold was slipping. Ironically, the steps they took eventually undermined 

their strength and influence. In a May 1941 speech to the House of Commons, Anthony 

Eden, the British Foreign Minister, proposed the formation of an institution that would 

promote Arab unity and security on British terml!. Eden, who had studied Arabic at Oxford, 

assured the Arab countries that the United Kingdom would support them in unity. Of course, 

Eden was primarily concerned with British oil interests in the region and insuring Arab 

support against Hitler. The Foreign Oft1ce designed this statement, similar to the Balfour 

Dedaration of 1917. which promised world Jewry a homeland, to appease the Arabs as the 

Balfour Dedaration did the Jews. Because of its strategic location and the fact that Britain 

maintained tens of thousands of troops at the massive Suez base, the British chose Egypt to be 

the leader of the Arab world. Also. Egypt was the wealthiest, most modern by western 

standards. and most populous Arab country. Yet, most Egyptian leaders had little interest in 

British version of Arab unity. It took little British coaxing of Nahas Pasha to take the lead. 

Nahas came til view Arah leadership as a purely practical way of enhancing Egyptian power 

and prestige in the region and in the wLlrld and soon became the instigator of what would 

become the Arah League. It came into being formally in March 1945 with its headquarters in 

Cairo. Egypt hoped to control the Arab League and use it as an "instrument of their own 

foreign policy," a proposition that the British had not anticipated. It was characteristic of 

Egypt to use a big power initiative for their own ends. 6 

As the self-appointed leader llf the Arab world, with a little help from the British, the 

(Tawtlg Y. Hasou. 771e Srrugg/i'/or the Arab World: Egypt's Nasser and the Arab 
Lel1~ul' (LLlndon: KPI, 1985),4-12. 



Egyptians embarked on a new policy. The often clever but only sometimes successful King 

Farouk managed to dismiss the Wafd government while the British Ambassador was on 

holiday. For all practical purposes, King Farouk was running the government through 

various minority parties. The new prime minister, Fahmy Nokrashy, looking for an issue to 

enhance his public prestige, turned on the English demanding that the 1936 treaty be 

renegotiated. Forcing the British into a difficult position, the new government quickly 

appealed to the United States and Arab sentiment throughout the region demanding that the 

imperialists go. After the collapse of the Ottoman Empire at the end of World War II, the 

British anu French divideu Miudle East among themselves with only Egypt and Saudi Arabia 

remaining inuependent. Later, the British aeated two new states Iraq and Jordan, and the 

French. Lebanon and Syria. Suhsequently. Arab nationalists argued that the Europeans 

artificially carved up the region to keep the Arabs weak and divided. Although not new, the 

tactic of blaming Western imperialism for the ills of the region would become the often 

repeated refrain for Arab leaders in the future. 7 
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Arab leaders astutely appealeu to the Western ideology of self-determination as outlined 

in the At/amic Charter. arguably the most important document for the postwar colonial world. 

Specitically. this joint ueclaration of President Roosevelt and British Prime Minister Churchill 

made in August 1941 endorsed, among other things, the idea of the "right of all peoples to 

dlllose the form of government under which they will live." Egypt and the other Arab 

countries interpreted this as encouragement, which it was, to liberate themselves from the last 

vestiges of imperialism. And, not surprisingly, the Arabs looked to a new great power, the 

7Yatillkitis, Egypt, 359-65. 
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United States, to help them.N 

The architect of American foreign policy during World War II was not the State 

Department but the president. Roosevelt portrayed himself as a strong opponent of 

imperialism. He designed his Atlantic Charter to undermine European empires. Like 

Woodrow Wilson, whom he served as Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Roosevelt believed 

that colonies hindered the development of a democratic capitalist world that he believed was 

n~c~ssary till' th~ wntinu~d prosperity of the United States. However, Roosevelt was never 

d~ar as III the details of how the Europeans would decolonize and was unwilling to force the 

Eurupeans to come up with a plan. He satisfied himself by supporting the right of 

self-determination for wlonial peoples without supplying the means. Thus, Roosevelt 

managed to wnfuse all the parties involved. A great believer in personal diplomacy, he 

hoped that after the war he could turn his energies toward the Near East and "really make 

someth ing" of th~ area." 

Roosevelt's visit with King Farouk of Egypt and King Ibn Saud of Saudi Arabia marked 

the bt!ginning of his stratt!gy to rid the region of Europt!an impt!rialism and rt!place it with 

American goodwill. Egypt and Saudi Arabia represented the only Arab countries who could 

legitimaldy daim Arab leadt!rship based on "concrete" national identities. The other Arab 

counlri~s of tht! Middk East. Iraq, Syria, Jordan, and Lebanon, were too rife with internal 

divisions to carry Ollt a coht!rent policy of Arab unity. In addition, Egypt had the tools to 

HPub/ic Papers alld Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt, 1941 (New York: Harper & 
Bws .. 1950),314-17. 

''William L. Neumann, "Roosevelt's Options and Evasions in Foreign Policy," in Leonard 
P. Liggio and James J. Marlin, eus .. WaferS/led of Empire: Essays Oil New Deal Foreign 
Po/icy (Coloradu Springs: Ralph Myles, 1976), 173-80; Roosevelt, Arabs, 266. 
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provide political leadership and Saudi Arabia the oil and money to provide the financing. The 

meetings enhanced tlle prestige of the two monarchs at the expense of the British and thrust 

the United States into the role of patron. Accounts of Roosevelt's visit to the Middle East 

omit the meeting with Farouk. This has proved to be a great mistake. For Roosevelt's 

meeting with Farouk revealed that Egypt was just as important as Saudi Arabia if the region 

was to prosper under American tutelage. 

On 13 February, Roosevelt and Farouk met on board the U.S.S. Quincy in the Great 

Bitter Lake at the southern entrance to the Suez Canal. According to United States Minister 

to Egypt S. Pinkney Tuck, the king requested a private meeting with the president. 

Apparently. the British ambassador. Lord Killearn, had always insisted on being present at 

any mt!t!ting with a British leader. a patronizing practice that irritated and humiliated the king. 

Therefore, Tuck excused himself from the conversations, an action that endeared the 

Americans to the king and was clearly designed to show the differences between the America 

and England. Treating the Egyptian king as an equal was a practice unknown to the British. 

III the Middle East. prestige and honor are nearly as important in politics as brute force. By 

this time. Farouk had grown intll a fat. bar hopping monarch who spent his holidays cruising 

the French Riviera and whose social life was far more successful than his political one. 

However, he was the king and appeared pro-American. 1O 

Roosevelt advised the king that Egypt needed political and economic reform. The 

president equated a stable worlll with economic prosperity. Of course, America would back 

Egypt in its future endeavors and its struggle with the British. With this meeting, American 

IIIP.1. Vatiokitis. COII/liet ill the Middle East (London: Allen, 1971),92-101; Tuck to 
Grew. 20 Feb 45. FRUS 45, 8: 4; Roosevelt, Arabs, 88. 
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intluence rose appreciably in Egypt. Subsequently, the United States government offered 

Egypt a Lend-Lease agreement that, incidentally, was never consummated. The unfulfilled 

Lend-Lease agreement set a pattern of Egyptian expectations that proved difficult to satisfy. II 

The day after his meeting with Farouk, Roosevelt and Saud met on that same cruiser. 

Distancing himself from British imperialism, Roosevelt assured Saud that there would be a 

new deal for the Middle East. Worried that the British had no intention of leaving the Middle 

East. Saud recounted how the British had told him that "future is with them and not 

AIl1t)rica." Tht) king explaineu that the "hope of the Arabs is based upon the word of honor 

of tht) All ies <tnu upon the well-known love of justice of the United Statl~s." The king also 

added that he expected American support to expel the imperialists. Roosevelt agreed and 

replieJ that, as a start, he would support the independence of Syria and Lebanon at the 

expense of the French using all means short of torce. The president added that the British 

want "to hring freedolll and prospt)rity to the world, but on the condition that it be brought by 

them" and labeled "Made in Britain." The king later told the American Minister William A. 

Eddy. who later became a slIccesstill consultant to the Arab-American Oil Company 

(ARAMCO). that "never have I heard the English so accurately described." Roosevelt 

assurt!d tht! Arahian monarch that "plans for the postwar world envisage a decline of spheres 

of intlut)nct! in favor of tht) Open Door." The British would not have their empire in the 

Middle East. A pleased King Saud described this interview as the "high point of my entire 

life." The president wrote his wife, Eleanor, that he had a ''fantastic week" with the two 

iiTuck to Grt)w. 20 Feh 45. FRUS. 45. 8: 4; Editorial Note, Ibid., 90. 
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kings.l= 

With these two meetings Roosevelt led the Arab kings to believe that the history in the 

Middle East had entered a new era. Roosevelt would allow the Arabs to twist the Lion's tail, 

and the only limitation would be to keep the Americans informed. The big loser would be the 

British Empire. Everyone else would win, or so the Americans and Arabs believed. 

Roosevelt hoped that Egypt and Saudi Arabia would become the leaders of a pro-Western, or 

more specitical'y. pro-American Middle East. Such an analysis revealed a common 

misrepresentation. One should never describe Arab leaders as pro-West or pro-East since 

their actions suggest their own self.-interests rather than some alignment with a great power. 

In the ttlllowing years, America's special relationship with Saudi Arabia based on a common 

interest. oil. pl'llved successful. On the other hand, the United States had difficulty 

consummating its marriage with Egypt. the self-proclaimed leader of the Arab world. Egypt 

needed American assistance in ridding themselves from the British. This would not have been 

a problem except illr the convergence of various events within and without the region, the 

creation of Israc1 and the inauguration of the Cold War. A historical inevitability, Roosevelt's 

death shortly after his visit to the Middle East, derailed FOR's plans for the region. 

After Roosevelt's death, Loy W. Henderson, the Director of the Office of Near Eastern 

and African Affairs, took over as the chief architect and promoter of FOR's Middle East 

plllicy. Althllugh extremc1y able, Henderson, being a bureaucrat, had far less authority and 

influence than the president, not to mention vision. The son of a Methodist minister from 

I"Memo of Conversation. 14 Feb 45, FRUS 45, 8: 2-3; Eddy to Acheson, 3 Mar 45, 
Ibid .. 7-9 and 12-13: Elliot Roosevc1t. ed., F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, 1928-1945 (New 
York: Duell. Sloan and Pearce, 1950). 1571. 
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Arkansas and a graduate of Northwestern University, Henderson reached maturity during tile 

Woodrow Wilson administration. Like Wilson, Henderson believed in tlle good American 

democratic ideals. free trade, and tlle evils of colonialism, totalitarianism, and communism. 

Like Roosevelt. he helieved tllat the United States must do everytlling to insure tlle 

preservation of American democracy hased on international free trade. Although not without 

trying, Henderson failed to follow through with FDR's goa!.13 

In a memo to General H.H. Vaughan, the military aide to President Truman, in 

Novemher 1945, Henderson outlined the problems facing tlle Near East. He saw tllem 

principally as the legacy of the failure to carry out Wilson's ideas after World War I. 

Henderson criticizeu the entire post-World War I peace accords that allowed the Great Britain 

and France to carve up the Ottoman Empire fClr their own advantage. He argued that 

America should not stand" idly hy" this time hut support the Arabs in expelling the Europeans 

and extricating themselves from unfair treaties that they had signed under duress. The old 

treaty arrangements. like the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936. gave tlle imperialists "special 

positiuns and privilegt.!s" that no indt.!pendent country would now tolerate. The Charter of the 

United Nations became the basis of a new order of equality among nations making previous 

international agreeJ11t.!nts obsolete. These ht.!ady thoughts epitomized what would prove to be 

a problt.!matic American postwar policy in the Middle East and set tlle stage for the next 

decade, how to support independence in the Third World against the interests of European 

allit!s. Henut.!rson now net.!ueu only the approval of the president to implement his plans. 14 

DH. W. Brands, /I/side the Cold War: Loy Henderson and the Rise oj the American 
Empire, 19/8-/96/ (New York: Oxford, 1991),4 and 313. 

14Ht!ntlerson to Vaughan, 10 Nov 45, FRUS 45, 8: 10-11. 
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The new president, Harry S. Truman, had little knowledge of the area or, for that 

matter, of United States foreign policy. As vice president, he was scheduled to visit the 

Middle East in April, obviously as a proposed part of Roosevelt's new Arab policy. 

Unfortunately Roosevelt died before he could send Truman on the mission. Six months later, 

Henderson, the American ministers to Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Syria and Lebanon, and the 

wnsul general to Jerusalem met with President Truman to discuss American policy in the 

Middle East. Agreeing with everything they proposed, the man from Independence had no 

qualms in rejecting European imperialism and retorted that any Arab country had the right "to 

run its own show." Although he lacked foreign policy experience, Truman had good political 

instincts and realized that the combination of oil, British imperialism, Zionist ambitions in 

Palestine. and Arab nationalism was a volatile mix. Jewish immigration to Palestine, which 

Truman l!alled the "sixty-four-dollar question" proved to be the Achilles' heel of Henderson's 

program of expd I ing the British. The horrible experience of the Jewish Holocaust accelerated 

Ziunist uell1anus tl)r a hOl11danu in Palestine, the promise of the Balf()ur Declaration. 

Truman hoped to satisfy Zionist demands without alienating the Arabs and promised to make 

no uedsiuns l!onl!erning Palestine without "full prior consultation" with the Arab states, a 

pledge that he unwisdy broke a few years later. His antagonism against the European 

colonial powers gave many Arabs a false sense of hope that the United States would take their 

side against Great Britain and France. I~ 

Meanwhile in Egypt, the big problem hindering good relations proved to be the 

Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936, one of the imperialist agreements to which Henderson alluded 

I.~Hemlerson Memo, 13 Nov 45 FRUS 45, 8: 18; David McCullough, Trumall (New 
Yurk: Simon and Sdlllster. 1992).355: Henderson Memo. 13 Nov 45, FRUS 45,8: 12-18 . 
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to. In Decemher 1945. the Egyptians notified the British that they wanted to renegotiate the 

treaty. The new Clement Atlee government in England planned to liquidate their expensive 

empire and replied affirmatively. Within the tradition of Middle Eastern politics, the Bdtish 

government requested American involvement in the negotiations as a third party. In May 

1946, Sir Ronald Campbell, the British Ambassador to Egypt, worried that a refusal to 

evacuate would lead to violent conflict with Egypt. Even as early as 1946 rebellion and 

r~volution w~r~ in th~ Egyptian air. Subsequently, Campbell notitied tht:! Egyptian 

g()vt:!rnm~nt that the British would he willing to pull out all forces by the end of 1949. In a 

soon to bt:! familiar r~frain, Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin complained that American officials 

in Egypt wert:! advising the king that evacuation should be immediate, thus undermining the 

Anglo-Egyptian negotiations. The Americans backed off, hut the damage had already been 

tlone. Britain's dilemma was that they wanted Amt:!rican assistanct:! but not too much. 16 

America's injection into the negotiations satistied the Egyptians. In an examplt:! of 

tliplomatic subterfuge. Tuck told Farouk that the America "appreciates" the "historical basis 

of suspicions" that the Egyptians ht:!ld against the British. He reiterated that America 

supportt!tl tht! wmplete sovt!reignty of Egypt. This "spirit of harmony" gave the Egyptians 

tht! hackhont! to defy the British. and the attempt to renegotiate the treaty failed. Ironically, 

the initial agret:!mt:!nts between Bt:!vin and Primt:! Minster Ismail Sidky stipulating that tht:! 

British would withdraw by 1949 would be the hest the Egyptians would ever be offered in the 

long a bitter disputt! that plagued these two nations for the next ten years. However, the 

Egyptian leatlers kept the issue of British withdrawal in the public eye for their own interests. 

16Memo of Conversation. 20 Apr 46, FRUS 46, 7: 69-70; Memo of Conversation, 7 May 
46. Ihid .. 71: Harriman to Byrnes. 24 May 46. Ihid., 72-74. 
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Rather than come to some agreement, Egyptian politicians were more than willing to use 

British troops stationed in the Canal Zone as a whipping boy to divert public attention away 

from Egypt's internal problems. 17 

In 1948. the simmering Palestine problem exploded into violent conflict between Jewish 

Zionists and the Arab countries led by Egypt, thereby adding a huge obstacle to Western 

plans of stability. A problem since the Balfour Declaration in 1917, the status of the Jews in 

Palestine exacerhated the prohlems with the Arab nations. The wavering Atlee governrnent in 

Britain threw the Palestine prohlem into the lap of the United States and the UN. Eventually, 

the world hody decided to partition Palestine into separate Jewish and Arab states. The Arab 

~ountries refused to accept the plan. The Truman administration found itself on the horns of 

a dilemma. If it supported the partition of Palestine bel.ween the Jews and Arabs, the 

administration would provoke a "very violent Arab reaction" perhaps even "precipitating their 

rapp/'(J~hell1ent with the Soviet Union." On the other hand, most Americans supported a 

national IHlme for the Jews. and any administration that refused to support it might suffer in 

the up~llll1iJlg presidential de~tion. Hel1llerson argued against the United States taking the 

initiative in re~ognizing the new Jewish state and the suhsequent Arab heat. Secretary of 

State Marshall. Seaetary of Defense James Forrestal, and George Kennan, chief of the Policy 

Planning Staff. supported Henderson. However, Truman, backed by his special counsel Clark 

Clifford and David K. Niles. his special assistant tor minority affairs and long time 

Demoaatic Party insider. backed the UN partition plan. It was the politically correct thing to 

do in an election year, especially for Truman who needed the Jewish vote if he was to defeat 

J7Byrnes to Tuck, 25 May 46. FRUS 46, 7: 74-75; Tuck to Byrnes, II Je 46, Ibid., 
75-76. 
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Thomas Dewey, the Republican candidate. The partition plan became moot when the Arabs 

rtljtlcted it, and Israel declared independence. Subsequently, the Arab States, led by Egypt, 

invadtld Paltlstintl to overturn the United Nations decision. Israel decisively defeated the Arab 

armies, a humiliation that the Arabs never forgot. 1ft 

Thtl tlmergence of Israd motivated the administration to action. Before, it was just thtl 

old European imperialists who received the wrath of Arab hatred. Now, the Arabs viewed 

tht! U nitt!u Statt!s as a nt!w imperial ist power with Israel acting as their puppet. The new 

Ctlntral Intdl igcnctl Agtlncy, crt!attlU as a dtlaring houstl tur intelligenctl information and 

opt!rations. took tlltl Itlau in proposing positive action in the area to counteract the Palestine 

probltlm. Fearing that Arah nationalists would turn to revolution to restore prestige, the 

Agency hdieved that the resulting political chaos could lead to Soviet exploitation. The CIA 

wanteu to channd these energies toward more constructive ends and recommtlnded that the 

United states support an evolutionary and more stable from of change. Covert political 

actions had their heginnings in the Middle East where Arabs looked upon secret maneuvering 

with rt!spt!ct. In later years, the CIA played a key role in relations with Egypt. With the 

coming of the Cold War, the administration feared that the Russians would renew the old 

Czarist ut!signs on tht! region .1') 

Up to 1950. the Soviets believed that the Middle East, though nominally independent, 

was still under the control of Wtlsttlrn imperialists. In Czarist times, Russia joined the other 

IMUN Delegation Minutes, 15 Sep 47, FRUS 47, 5: 1147; McCullough, 605. George H. 
Gallup. 771(' Gallup Poll: Public Opinion, 1935-71, vol. 1 (New York: Random House, 
1972).435. 

I"CIA Rt!J1ort: "Arab States." 27 Sep 49. Truman Papen', PSFllntelligence File, Box 
260. 
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Europtlan powtlrs in carving up thtl Ottoman Empire. Their goal was to force the Dardanelles 

and get warm wattlr ports. Under Stalin, the Soviet Union hesitated in recognizing the Third 

World as an independent force. They could not help but view Arab nationalists as merely 

part of a bourgeois movement or worse an Islamic one. The Soviets designed their 

tlncouragemtlnt of thtl Arabs (public support in the United Nations) and help for the jews 

(selling them weapons) to irritate the West, especially the British, rather than some detailed 

plan of domination. Russia's swift rtlcognition and military assistance to Israel was merely to 

unhingtl British intluenctl. Thtly vitlwed the Arab League as a tool of the British. This 

position changtld in 1950. and the Soviets then viewed the Arab League as a tool of the 

United Stattls. The Russians supported Egypt in its dispute with the United Kingdom, not out 

of IllVI! f(lI' frl!l!dom. hut mtlrely to undermine British intluence. Even in Iran, where the Red 

Army had occupied during thtl war. the Russians gave the Tudeh Party (Persian communists) 

littltl assistanctl. And. whtln pressured hy the Wtlst in 1946, the Soviets pulled their troops 

out of northern lrall. Thus. the Soviets based their policy toward the Middle East in the 

I 940s Oil crudl! opportunism rather than any attempts to develop satellites or allies. It was an 

opportunism of the conviction that communism would prevail in the end. Eventually, the 

Kremlin rl!alized that any country tighting against Western imperialism could be used for their 

advantage. What was not good for the West must he good for the East. This simple logic 

btlcamtl the foundation of Soviet policy toward the Third World in the 1950s.:'O 

The prohlems of imperial ism, nationalism, Zionism, communism, and the quest for oil 

added up to tlquation of endless ptlrmutations. With the Cold War raging, Henderson altered 

:tWalter Z. Laqueur. nIl' Soviet Union and the Middle East (New York: Praeger, 1959), 
136-52. 
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his anti-imperialist policy for the region. Henderson labeled the Near East as a "breeding 

ground for international misunderstandings" and argued that, in the tradition of the Eastern 

Question, stability could only be brought by big power agreements. Henderson's vision of 

cooperation under the principles of the United Nations quickly disappeared. During the Cold 

War, whenever American interests clashed with those of the United Nations, the world body 

usually took second place undermining the very purpose of the organization. For a career 

diplomat like Henderson, international disorder was the original sin. If stability could be 

achieved. then the good things such as political and economic progress would follow. If 

America did not address the problems of the Middle East, he warned that the disputes "might 

eventually give birth to a Third World War." Henderson now conveniently ignored the 

participation of the countries in the region. They would have no say in any big power 

conference, and any objections they wuuld have would be ignored. Henderson jettisoned his 

sanctimonhllis gibberish about self-determination for all countries in the Middle East when he 

sensed events getting out of control. This pattern of thought marked American policy toward 

the Third WlII'ld throughout the period. In the Middle East, the administration just hoped that 

the British could maintain their responsibilities so that America would not have to become 

heavily involved.~J 

Unfortunately, England could no longer pull its weight in the Near East. In 1947, the 

British government informeJ the Truman administration that they could no longer support the 

anticommunist but authoritarian Greek government that was fighting a civil war against 

communist insurgents. This British admission marked the beginning of a growing American 

~JHenderson Memo, 28 Feb 46, FRUS 46, 7: 1-6. 
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responsibility in the Middle East. Truman responded with the famous Truman Doctrine 

stating that "it must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples" against 

"attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures." Furthermore he 

proclaimed that America "must assist free peoples to work out their own destinies in their 

own way." These two consecutive statements, however, were not mutually exclusive. This 

was especially so in the Middle East. Did one support the leadership in a nation even if it 

uoes not uirectly represent the people. such as King Farouk in Egypt? What was meant by 

the term peoples or armed minorities? And then, what if working out their destinies included 

political violence as in most Arah countries? Of course, the real target of the Truman 

Doctrine was international communism under the leadership of the Soviet Union. 

The immediate effect of the doctrine on American policy in the Near East was a 

renewal of the wartime all iance with Britain at the expense of supporting countries like Egypt 

who enueavoreu to expel the last vestiges of British colonialism. In June 1947, in his 

Harvard commencement speech, Secretary of State George C. Marshall advocated a program 

to bail out the economies of various European countries. some of whom were close to 

bankruph:y. like Englanu, while others were close to turning communist, like France and 

Italy. Known as the Marshall Plan, policymakers designed it to prop up Europe. However, 

propping up Europe could also mean indirectly supporting European colonialism. More 

important, the State Department worried that if the British abandoned their military 

commitments in the Near East and gave them to the United States it could "cause a wave of 

resentment in this country against the British" that could threaten the Marshall Plan and 

Ellf'llpean recovery. lronkally. the United States would support British imperialism so that 
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America would not have to indulge in imperialism and, thus, tarnish their anticolonial 

image.~~ 

In July, Foreign Affairs published an article by a mysterious "Mr. X" entitled "The 

Sources of Soviet CondUl~t." The author, George F. Kennan, was the chief of the Policy 

Planning Staff in the State Department. Coming from him, it was a public version of 

American foreign pol icy. In it. he outlined the program of "containment" of Soviet 

communism. Although Kennan later denied that he intended containment to be practiced 

everywhere. the fact remained that American policy had a universalist and almost religious 

complexion to it. The United States must stop the Soviet Union everywhere in the world 

including the Middle East. and any refusal to do this would mean victory to the communists. 

However. Kennan's much puhlicized article proved to be merely a publ ic affirmation of a 

policy adopted as early as 1946. In the fall of that year, the American military drew up war 

plan Maklia.l'l that envisioned using Egyptian air bases as a springboard for B-29 sorties 

against the Soviet Union. These airhases proved to he the closest in range to Russia's oil 

lielus. Atomic strikes from Egypt would eliminate 94% of Russia's oil producing 

capabilities. A friendly Egypt would he critical to any future war with the Soviets. Kennan's 

containment theory spoke little of the military realities that soon became a driving force in the 

search for "geographical" points on which to apply pressure. The question remained whether 

Egypt could he one of those points. z,. 

In Septemher 1947, Henderson met with British Foreign Minister Bevin and his Foreign 

~~Puh/ic Papers (?fl/ze Presitiellls: Harry S. Truman, 1947 (Washington: GPO, 1963), 
178-79: Memo on Middle East, undated. FRUS 47,5: 493. 

~~"Sources of Soviet Conduct," Foreign Alfairs, 25 (lui 47): 580-582; Hahn, 17-18. 
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. Office assistants in London to discuss the situation in the Middle East. He went there to plan 

a series of meetings soon to be held in Washington, D.C. that were later called the Pentagon 

Talks. Although military planners tended to support the British position that military bases in 

Egypt were critical, the State Department tried to maintain an impartial position between the 

British and the Egyptians. With hat in hand, Bevin adopted a friendly tone with his American 

cousins. Using a zero-sum argument, Bevin asked the United States to give them a free hand 

and material support in the area or expect disaster and be left "holding the bag," a similar 

argument that they had used concerning Greece. The British implied that the American 

dilemma was either support British imperialism or accept Soviet domination over the oil 

resources of the Middle East. Since the Soviets must be contained in the area, Henderson 

agreed. America's heavy commitments elsewhere prohibited their military involvement. 

Therefore "the cornerstone of our thinking is to maintain the British position in the Middle 

East to the greatest possible extent." Yet, Henderson still maintained that the "popular 

sl!ntiml!nt" in thl! Arab countries must be considered, an almost impossible task since the 

"plIpular sentiment" in Arab countries wanted the British out lock, stock, and barrel. The 

intensified Cold War forced the United States into a precarious balancing act that would 

plague American policymakers for the next decade. Namely, how to support your 

"i mperial ist" all ies and, simultaneousl y, promote self determination of the countries in the 

Middle East through political, social and economic development.24 

The Pentagon Talks with the British convened on 16 October 1947 in Washington, 

~4State Department Memo, undated, FRUS 47, 5: 512; "Strategic Guidance for Industrial 
Mobilization Planning," I May 47, Records of the JCS, JCS 1725/1, Record Group 218; 
State Deparment Memo, 29 Apr 47, FRUS 47, 5: 738-50. 
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D. C. and confirmed the new reality. At the conclusion of the conference, both sides 

recommended certain policies to their respective governments. Britain would remain in the 

Middle East hut would evacuate the Suez Base that had become too costly in terms of finances 

and Egyptian vilification. They agreed that the security of the Middle East was vital to both, 

marking the tirst time that the United States admitted that a free Middle East was necessary to 

America's survival. It had always heen important because of the oil, but it really did not 

hl!CUllll! vital until thl! 1!11lergl!lH.:e of the Soviet threat. And, third, they agreed to prevent 

foreign guvernml!nts or any privatI! commercial interests from "playing off one of the two 

countries against the other," a tactic that future dictator Gamal Abdel Nasser played perfectly. 

From the beginning. America was fully aware of this Egyptian game but, in the end, vital 

intcrcsts committed them to play.~\ 

By the end of 1947. the Truman administration guided by the uneven hand of Loy 

Hendcrson had reverscd its anti-imperialist positions of 1945 and 1946. Truman signed off 

on the condusions of the PelllaROII Talks. The United States had thrown its lot in with the 

British over the future of the Middle East. In subsequent years, policymakers would back the 

British hut with America taking an increasing and eventually permanent and supplanting role 

Dean Acheson, the new secretary of state, put the aging and disgruntled Henderson out 

to pasture, transferring him to India and replacing him with a man who had the energy and 

drive to repair the damage done to Arab relations after the creation of Israel. Henderson's 

~\General Statement. undated, FRUS 47, 5: 582. 

~('Editorial Notl!. FRUS 48. 5: 2. 
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successor, George McGhee, was one of several bright young men of the State Department 

who brought a new can-do spirit to the job. He had made millions in the oil business and 

seemed the perfect man for the joh. Henderson's gloom and doom attitude and lack of any 

new ideas was in sharp contrast with McGhee. Like Henderson, McGhee held Wilsonian 

ideals. However, McGhee's business background gave him the tools to unite idealism with 

action, or so it was believed. McGhee firmly believed that American know-how and money 

could solve the prohlems in the Middle East. McGhee's colossal ignorance of Middle Eastern 

politics would prove to he a handicap in the t()lIowing years.~7 

To huttress this new approach, the National Security Council, an organization created to 

advise the president and plan foreign policy. produced a perceptive new policy for the region. 

NSC 47/2. dated 17 Octoher 1949, recognized the "intense and competing nationalisms and 

personal and dynastic rivalries which characterize the governments of the Arab states." Such 

realities rendered "them incapable of working together." As for the British, they were broke 

and lacked the financial resources to embark on an ambitious development plan. It would be 

America's job to point the Arabs in the right direction and make their way easier with 

generous infusions of cash and advice. In the short term, the report correctly viewed the 

Soviet threat as negligible. Rather. the NSC wrongly argued that the Arab countries would 

lean to the West. The NSC did not tigure that the Arabs could move to a neutral middle. 

The problem hindering such Western orientation remained the "absence of progressive or 

capable leadership." In its search for stability in the Middle East, the United States looked to 

Egypt ti)r that great leader to guide the Arabs out of their political and economic morass. 

~7George Mcghee. Envoy to the Middle World: Adventures ill Diplomacy (New York: 
Harper. 1983). xi-xiii. 



Farouk was the first choice, and when he failed, the administration turned to his successor, 

Gamal Abdel Nasser.2M 

~HNSC 47/2. 17 Oct 49. FRUS 48,6: 1434-5. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE KING, CAFFERY, AND KOREA 

What is that up there at the left of 
Palestine, in green? 

Senator Tom Connally, Chairman, 
Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee 

That is the Mediterranean Sea, Mr. 
Chairman. This is the Dead Sea, 
the other one in green. 

George McGhee, Assistant 
Secretary of State for Near 
Eastern, South Asian, and African 
Affairs' 

Secretary of State Dean Acheson's new approach to the region followed the Eastern 

Question rule of the tenuency of alliances and relations to take on a multilateral dress. In an 

apparent cOl1lradietilln, Ameriea supported both England and Egypt in their dispute over the 
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Suez Canal Base. Ameriea's long range goal, peace and stability in the Middle East, required 

such a balancing act. The plan was two-step: an eventual withdrawal of British forces in 

Egypt and peace with Israel. Unwilling to take responsibility for the region, Acheson relied 

on diplomacy to achieve his ends. In carrying out this tirst step, he appointed Jefferson 

Caffl:!ry. thl:! senior man in the diplomatic corps, as ambassador to Egypt. Caffery's job was 

'Executive Se.\·!J·ioll.l' q/' the Sellate FOr£Jign Relations Committee, 1949-50, vol. 2, pt. 1 
(Washington: GPO. 1976). 127. 
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to guide King Farouk into accepting a new agreement with the British. The plan foundered 

on Farouk's inability to govern, Britain's intransigence on the Suez Base negotiations, and the 

intt!nsitication of tht! Cold War bt!ca USt! of the Korean War. 

Israd's l:rt!ation and subst!Cjuent dt!feat of the Egyptian-led combined Arab armies sent 

political shock waves through the Middle East. In Egypt, the popular Ikhwan (Muslim 

Brotherhood) l:alled for an Arab-Islamic Holy War against not only Israel but the Western 

powt!rs as well. After the Arab disaster, a member of the Ikhwan gunned down Fahmy 

Nokrashy. tht! Egyptian Prime Minister, on his way to work. In retaliation, Farouk ordered 

his seaet polkt! to assassinate Sheikh Hasan al-Banna, the Supreme Guide of the Ikhwan. 

Farouk also took the opportunity to outlaw the radical group and various leftist organizations 

including the communists. The king's swift actions no doubt endeared him to Western 

interests. In tht! rel:t!nt war. Israel had intlicted a humiliating defeat on Egypt's army. the real 

basis of Fawuk's powt!r. Ironkally. Israt!I's vktory gave birth to the secretive Free Officers 

movement that later. unuer Nasser's leauership. became Israel's chief nemesis. These events 

l:reateu an unpleasant situation for tht! United States that thrust them into contlicting 

multilatt!ral rdationships. Now. tht! Arabs lumped America in with the European colonialists 

for supporting Israd. To further wmplicate matters, the Truman administration had decided 

back Englanu in tht!ir bast! disputt! with Egypt while embarking on a policy to support 

Egyptian It!adt!rship in tht! Arab world.~ 

As earl y as 1949, the Statt! Department worried that the whole region could collapse in 

an orgy of anti-Westt!f/1 xenophobia. In London, a meeting between American and British 

~Vatikiotis. E~ypt. 365-69. 
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officials discussed the possibility of upheaval in Egypt. According to American Charge Julius 

Holmes, an unnamed British official lamented that a "revolution there is inevitable." The 

official argued that Egyptian leaders and politicians were doing nothing to alleviate the 

economic and social ills that the Palestine War exacerbated. Rather, they were "vying with 

one another to scramble to the top of the manure pile out of reach of the rising sea of 

discontent. hunger and desire." The Foreign Office considered Farouk an incompetent and 

predicted he would go "feet tirst." In conclusion, the British official described the future of 

Egypt as "grim." Later events proved the prognosis correct. Although the British wrote off 

Fal'llllk. the State Department still helieved that they could groom Farouk as a progressive and 

moderating furce. To accomplish this tightrope act, Acheson selected Jefferson Caffery as the 

new amhassador to Egypt. Scholars have not appreciated Caffery's role. Peter Hahn does 

not mention the importance of Caff'ery's personal diplomacy. It proved to be one of 

Acheson's shrewr.!est moves. the other being the support of the Army coup in 1952,~ 

Acheson instrllcter.! Caffery to help smooth relations with Egypt after the Palestine 

dehacle. Jeff'erson Caffery had recently finisher.! a stint as Ambassador to France, the plum 

assignment in the service. Although he was close to retirement the State Department believed 

that the" old man was gour.! for one more assignment." A descendant of an old aristocrat 

family from Louisiana, Caffery arrived in Alexandria ahoard the S.S. Excambion with his 

wife anr.! valet. He quickly became an American version of a British viceroy, His press 

statement humbly explained that his posting to Egypt was an "eloquent testimony to the 

~Holmes to Acheson, 7 Jan 49, FRUS 49,6: 187; See Hahn, 96 and Gail E. Meyer, 
Ep,ypt alld the United States: nll' Formative Y{!ars (Rutherford: Farleigh Dickinson, 1980), 
40, 
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importance that President Truman, the Secretary of State, and I myself attach to this part of 

the world." Caffery deliberately exaggerated his own importance. It paid off. The 

Egyptians took it as a confirmation of FOR's promises in 1945. By sending their most senior 

diplomat to Egypt, the United States might be challenging the traditional, preeminent position 

of Britain in Egypt. At least, that was the impression. With a taste for drama, Caffery 

arrived at the palace in a motorcade of six automobiles and seven motorcycle policemen to 

present his credentials to the king. A diplomat of the old school, Caffery was used to taking 

his own initiatiw. Known as the "diplomat'S diplomat," Caffery was an "activist diplomat" 

who" inevitably became involved in the domestic contlicts of the countries where he was 

posted." Of course. that was exactly what Acheson wanted. His arrival in Egypt marked the 

beginning of American involvement in that country's domestic affairs, which, in the Middle 

East. could not be separated from international affairs.4 

When it came to Cairene politics. Caffery proved to be a fast learner. He realized that 

rt!al powt!r in Egypt lay not with tht! prime minister or parliament but with the king. Under 

the Egyptian constitution. the king had the authority to dismiss ministers and dissolve 

parliament. Because of this. Egyptian politics consisted of ministers and other officials 

intriguing against one another to curry favor with the king. This power would remain 

unchalltmged as long as everyone was afraid of him. Farouk relied on his Italian electrician 

as his dost!st advisor rather than anyone politician, who as a group, he did not trust. Like 

his Albanian 1)J't!Ut!Ct!ssors, Fawuk nt!vt!r had faith in the Egyptians. The only legal organized 

opposition to tht! king was the Wafd party who had helped the British in humiliating the king 

4Set! Phil ip F. Our. Jejferwll Caffery of Louisiana: Ambassador of Revolutions 
(Lafayette: University of Southwestern Louisiana, 1982); NIT, 2 Jan 50: 6. 



45 

during the war. The Wafd had enough resources to organize mob action Oil short notice. 

Farouk ultimately had to rely on the military and his secret police to keep the Wafd in check. 

The Egyptian constitutional monarchy was in reality a military dictatorship, a tradition that 

dated from the ancient Pharaohs. The important question remained what did Farouk and his 

minions want?~ 

According to the CIA, Farouk's foreign policy goals included the isolation and 

dismemnerment of Israel, the withdrawal of British troops from Egypt, the absorption of the 

Sudan. the prevention of Hashemite expansion into Syria, and the assumption of the Aran 

mantle of leadership. Incidentally. these later proved to be the same goals of Nasser and, to 

go back in Egyptian history. of Muhammed Ali, the founder of Farouk's dynasty. 

Regardless, the United States could accept all these goals in one form or another minus the 

destruction of Israel. Egypt's desire for America's assistance should have made Caffery's 

missilln easy. Such was not so.(' 

In the tradition of Middle Eastern politics, if Britain had to go, Egyptian leaders would 

have III look fur a new international power to back them up. There were those in Egypt who 

wanted America III replal:e Britain as Egypt's protector. Edgard Gallad Pasha, owner of 

}oUllul D 'Egypt£' and AI Azam and an unofficial advisor of the palace, acted as Caffery's 

liaison to the king. Gallad frequently urged the United States to take a more forceful stand in 

Egyptian affairs. In April, he told Caffery that if America "doesn't take the Arab world 

seriously." dire consequences would follow. He exclaimed, "You are throwing ... the 

~Caffery to State Department. II May 51, 774.11/5-1151. 

('See Vatikiotis. Egypt. chap. 17; CIA Report: "Aran States," 27 Sep 49, Truman Papers, 
President's Secretary's Files, Box 260. Intell igence File, SR-12-21. 1949. 



Arabs into the hands of Russia." Such talk was popular in Egypt at this time and reflected 

traditional Egyptian politics of playing one against another. Politicians looked for anything 

that could improve their position versus the British.7 
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If Egypt were to become the moderating force that the Americans so desired, they 

wlluld require a democratic and progressive government. So in 1950, Egypt held new 

elt:ctillns f(lr parliament. Ahandoning a long policy of rigged elections, the king ordered 

"free" t!lections to show America how enlightened he was. The king hoped that a free 

t!lection wllulu produce a "balanced" parliament, in that no party would receive a majority 

thereby allowing him to rule through coalitions. Hence, the king ordered the police not to 

intervene on behalf of pro-palace parties. However, the king's cleverness got the better of 

him. AcclIruing to a report by Philip Ireland, the political ofticer of the Cairo Embassy, the 

"King got what he ordered. elections so ti'ee that the rank and tile of police interfered on 

hehalf of the Wafd." Subsequently, the Wafd won a huge majority in Parliament and Nahas 

Pasha, the nemesis of the king, hecame Prime Minister. There followed six days of 

supposedly spontaneous demonstrations in the streets of Cairo celebrating the Wafd victory. 

However. the daily AI A.I'.I'u.I' reported that the Wafd was paying the crowds 2000 Egyptian 

pounus per uay for their spontaneous demonstrations. Although, Caffery maintained that the 

uemonstrations did have some popular support, he reminded the State Department that 

"Egyptian crowds easily degenerate into mobs which almost invariably assume an 

anti-foreign. anti-government, and anti-palace complexion." Although it appeared that the 

Watu was supreme. the Wafd ruled without the British support that they had in World War II. 

7Caffery to State Department, 21 Apr 50, 774.00/4-2150. 
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Because of this, the Wafd quickly allied itself with the king to remain in power. This was 

what Acheson wanted anyway. It would be easier to deal with one man than a hodgepodge of 

nationalist parties. With the perfunctory elections out of the way, Caffer'y now worked to 

moderate Farouk's behavior and policies. s 

The administration now hoped that the king together with a popularly elected 

government could move on the two important issues for the United States, an agreement with 

the British and peace with Israel. Unfortunately, the new Wafd government proved to be the 

"greediest gang in the entire Near East" and were unconcerned with political and social 

reform. Thus. it would oe lett to Farouk to lead the way. When Cy Sulzberger of the New 

York Times visiteu Egypt in Man;h. the American embassy convinced him that Farouk was 

tht! man to lead Egypt and the Middle East into the modern world. He wrote a series of 

artkles that amounted to American propaganda promoting the idea that Egypt could become 

the model ti.lr other Arao states. Also, he praised Caffery for promoting political and social 

rt!tilrm in Egypt. Descrihing Farouk as "an intelligent, energetk young man," Sulzberger 

concludt!u that America should advise the king to "employ his energies to lead a revolution 

./i'Oll/ Ihl' lOp." It was the c1assk ideal with Caffery playing Plato to Farouk's King Dio. Like 

all Egyptian politicians and members of the Western-educated political class, Farouk had 

become an avid reader of the Western press, constantly on the look for recognition from the 

big powers. Despite their ridiculousness, there was little doubt these articles massaged the 

delicate ego of the monarch. Such tactks typitied Caffery's indirect approach to Egyptian 

politics. Following accepted Middle Eastern practice, he preferred to work behind the scenes 

XPolitkal Memo on Egypt, 10 Mar 50, 774.00/3-1050; Caffery to State Department, 9 Jan 
50. 774.00/1-950; Caffery to State Department, 20 Je 50, 774.11/6-2050. 
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through intermediaries.9 

However. the American press often printed stories that were less than positive. 

Farouk's fragile ego could not withstand any criticism. In April 1950, Life magazine ran a 

story by William Attwood belittling King Farouk. Attwood labeled Farouk a "moody, 

petulant, headstrong man whom no one except a British diplomat has ever told to shut up or 

go to hell." Attwood described Egypt as a "totalitarian state" with Farouk at the top. In one 

example. Farouk's power even reached down to the selection of Miss Egypt of 1949. 

Attwood recounteJ that "no sooner had judges announced their decision than a message was 

sent over from the king's box indicating that His Majesty was displeased with the verdict. 

The judges hastily reversed themselves and awarded the cup to the other girl." He went on to 

desaihe the king's eating, gambling, and driving (his favorites were Lincolns and Cadillacs) 

habits. Finally he criticized the King's divorce and his desire to marry a teenager under 

suspicious circumstances. The reporter concluded that the king was a "spoiled child" who 

"might trample his prettiest toys one at a time in a sudden tit of temper." Caffery understood 

the mental ity of the king and had labored ill keeping the king happy. The Life article nearly 

scuttled this endeavor. Immediately, a storm of criticism broke out in Egypt revealing the 

reactive nature of Middle East politics. Caffery cabled Acheson saying that the article "will 

sel us back." III 

The next day Caffery reported that the government controlled Egyptian press was 

threatening to embark on an anti-American campaign if the American press did not halt its 

9Caffery to State Department, 25 Jul 50, 774.00/7-2550; NIT, 17 Mar 50: 6; Ibid., 19 
Mar 50: 35. 

ll'William Attwood. "The Problem King of Egypt," Life, 10 Apr 50: 100-16. 
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aiticisms of Egypt. The Egyptian daily Al Ahram reported that "America's need of Egypt 

and other countries of the Middle East is ten times more urgent than Egypt's need of 

America, since Egypt, unlike America, has neither ambitions nor powerful enemies." The 

Egyptians correctly analyzed the nature of the Cold War and the role of the Third World. 

Caffery reminded Acheson that Egyptian leaders especially those who did not even support 

Farouk argued that the "honor of Egypt is involved as he is the King of Egypt. "II 

Mansour Khalid, an Egyptian intellectual, noted that "to an Arab, honor and respect by 

the community are interchangeahle concepts." Furthermore, he maintained that "honorahle 

hehavior is that which strengthens the group ... while shameful is that which tends to 

disrupt. endanger. impair or weaken." One must always analyze questions of political failure 

OJ' corruption in Egypt under these criteria. Thus, the despicahle Farouk became a source of 

honor when thl! nation was undl!r attack hy thl! West. Egyptians viewed America's behavior 

in the LUi! episode as shameful since it divided and emharrassed Egyptians. Following this 

reasoning. any policy of the British or Americans perceived to divide the Arabs would prove 

difficult to carry out. Egyptian reactions to any recognized emharrassment would he quick, 

loud. and sometimes violent. One must view the vituperative language often used hy 

Egyptian politicians as an attempt to restore honor. One must also rememher that revenge 

may nut always he limited to talk or diplomacy but also action. The question remained 

whether the Egyptians would cross the line from denunciations to deeds.'~ 

"Caffery to Acheson, 10 Apr 50, 774.11/4-1050; Acheson to Caffery, 11 Apr 50, 
774.11/4-1150; Caffery to Acheson. 12 Apr 50. 774.1114-1150; Caffery to Acheson, 13 Apr 
50. 774.1114-1250. 

I~Pryce-Jones. 36-7. 
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For the Egyptians, the dishonor they believed that they had received would demand a 

pay back. On the morning of the twelfth, Mohamed EI Kouny, the Counselor of the Egyptian 

Embassy, met with Dudley Bostwick of the Office of Africa and Near Eastern Affairs. EI 

Kouny was blunt. He argued that Egypt wanted a first-class army and wanted the United 

States to build it. a refrain that became a common Egyptian demand throughout the decade. 

He reminded Bostwick that Egypt recently had closed a barter deal with Russia for wheat in 

exchange for cotton. EI Kouny maintained that Egypt preferred Western arms but threatened 

that "it would deal with other countries, specitically Russia" if need be. Although the State 

Department and Caffery dismissed the threat of a Soviet deal, such Egyptian overreaction 

would hecome a familiar refrain in the future. American rejection of the request just made 

the Egyptians more difficult to appease. I~ 

Tht! prohlt!ms with tht! pWional lift! of the king did not end with the Life article. In 

April. King Farouk sent Hassan Youssef, a member of his personal staff, to Caffery to inform 

the ambassador of a delicate matter. Apparently. the Queen Mother Nazli had recently visited 

the Mayo Clink for an operation. After the operation, however, she failed to return to 

Egypt, hut instead took up residence in Beverly Hills with her daughter Princess Fathia. 

There. the queen mother had fallen under the intluence of a certain Riad Ghali, a former 

Egyptian diplomat who had no known source of income except for the queen mother. 

According to the king, his mother had "heen acting queerly" and was "under the corrupt 

intluence" of Ghali. Youssef told Caffery that the king "feared a scandal" and requested that 

the United States deport Ghali and the king's mother and sister. Knowing that the king was 

DState Department Memo, 12 Apr 50,774.11/4-1250. 
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well acquainted with scandal, Caffery acted immediately. He cabled Acheson and warned 

him that "in view of the Life article ... any help on this would be most useful and could 

have favorahle repercussions in several directions." What followed was like something out of 

a pulp novel. 14 

In May, the Egyptian government revoked the passports of the Queen and the Princess 

and demanded that the American government send them home. However, it was not that 

t!asy. First. only the Department of Immigration and Naturalization had the power to deport 

foreigners. and it would take months to process the paperwork. Second, an unidentified but 

"influential llS political figure has intervened on the Queen's behalf' to allow her to remain 

in the United States. This silly episode made the State Department look impotent in the eyes 

llf tht! King and his supporters. The only good that came out of it was the improvement of 

tht! pllsitilln llf the King. Caffery reported that the "issue had really caused a general rallying 

around the throne." Eventually Farouk stripped the Queen and the Princess of their titles and 

tht.! issut! slllwly fadt.!d away.l~ 

All this talk llf satiating Farouk's ego had a purpose. The King was agreeahle to 

allllwing the British to stay. He was once quoted as saying, "May the British go, but not too 

far." Ht! was well aware that the British military presence was a deterrence to any coup 

attempt against him. Unfortunately. the Wafd had made a hig issue out of immediate 

withdrawal. Caffery hoped that he could convince the king to use his influence to strike a 

favorahle deal with the British. In January, a few days after the election victory of the Wafd, 

14Caffery to Acheson. 27 Apr 50, 774.11/4-2750. 

I~Note from Egyptian Amhassador. I May 50, 774.11/5-150; Wehh to Caffery, 9 May 
50. 774.11/5-950; Caffery to Acheson, 18 May 50, 774.11/5-1850. 
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Gallad Pasha discussed the future of the new government. Asked if the new Wafd 

government might be more flexible with the British, Gallad exclaimed that "if the British 

thought this they were in for a very great shock." Gallad declared that the "Egyptians would 

now demand more on their side than the Bevin-Sidky agreement" of 1946, namely the 

unitication of Egypt and the Sudan under the crown. Since 1899, England and Egypt had 

jointly ruled the Sudan under a condominium agreement. Egypt wanted the Sudan to control 

the heauwaters of the Nile. Now. Britain desired to grant the Sudan independence adding yet 

another ~aveat to the already stalemated negotiations. I
(, 

Sin~e 1945 the major international problem facing the Egyptians was the continuing 

British oCl.!upation of the Canal Zone. the issue of Israel was always secondary. Both the 

British and the Egyptian governments wanted Amerkan assistanl.!e in resolving the question. 

The British wanted Ameril.!an help in maintaining their position and the Egyptians wanted help 

in expelling the British. Unfortunately for the British, the new Wafd government reiterated 

Egyptian I.!alls for immediate withdrawal. The State Department wanted to remain out of 

these dis~ussions. In an in-house memo. Wells Stabler, the oftil.!er in Charge of Egypt and 

Anglo-Egyptian Sudan Aft'airs, daritied the position of the State Department. According to 

Wells. the State Department wanted to remain above the fray. Also, the department made it 

"quite dear to the Egyptian Government that there is no use for it to try to play oft· the U.S. 

against the U.K." The United States supported the view that the British should evacuate but 

that they should have base rights to return in time of conflict. Besides the Sudan question, the 

Foreign Oftke now wanted to link a defense alliance to evacuation. On the other hand, the 

1('Caffery to Al.!heson. 9 Jan 50.774.00/1-950; Caft'ery to Acheson, 12 Oct 49, FRUS 49, 
6: 223-4; PrYl.!e-Jones, 230. 
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Egyptians would only discuss an alliance after evacuation. There was no solution to the 

impasse in sight. Wells worried that the Wafd government might go to the United Nations or 

"inspire a violent press campaign" against the United States and Great Britain. The State 

Department advised Caffery to practice "moderation and patience" with the Egyptians and the 

British. Thus Caffery found himself in the position as a conciliator between the antagonists as 

they attempted to renegotiate the 1936 treaty.17 

In April. on his way back from a tour of Near Eastern countries, General Lawton 

Collins. the Chief of Staff of the Army. stopped in Cairo for an audience with the King. 

Collins hoped to convince the King that British evacuation would he a "grave mistake." The 

King repl ied that" I cannot forget that I am King of Egypt and from a political standpoint my 

people almost unanimously want an early evacuation." America's policy of building up 

Farouk as a great leader was backfiring. The more prestige Farouk received the more 

intransigent he hel!ame on nationalist issues. Collins and Caffery were polite but their hands 

wert! tieu. King Farouk wanteu it both ways, to be the friend of the West but at the expense 

oftht! British. lx 

In late April, a report by the Joint Strategic Survey Committee to the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff discusseU the military situation in the Middle East based on Collins visit. The report 

n(lteu that the "creation of a regional arrangement [for defense], pure and simple, of the Near 

Eastern coumrit!s offers no solution" because of the "discord among" the Arabs and their 

"deep-rooted suspidons" of the West. Any commitment would be too great for America and 

17Wells Memo, I Je 50, FRUS 50, 5: 290-2. 

IMCaffery to Acheson. 6 Apr 50, 774.00/4-650. 
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British while they were trying to build up NATO. The report recommended that the 

Secretary of Defense, if asked about a pact, should "follow the line" that once Europe was 

strengthened then we can turn our attention to the Middle East. If the British and French 

wanted to discuss regional security our position should be that we would "neither encourage 

nor discourage" any arrangement provided that the United States had no part in it. Despite 

tht! universalist rhetoric of the Cold War, the United States wanted nothing to do with a 

security pact in the Near East. Discussions with Egypt only attempted to allow the British to 

remain hut with no guarantees from the United States. 19 

In the spring of 1950, the State Department had few options in dealing with Egypt and 

the Middle East. The administration remained unwilling to rearm either the Arabs or Israel. 

Anyway. the Arahs would prohahly use the weapons against each other or Israel. The same 

went for a security pact. All they could do was to support the status quo which meant 

propping up the British. Moreover. the British were obsessed with getting America involved 

in the Middlt! East. The often rept!ated statement emanating from the Foreign Office argued 

that "anything whh.:h can be done to stimulate active American interest in the defence of the 

Middle East ... will be useful. ":'(1 

The Near East, subsequently, became a major area of discussion during the May 

Foreign Ministers meeting in London. Acheson wanted an agreement with the British and the 

French to end the instahility in the region. The State Department decided to make a 

19"Regional Security Arrangements in the Mediterranean and the Near Eastern Areas," 21 
Apr 50. JCS 2105/6. Records of the JCS, RG 218. 

:.'UReilly to Price, 16 Mar 50, FO 371180373IJE10345/6; NSC 65, "US Policy Toward 
Arms Shipments to the Near East," 28 Mar 50, FRUS 50,5: 131-5. 
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"rl!assuring dl!c1aration concerning the Israeli-Arab" problem to promote stability and to 

satisfy critics at home and abroad. Talks between Bevin and Acheson just rehashed many of 

the same points discussed over the past five years. Bevin Idterated that "Egypt is the key 

point in the Middle East." Also thl! British attempted to draw the United States into a 

rl!gional security plan resembling NATO, but American officials held firm that this was a 

"far-reaching question" that should be discussed later. Upon returning to Washington, the 

Achl!son again ordl!rl!d McGhl!e to coml! up with soml!thing that everyone could agree on. 21 

On 26 May 1950. Truman announced the new agreement with the United Kingdom and 

France that hoped to stop an arms race in thl! arl!a and prevent war. Known as the Tripartitl! 

Declaration and dratied by McGhee and his assistant Raymond Hare, it said that only enough 

arms f(JI' self-defense would he sold to nations in the Middle East. The three powers received 

assurances from these nations that they would not attack I!ach other. More important, the 

allies warned that they would punish any violation of the 1949 armisticl! lines. Opening a 

neW chapter in American rdations with thl! region, the Tripartite Declaration marked 

America's public commitment tll intervene in the Middle East. Like the Truman Doctrine, it 

retlected ambiguity and regional concerns, the fear of war between the Arabs and Israelis. 

Although often criticized either fur not being enforcl!abll! or for its naivete, the Declaration 

was just the pil!cl! of rhl!toric that went down well in the Middle East. The Wafd government 

praised the policy for its evenhandedness since everyone in the region would be treated with 

e4uality. This multilateral statement would work only as long as the allies maintained 

21Report on Near Eastern Sl!curity, 28 Apr 50, FRUS 50, 5: 138-41; Acheson to Webb, 
II May 50, Ibid., 158-60; Jessup to Acheson, 3 May 50, Ibid., 144. 
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solidarity and if the Soviet stayed out of the area. 22 

Despite the suc(.i:-ss of the Tripartite Declaration, America's continued support of the 

British in the Middle East sparked a propaganda war in Egypt. Since America had let them 

down, there was even talk of bringing in the Russians. According to Albion Ross of the New 

York TImes, "an atmosphere has been created in which United States offers of assistance are 

coming to he regarded as an offense to the national self-respect of the Arab states." The 

Egyptians viewed America as an obstacle to peace in the Middle East. Gallad Pasha warned 

Caffery that "an overwhelming hostility toward America was being developed among the 

masses which could only bode ill for America and the West in any international crisis." On 

22 April. Abdul Rahman Azzam Pasha, Secretary of the Arab League "condemned" what he 

termed the "Anglo-American" policy in the Near East. He urged other Arab countries to 

"turn our face toward the other side." At his press conference, Azzam queried, "Why 

shouldn't we extend the hand to Russia?" He argued that it was "imperative to do so in order 

10 balance Arah policy" against America's "pro-Jewish stand." The thinking in Cairo was 

that if Egypt could not play the Americans off the British, then they could always turn to 

Russia. c.1 

The Egyptians soon discovered a new foil to play against the West, neutralism. Two 

weeks later in an interview with AI Ahram, Mohamed Kamel al Bindary Pasha, the former 

minister to Moscow, argued that Egypt should take a neutral position and not make the "error 

C~Circular Telegram from Webb, 20 May 50, FRUS 50,5: 167-8; Caffery to Acheson, 31 
May 50, 611. 74/5-2950; Cairo to State Department, 31 May 50, 774.21/5-3150. 

c..1Caffery III State Department, 20 Apr 50, 611.74/4-2050; NIT, 23 Apr 50: 8; Ibid, 8 
May 50: 5; Cairo to State Department, 9 May 50, 611.74/5-950. 
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of any idea of an alliance or pact with the East or with the West." Attacking Britain and 

America, Bindary advocated tJlat negotiations with Britain were "futile" and cooperation with 

the "best of the tyrants [America]" a great blunder. Although he did not propose an alliance 

WitJl Russia, Bindary pointed out that Russia had "neither colonies nor capital [American and 

British oil companies] placed abroad which would need to be defended." Following such 

logk. he maintained that "Russian policy is in close correlation with the enfeebling of 

imperialism and the success of forces of liberation in all countries." He implied that perhaps 

they could use Russia as the third man in ridding Egypt of Western domination. Caffery was 

duly concerned since he had heard similar rumblings from Gallad Pasha. 24 

Throughout the spring. the public attacks continued. In an April interview with AI 

Misri. the Syrian Minster of the National Economy, Dr. Maaruf al Dawalibi, warned that "the 

Arabs would rather become a Soviet Republk to being Judaised by the United States." An 

artkle in AI Alzram proposed that Egypt follow the neutral lead of Nehru and India and 

"refuse to be drawn into a struggle between the two blocs." Abdel Aziz e1 Soufany, the 

Secretary General of the neutralist Egyptian Watanist party, stated that "as long as the British 

occupation lasted the time had not clime for a treaty with the U.S.S.R.; but in due season 

public opinion would not tolerate incurring the enmity of Russia without reason." Al Misri 

had the most ridiculous hope that "Egypt could be another Switzerland." Even the Prime 

Minister. Nahas Pasha, reminded a Western journalist that the "Arab world appears to stand 

apart from the contlict of two ideologies." Although the British viewed it as merely an 

attempt to blackmail, the emphasis on neutralism bode ill for Western interests. In 1945, the 

~4Caffery to State Department, 23 May 50, 674.00/5-2350; Caffery to Acheson, 31 May 
50.611.74/5-2950: Cairo to State Department, 31 May 50,774.21/5-3150. 



58 

world viewed the United States as the great anti-imperialist and liberator. By 1950, American 

support of Britain and Israel set the stage for growing Russian influence in the area that 

resulted in the opposite goals of containment. Although, the United States had weathered this 

propaganda crisis, a new crisis exploded in Asia that undid the efforts of the administration to 

stahilize the Middle East.:!s 

On 24 June 1950, the armed forces of communist North Korea crossed the thirty-eighth 

parallel invading South Korea. In Arah eyes, the war hecame a test of strength between the 

United States and the Soviet Union. American reverses in Korea had their corresponding 

effect in Egypt. President Truman reacted by calling a special Security Council Meeting on 

Sunday June 25. By coincidem:e the Soviet Union was hoycotting the meetings because of the 

refusal to seat Communist China. A unanimous vote, with Yugoslavia abstaining, condemned 

Nurth Korea as an aggressor. Suhsequently, the Truman administration decided to help 

South Korea with American troops but without a declaration of war. Instead, knowing it 

controlled the outcome. the administration decided to use the United Nations. On 27 June, 

the Security Cuuncil approved an American resolution calling on the United Nations to help 

South Korea in expelling the North. This time however, the vote was not unanimous. 

Yuguslavia ohjected and Egypt and India abstained. The resolution passed but the political 

fallout in the Middle East was just heginning to touch ground proving the adage that 

"everything is related to everything else."~ 

Egypt's ahstention in the Security Council did not worry the State Department. 

:!.'Cairo to Foreign Oftice, 12 May 50. FO 371/81940/1093/3. 

:6Dean Acheson, PTl'sellt at the Creation: My Years in the State Department (New York: 
Nortlln. 1969).402-9. 
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However, the reason that they gave did. The Egyptian Council of Ministers declared that 

they abstained because the "Korean episode is another manifestation of enmity between two 

blocs which endangers peace of the world." Now Egypt, like India and Yugoslavia, was 

attempting to charter a neutral course between the superpowers. Egypt's Ambassador to the 

UN, Mohammed Fawzi Bey, added that "when Egypt brought its dispute with Great Britain 

before the SC in 1947, nothing was done about it." Egyptian officials gave the excuse that 

the reason they could not support the United States was because of the "extremely hostile 

altitude of the Arab States to the US." According to the officials, "it would be very difficult 

ttlr any Egyptian government to support the US attitude in the UN." Yet, it was Egypt who 

was responsible fiJr stirring up anti-American feeling in the first place. Editorial opinion in 

Egypt ttlllowed the official line. AI Misri argued that the Korean War was only the beginning 

of the" inevitable collision between the great powers in which we may be involved." They 

revealed their actual motives when they suggested that the Korean "situation affords 

opportunity to ameliorate Arab grievances" and hopes that "America by changing its policy 

and using its influences with colonial powers may win Arab hearts." However, to emphasize 

the irritation the Arabs had with the West, Azzam Pasha told Caffery "cursed be both your 

houses." The Egyptians were quick to realize that the consequences of the Korean War 

maybe played to their advantage.:!7 

Egyptian public reaction to the Korean War proved surprisingly similar to that in the 

United States. Many Egyptians and Americans feared that the conflict might be the beginning 

of World War III. More worrisome to American officials was the attitude of Egyptians 

~7Cat'fery to Acheson, 30 Je 50, FRUS 50, 5: 261-62; Caffery to Acheson, 28 Je 50, 
774.00/6-2850: Caffery to Acheson, 9 Jul 50, 774.00/7-950. 
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toward the United States. In his memoirs, Truman recalled that in "my generation, this was 

not the first occasion when the strong had attacked the weak." Also, he remembered that 

"each time the democracies failed to act it had encouraged the aggressors to keep going 

ahead." He argued that if America did not stop the aggression "no small nation would have 

the courage to resist threats and aggression by stronger Communist neighbors." Egyptian 

reactions tended to confirm Truman's remarks. In an editorial in AI Zaman, Gallad Pasha 

commented that "why. when from the end of the second world war, the possibility existed of 

a conflict with the Sovit!t, no allt!quate preparations wt!re made." Furthermore, he suggested 

that the "current failure of Amt!rican Forces are producing unhappy repercussions everywhert! 

amI that a rapid American victory is the best weapon against Communism." The general 

Egyptian press comments in July were "contemptuous of western weakness in contrast with 

Soviet strt!ngth." Amt!rican prestige in Egypt dropped to a new low. 2M 

Caffery's comments on the Korean situation touched on the symbolic significance of 

Kort!a to the Egyptian govt!rnment. He recalled the many Egyptians "took malicious 

t!njoyment in the tirst rt!ports of United States defeats." He pointed out that the "battle is 

viewed as the tirst major test of strength between the United States and the Soviet Union." 

Rt!minding tht! State Department that "Egyptians respect strength," and the recent victories at 

Inchon had "impresst!d" them. However, Communist Chinese intervention in November and 

the subsequent American military setback again changed Egyptian opinion. The Wafdist daily 

~~U.S. Military Attache to Department of Army, I Jul 50, 774.00(W)/7-150; Harry S. 
Truman. Memoirs: Years 0.( Trial and Hope, 1946-1955, vol. 2 (Garden City: Doubleday, 
1955), 333; Caffery to Acheson, IS Jul 50, 774.00/7-1550; U.S. Military Attache to 
Department of Army. 29 Jul 50, 774.00 (W)/7-2950; Caffery to Acheson, 28 Je 50, 
774.00/6-2250. 
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Ba/agh commented that although they "do not like Communism and do not wish its victory or 

domination in the world" they could not "disguise our ironical indifference toward the US, 

which has let us down each time we have asserted our right and our liberty." Caffery 

admitted that "as a result of the turn of events in Korea, US prestige in the ME has taken an 

ominous tumble." He reported that the Egyptian government was worried and confused. 

According to Caffery, the "reading population" of Egypt "always had in the back of their 

minds that when and if Russia moved in this direction it would be the US who would save 

them by f(Jrce of arms." Unfortunately, "they are losing that hope," and "don't know what to 

do about it." Caffery told Acheson that he had reassured the king and the government and 

had explained that the war in Korea will end in success. Already angry over the State 

Department's failure to deport his mother or stop vicious press attacks, the king made no 

attempt to bm.:k America's position in Korea. Caffery notified Acheson that "although it is 

distasteful, we must remember that the King had tlnal say on all important questions foreign 

am.! uomestic, including Korean matters." He reminded Acheson that Farouk has not been 

"happy" with the United States. The question of appeasing the insatiable Farouk had become 

a matter of international importance.~" 

To make matters worse, rumor had it that the Egyptian government was contemplating 

a formal abrogation of the 1936 Treaty. Commenting on the stalled negotiations with the 

Unitetl Kingdom, Caffery warned that the king and the government not "pick too hard" on the 

British and not uenounce the 1936 treaty in the upcoming annual address to Parliament. The 

~9Caffery to State Department, 27 Sep 50, 611.74/10-950; Caffery to Acheson, 5 Dec 50, 
774.00112-550; Caffery to Acheson, 8 Nov 50, 611.74/12-850; Caffery to State Department, 
4 Aug 50. 774.11/8-450. 
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Acting Minister replied that the king would not "denounce the treaty" but that if an agreement 

"is not reached soon, we will seize upon any means to gain our ends, including future 

denouncement of the treaty." With the disaster in Korea, the Wafd government raised the 

stakes in their disagreement with Britain.:1O 

By the end of 1950, the American goals of settling the Suez Base issue and securing a 

permanent peace between the Israel is and Arabs had gotten nowhere. Caffery proved to be 

the only bright spot. Through his diplomatic skill, he succeeded in becoming a close advisor 

to Farouk. The problem was getting the king to make decisions favorable to the West. 

Caffery had weathered the unpopularity of the Life article and the inability of the State 

Department to help the king with scandalous family matters, but Farouk remained obstinate. 

The Tripartite Declaration assured Egyptian, Arab, and Israeli leaders that the western Allies 

would guarantee the status quo in the Near East. However, British intransigence on the Suez 

issue and the Korean War negated the initial enthusiasm for the Tripartite Declaration. Thus, 

the Egyptian government embarked on an ambiguous neutralist policy. American policy 

makers worried that Egypt and the Middle East would slowly drift from the Western orbit to 

the Eastern one. In the next few months, Acheson and McGhee proposed detailed military 

and el:llnllmic plans to reverse the trend. They would rely on a multilateral approach, that 

had worked well with the Tripartite Declaration, to assuage the Egyptian criticism of 

imperialism. 

)OCaffery to Al:heson, 15 Nov 50, 774.00111-1550. 



CHAPTER 3 

MCGHEE'S MIDDLE EAST MERRY-GO-ROUND 

During the Second World War, when a 
combined Nazi-Italian force stood ready 
to surge across Egypt's western frontiers, 
an American news-agency correspondent 
received this query from his home office: 

CABLE THOUSAND WORDS WHETHER EGYPTIAN 
ARMY READY WILLING FIGHT IF ENEMY CROSSES 
BORDER. 

The correspondent's reply was a terse 
and pithy summation of Egypt's desire, 
willingness, and readiness for major 
contlict: 

NO THOUSAND TIMES NO. 1 

The Korean War changed the nature of America's approach to the Cold War and the 

Middle East. Just as the creation of Israel and the 1948 war drove Egypt and other Arab 

states to reconsider their relationships with the West, the Korean War altered the Truman 

administration's tactics tor containing the Soviet Union. Up to 1950, the United States 

endeavored to strengthen their allies in Europe, Asia, and the Near East with economic and 
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military assistance through a series of multilateral and bilateral agreements. With the creation 

of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in 1949, a mutual defense agreement with Western 

'Alvin Rosenfelll. "Egypt's Reckless Gamble," Reporter, 13 Nov 51: 6. 
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Europe, the administration hoped to use its allies to help contain the Soviet Union. The 

administration planned similar associations elsewhere. Policymakers believed that America 

wuld not afford to challenge the Soviets alone. The Korean War militarized the Cold War. 

Assistant Secretary of State George McGhee led the way in militarizing the Middle East. 

Ignoring the rule in the Middle East that superpower initiatives often founder on local 

interests, McGhee formulated a new strategy based on the creation of an allied Middle East 

Command (MEC) in Egypt. Egypt responded with the abrogation of the Anglo-Egyptian 

Treaty of 1936 and emharked on a neutral foreign policy to extricate maximum advantage 

from the tense international situation. 

Paul Nitze, the head of the State Department's Policy Planning Staff, drew up a new 

national program for action that predated the Korean War. The war merely insured its 

adoption. Known as NSC-68, the plan proposed that the United States could and should 

.:ounter the Soviet threat throughout the world. Nitze's plan was a call for aggressive action 

anLi not just L1efensive containment. Shortly after the Korean War hegan, Truman approved 

NSC-68 and quadrupled the American military hudget from approximately $10 hillion to over 

$40 hill ion a year. Before the war, America's war machine simply did not have the capability 

to defenLi Europe, let alol1t~ the Middle East. Initially, this military weakness forced the 

United States to rely on the British to defend the Middle East. NSC-68 provided the action-

oriented McGhee with the rationale to carry out a new positive policy for the Middle East. 2 

With the threat of Soviet aggression increased with the events in Korea, the Truman 

administration required a definite plan to defend the Middle East. During a September 1950 

~"Report on the Regional Security Arrangements in the Mediterranean and Near Eastern 
Areas." 21 Apr 50, JCS Central Decimal Files, 1948-50, RG 218, CCS 337 (2-20-50) Sec. l. 
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meeting between McGhee and British officials, the British argued that the "retention of bases 

in Egypt" was "indispensable," to the defense of the region against a Soviet invasion, and 

proposed joint military planning with America. The new British position reversed their 1946 

policy of eventual withdrawal from Egypt. McGhee agreed. In Cairo, even Caffery 

concurred adding that, because of the Korean situation, the "possibility of British evacuation 

is out." This policy reversal ignored the local situation in Cairo and led to near anarchy in 

Egypt. During the week of 23 October 1950, the American Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 

British Chiefs of Stat)' disclissed the situation and directed their respective commanders in the 

Meditt!rranean area to develop joint plans for the security of the area. Ironically, the military 

commanders proposed an "outer ring" strategy based on Turkey and Iran and viewed the 

unstable Egypt as a weak reed on which to build a defense. Unfortunately, their political 

leaders saw differently. J 

Despite JCS objections, McGhee took the lead in the State Department for a vigorous 

approal:h in creating a mil itary role fiJr the United States. In late December 1950, McGhee 

sent Adleson a memo detailing a course of action in the region. He proposed the following 

six-point plan: "infllrmally" notify eal:h country in the area that America would fight to 

ddend them from Soviet aggression. end existing British treaty rights in Egypt, Jordan, and 

Iraq if other suitable arrangements could be made, supply the countries of the region with 

"token" amounts of arms, plan to defend, at a minimum, the outer ring, develop a Middle 

East Command together with the British, and initiate a technical and economic assistance 

~Rel:ord of Informal US-UK Discussions, 18 Sep 50, FRUS 50, 5: 193-5; Memo for the 
Joint Strategic Plans Committee, 25 Oct 50, Records of the JCS, RG 218, Geographical File 
1948-50. Box 17; CatTery to State Department, 22 Nov 50, FRUS 50,5: 322-3; CINCNELM 
to JCS, 27 Jan 51, Records of the JCS, RG 218, Geographical File 1951-53, Box 10. 
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program that will demonstrate that alliance with the West is better than slavery under the 

Soviet Union. By pushing American interests rather than the local interests of the countries in 

the Middle East, the plan was doomed to failure and proved to be a great example of what not 

to do in the Middle East.4 

McGhee's ultimate goal was to create "progressive" governments in the area that would 

eventually become responsible American allies. He warned Acheson that "many 

poverty-crushed Middle Easterners feel that life under the USSR would not be worse than the 

life they are now leading." McGhee's long-range plan was to make the United States the 

guarantor of economic and political security in the Middle East as it had done with Europe 

through the Marshall Plan and NATO. He knew that a financially strapped Great Britain 

could no longer maintain their responsibilities in the region. It was time for the United States 

to take the lead and protect the seas of oil. McGhee had totally misread the situation by 

t!quating Amt!rican concerns (containing tht! Russians) with those of the Arabs (expelling the 

British ami lsrat!lis). Acht!sOIl did not officially approve the plan, but he did not discourage 

McGht!t! dtht!r. Subsequt!ntly. McGht!e procet!ded to carry Ollt his ambitiolls and idealistic 

plan. In support of McGhet!, Acheson urgt!d Secretary of Defense George C. Marshall to 

approve an American military commitment to the Middle East and Egypt in particular. 

Acheson later recalled that he "did not propose to involve the United States in a Middle East 

st!curity treaty or to commit our combat forces to the area." Yet, this was what the United 

States t!mlt!avurt!d to do. ~ 

4McGhee Memo, 27 Dec 50, FRUS 51,5: 4-6; Acheson, 562; Record of Informal US-UK 
Discussions, 21 St!p 50, FRUS 50, 5: 207-8. 

~/hid. 
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By the end of January, McGhee and Nitze had persuaded the hesitant military leaders to 

back an American military role in the area. Nitze remarked that "it makes sense to have an 

arrangement with the U.K. in the Middle East." General Collins, the Army Chief of Staff, 

objected and argued that the countries in the Middle East desired American assistance only 

because "we will furnish equipment and pay the bills" and, in case of war, defend them. He 

thought the whole idea to aid the Middle East a waste of resources. Since the indigenous 

forces would be no match for the Red Army, the Soviets would overrun the area during a 

war. Contrary to popular belief, the American military was never behind the militarization 

of the Cold War. Once the civilian leadership inaugurated the buildup, the military fell in 

line. Collins added that "we should not deal in illusions" and think that America "will come 

to the aid of these countries." Despite Collins' objections, McGhee suggested that he "would 

rather give the people in the Middle East a few illusions at this time than to leave them in 

thdr present frame of mind." After further discussions, the military chiefs finally agreed to 

form some sort of Middle East Command with American backing. JCS Chairman General 

Omar Bradley auvised McGhee not to discuss this reality during his upcoming visit and 

suggested that the NSC draw up a paper to deal with the problem in the context of the "Cold 

War." The JCS concluded that Yugoslavia, Greece and Turkey should not and could not be 

included in defense plans for the Middle East--they could only protect NATO's southern flank 

and nothing more. Thus, America faced the problem of how to defend the Middle East when, 

at this time, no quality military fon:es other than meager British forces existed. In the last 

war, the Arabs contributed little militarily and had to be occupied by AJlied troops. The 

rt!ality was that United States coulu only defenu the Middle East. McGhee and Nitze believed 

that they could create at least an "illusion" of defense to maintain a modicum of pro-Western 
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stability in the region. Regardless of the worries of the generals, a determinr.d McGhee 

proceeded to push the United States into taking more responsibility for the region.6 

Just before the end of the year, McGhee met with the heads of the Arab diplomatic 

missions to brief them on his new proposals. McGhee wanted Arab approval to the basics of 

his plan. The plan received mixed reviews from the Egyptian press. AI Ahram reported that 

"America had detinitely renoum:ed the policy of isolation and now considered the Middle East 

oil tields as extremely important to its own safety." On a less kind note, AI Misri argued that 

McGhee "had forgotten that the Arab countries are preoccupied by questions of greater 

importance [Israeli than that of communism which so preoccupies America today." Also, 

McGhee "had forgotten that Arah puhlic opinion blamed the occupation of a part of their 

territory on foreign troops [the British!." It concluded that "under these conditions the Arabs 

could not be hlameu for not having enthusiasm for the cause of the democracies." If McGhee 

had listened, he would have saved the United States much embarrassment.? 

In early January 1951, Ambassador Caffery commented on the general situation in 

Cairo. He recuunted a story concerning a municipal tow truck that attempted to haul away a 

cal' illegally parkeu on Rue Farouk. While getting into position to tow away the offending 

vehicle, the truck struck and injured two pedestrians. According to Caffery, "a crowd 

gathered anu suudenly went berserk attacking the Egyptian driver and his companion" and 

6Minutes of Discussion of State-JCS Mtg., 30 Jan 51, FRUS 51,5: 27-42; Ibid.; 
"Evaluation of Effect on Soviet War Effort Resulting from the Strategic Air Offensive," 11 
May 49, in Thomas H. Etzold and John Lewis Gaddis, eds., Containmellt: Documents on 
American Policy and Strateg)'. /945-/950 (New York: Columbia, 1978), 360-3. 

?Caffery to State Department, 12 Jan 51, McGhee Papers, Department of State 
Correspondence. Box 2. 
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killing hoth. Caffery admitted that he did not usually report such incidents to Washington. 

However, under the current circumstances, the Anglo-Egyptian problem, it furnished a "rather 

striking example of the temper of the public in Cairo." He added that the masses in Egypt 

were "ill tempered, quarrelsome, and savage, they are quick to seize on any pretext to break 

into mob violence." Caffery concluded that a dark cloud had descended over Cairo. For 

McGhee, such news merely reinforced his helief that only American action could bring 

stahility to the region. With his ignorance of the Middle East, he did not figure that unwise 

American action could also bring instability.K 

Nehru's state visit to Egypt added to the chorus of neutralism emanating from Cairo. 

The Indian leader encouraged the Egyptians to adopt his policy of neutralism but allow the 

British to stay. Nehru understood how to play the big power-small power game. Nehru 

based his logic on his belief that "large countries had certain responsibilities for their smaller 

neighbors." The idea was that Egypt would accept British troops and in return Britain would 

give Egypt "spedal recognition" as the leader or big country in the Middle East. Thus, Egypt 

would be affiliated with the West but, at the same time, be free to follow an independent 

foreign policy designed to insure Egyptian hegemony in the region. Of course, this was 

Egypt's goal in foreign policy but without the assistance of the British military. The State 

Department would have been overjoyed if Egypt had accepted Nehru's advice. Unfortunately, 

the Egyptian leaders were more enamored with Nehru's ideas on "non-alignment" and the 

concept of a "Middle Eastern Third Force." American policymakers worried that the Soviets 

wCaffery to State Department, 12 Jan 51,774.00/1-1251. 
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would exploit such thinking to undermine Western interests.9 

Before McGhee departed for the Middle East, the Egyptian Ambassador, Mohamed 

Kamil, taunted McGhee suggesting that perhaps "in the next war" Egypt "would simply sit 

down on the job and refuse to participate." However, Kamil concluded that "Egypt wanted to 

be squarely on the side of the West but it was up to the West to remove points of friction." 

Aware of the lure of neutralism, McGhee met with representatives of the American 

Diplomatic corps of the Middle East in Istanbul during the week of 14 February 1951 in 

Istanbul to push his new plans. McGhee concluded that the United States had three weapons 

to play, loans, grant aid, and diplomacy. He maintained that loans were of "dubious 

effectiveness" since they would probably lead to "charges of Unclr. Shylock." Grant aid was 

more effective. but the administration had limited resources available at this time, the 

administration would request more economic aid the following year. Finally, he argued that 

the "most important" tool "has been the skill of our diplomacy." As part of his policy of 

positive illusion. he dedared that Arab leaders "show signs of turning towards us if we would 

give them sufticient and tangible encouragement." This encouragement would be American 

security guarantees against Russia. Later, Russia's successful policy based on loans and 

barter agreements proved McGhee's analysis completely wrongheaded. Grant aid brought 

charges in the Middle East of being an imperialist puppet. On the other hand, loans were 

viewed as transactions between equal nations and therefore honorable. As to diplomatic 

encouragement and assurances of security, the Arabs viewed Britain and Israel as enemies and 

'JMoscllw to State Department, 13 Feb 51, 774.5/2-1351; Merrell to State Department, 29 
Oct 51. 661.80/10-2951. 
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nut the Soviets. IU 

McGhee's visit to Cairo revealed the cross purposes of America and Egypt and 

confirmed the old saying that in the Middle East things were not ~ways what they seemed to 

be. McGhee's welcome at the airport was as large as Nehru's earlier in the year. During his 

press conference, McGhee emphasized that the United States was taking an impartial position 

l!oncerning the Anglo-Egyptian dispute. In a ploy to create the "illusion" of American 

determination, he reminded the Egyptian press that "the question of security [for the region] is 

in our minds" and that if the region was threatened, America "will not be found wanting." 

Althuugh Ml!Ghee meant a Soviet threat, the Egyptian press interpreted these remarks as a 

guarantee against British imperialism and Israel. AI Makattam enthusiastically reported that 

they expel!ted "Amerka to pursue hencefurth a policy which if not quite friendly to the Arabs, 

at least is not hostile to them." Egypt got what it wanted, the injection of the United States 

into the Anglu-Egyptian discussions. Now, Egyptian officials could drag their feet believing 

that Amerka wuuld eventually urge the British to capitulate. II 

The British Foreign Office perl!eived Ml!Ghee's tour of the Near East as an unmitigated 

disaster fur British interests. Sir N. Boswell, of the British Legation in Beirut, desl!ribed his 

meeting with "that infant prodigy Mr. McGhee" in a letter to Sir Reginald Bowker, head of 

the Eastern Department of the Foreign Office. According to Boswell, McGhee opened the 

disl!ussion asking "Well, who's going to get the Mediterranean now?" Boswell added that he 

10M emu of Conversation, 6 Feb 51, 611.74/2-651; Opening Remarks at Istanbul 
Conferenl!e, 14 Feb 51, McGhee Papers, Dept. of State, Summaries of Conference, Tangier 
File, Box I. 

IICaffery to State Department, 26 Feb 51, 27 Feb 51, 3 Apr 51, McGhee Papers, 
Department of State Correspondenl!e, Box 2. 
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"was particularly shocked when he told me that he never made any memoranda of his 

conversation etc., and that he worked on the principle that anything he could not remember 

was not worth writing down." The British rightly believed that McGhee had little 

understanding of the complexities of Middle Eastern politics. Bowker's hand written note on 

the letter summed up British opinion of McGhee and American policy in general, "McGhee is 

becoming one of our heavier crosses." Ironically, McGhee was an Anglophile and years later 

became chairman of the English-Speaking Union, an organization that promoted closer ties 

hetween America and Britain. I~ 

McGhee's "positive" policy in the Middle East that he had outlined to Acheson in 

Decemher hegan to come together in the spring. Ignoring the hesitancy of the JCS in 

acquiring new responsihilities in the world, McGhee gave the impression to the Egyptians and 

the British that the United States would soon accept the mantle of leadership in the Middle 

East. He gamhled that he could appease hoth sides with American guarantees and, then, 

hammer out some compromise. However, his visit to Egypt undermined the Anglo-Egyptian 

talks on the Suez Base. The Egyptians merely renewed their strategy of playing one side off 

against anuther. This was not the first time that McGhee had irritated the British. McGhee's 

policies in Saudi Arahia had even greater consequences for the British. 

In December 1950, the Saudi government and ARAMCO agreed on a fifty-fifty split in 

oil protits. At McGhee's instigation, the agreement essentially undermined all of the British 

oil concessions in the Middle East, which were hased on earlier and less lucrative deals for 

the oil countries involved. The British called it the "McGhee Bombshell." However, the new 

'~Boswel1 to Bowker. 29 Mar 5 I. FO 371 /91 184/E I 024115. 
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Saudi oil deal had been in the works for some time. Again, the effects Korean War 

influenced American policy in the Middle East. Before 1950, the United States government 

attempted to avoid interfering in disagreements between oil producing countries and American 

oil companies, a policy that worked well. Shortly after the outbreak of the Korean War, the 

State Department, fearing a direct Soviet attack on the Middle East oil fields or, at the 

minimum, Soviet subversion, intervened to settle the dispute between Saudi Arabia and the 

Arab-American Oil Company (ARAMCO). The Saudis demanded a renegotiation of their 

l:oOl:ession and threatened a complete shut down. Worried that the other Arab countries 

might fllllow the Saudi lead, McGhee urged ARAMCO to settle on Saudi terms. Likewise, 

he advised the British to renegotiate their concessions in Iran and Iraq. McGhee believed that 

any settlement was better than none that could lead to the loss of oil supplies for Europe and 

During McGhee's tour of the Middle East in March 1951, the political situation in Iran 

took a turn ti.lr the worse. The British government, who owned 51 per cent of the 

Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (AIOC) headquartered in Abadan, had moved slowly in adjusting 

to the fifty-fifty arrangement. Senator Mohammed Mossadegh led the agitation in Iran to 

nationalize the company against Prime Minister Ali Razmara who had come out against 

nationalization on the advice of the British. On 7 March, Muslim extremists assassinated 

Razmara. A week later, the Majlis, the Iranian Parliament, voted to nationalize the company 

and a month later made Mossadegh Prime Minister. McGhee, jetted off to Teheran and found 

I:lDaniel Yergin, Vie Prize: Vze Epic Quest for Oi/, Money and Power (New York: 
Simon & Schuster, 1992),447-55; "Middle East Oil," Sep 50, FRUS 50,5: 76-96; 
Funkhauser to McGhee, 14 Sep 50, Ibid., 97-99. 
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the Shah and his caretaker government completely demoralized by the fear of assassination. 

McGhee could do nothing to change the situation in Iran, since the Iraniruts knew that he 

sympathized with their national aspirations. America's neutral position concerning British 

problems in the area played into the hands of the nationalists. The Iranians correctly believed 

that the United States was willing to accept nationalization as long as compensation was paid 

to the shareholders. London threatened Iran with military action. Under American pressure, 

the British eventually backed off and evacuated the oil facilities at Abadan. Two years later, 

Kermit Roosevelt engineered his famous coup that toppled Mossadegh, PHt the Shah back on 

the throne, and settled the oil dispute. Referring to the British, Acheson later recalled that 

"never had so few lost so much so stupidly and so fast." Iran's humiliation of the British 

gave the Egyptians the idea that they could do the same in Egypt. 14 

Hoping to avoid an Iranian situation from developing in Egypt, the Foreign Office 

concluded a deal in mid-March to unblock 150 million Pounds Sterling over the next ten years 

in the accounts lett over from monies owed to the Egyptian Government because of British 

World War II expenditures in Egypt. Part of the deal included the supply of Egyptian oil 

needs up through 1960 to the tune of II million Pounds Sterling annually. The bribe was an 

attempt to assist the more important negotiations over British forces at Suez. Even in the 

Middle East, bribery was not always successful. The Egyptians knew that the future lay not 

with the British and would not be moved. Events in Iran had proved that.l~ 

14McGhee, 325-29; Acheson, 503-5; for a firsthand account of the coup in Iran, see 
Kermit Roosevelt, Countercoup: The Struggle for the Control of Iran (New York: McGraw
Hill, 1979). 

I~Caffery to State Department, 16 Mar 51, FRUS 51,5: 348-50. 



75 

In Egypt, the political situation worsened following the events in Iran. On 22 March, 

Caffery cabled Acheson that there was talk of national ization of the Suez Canal Company. 

He reported that the "governing circles ... are generally alarmed" over the whole situation 

and feared the "possibility of eventual recrudescence of assassination type politics of the 

Moslem Brotherhood ... directed at themselves." The CIA agreed and concluded that 

"events in Teheran will furnish a bad example to irresponsible groups in Egypt." Egyptian 

leaders now maintained that any agreement that did not give them the Sudan and large 

alllllunts of foreign aid to appease the radicals was doomed. In the tradition of the Eastern 

Question, events elsewhere had inordinate effects in Egypt. 16 

McGhee returned to Egypt on 29 March to see what he could do to prevent a repeat of 

what happened in Iran. He received an even greater reception than he had in February. 

McGhee warned that if "what has happened in Iran" happens in Egypt, the United States 

wlluld "greatly regret" such a move and frown upon the government that stirred up such 

irresponsihle nationalism. Thereupon, McGhee contirmed that the administration would push 

Britain to compromise by adding that they would "never" allow a reversion to the 

"colonialism which the world has known in the past." Again, the Cairene press 

misinterpreted McGhee's intentions. AI Misri proclaimed that McGhee would now be leaving 

for London to "intervene personally to iron out Anglo-Egyptian difficulties." Although 

McGhee was sincere in his beliefs that he was defending Britain's position in Egypt and 

elsewhere. his anti-colonial rhetoric and his unwise hints that America would now defend the 

16Caffery to Acheson, 22 Mar 51, 774.00/3-2251; Daily Digest of Significant Traffic, 20 
Mar 51, Truman Papers, Records of the NSC, CIA File, Memos to the President 1951-3, Box 
4. 
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rt!gion, gavt! tJlt! impression to Egyptian leaders that the United States would help them expel 

the British from the Suez bases. Egypt's rousing welcome for McGhee revealed no great love 

for the United States, but rather the billowing desire to expel the British.l? 

In Cairo, Ambassador Caffery worried that the situation in Egypt could explode into an 

orgy of anti-Western violence. He notified the State Department of his concern. Taking a 

cue from the Iranians, Egyptian Foreign Minister Mohammed Salaheddin and the Wafd 

initiated a violt!nt anti-British press campaign. Caffery and Farouk feared that Salaheddin 

"may eventually take to the streets." if the king attempted to dismiss the foreign minister. In 

fact, Farouk decidt!u to go along with the Wafd's policy of getting rid of the British. In one 

rt!spt!ct. lht! king was a trut! representative of his people. Anglophobia was popular with the 

masst!s and. tht!refore. was popular with Farouk. With the king unwilling to take action, 

Caffery believed that Salaheddin might "explode one day," make himself the "martyr" of 

Egyptian national ism. anu bring the country to the brink of revolution. 1M 

Aut!! Hassib, a career Egyptian diplomat, contirmed Caffery's analysis of the situation. 

Spt!aking off tht! rewru to an t!mbassy officer, Hassib explained that the Egyptian peoplt! were 

"rt!auy for anything." He blamed tht! king anu the Wafd government for creating an 

atmosphert! of doom. University student groups were "obsessed with the desire to destroy" 

and believed that the "only solution was radical and violent action ... the more radical the 

better." Although Hassib was a royalist, he regretted that the king would not "emerge as a 

truly constructive leader." Such news encouraged no one in the embassy, but the embassy 

17Caff'ery 10 Slale Department, I Ap 51, FRUS 51, 5: 352-55; Caffery to State 
Department, 7 Apr 51. McGhee Papers, Department of State Correspondence, Box 2. 

IMCaffery to State Department, 10 Apr 51, 774.13/4-1051. 



was relieved that Hassib "was at least one Egyptian who said not a word about it being the 

duty of the United States to solve Egypt's problems." However, Hassib offered little hope 

that the Egyptians could resolve their own problems. Unfortunately, the State Department 

and British Foreign Office did not at this time draw the conclusion that Egypt was in a state 

of almost total political paralysis. If they did, they would have never embarked on the 

disastrous Middle East Command proposal,19 
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Under these gloomy circumstances, McGhee arrived in London on 2 April to brief the 

British on his Middle East tour. During his discussions with Sir Reginald Bowker, of the 

Foreign OHke. and Sir Ralph Stevenson. the British Ambassador to Egypt, McGhee broached 

the unfoundt!d idea that the Egyptians may acct!pt a Sut!z deal that included the "use of forces 

with some multilatenll tlavor" in return for British withdrawal. The British had wanted 

American military participation in the Middle East for years and McGhee's suggestion was 

good news for London. Under the plan, the Western allies, America, Britain, France, and 

Turkey. would set up a Middle East Command that would include Egypt. England would 

ret<lin the use of the bast! and. the Egyptians would technically eliminate the appearance of 

British hegemony. Ofr the rewrd. McGhee thought that "neutralism" inspired by Nehru was 

merdy an exprt!ssion of "insecurity" and dissatisfaction with the West and would pass if we 

"restore confidence and ... alleviate internal stresses throughout the area in order to obtain 

more open cooperation in the larger world context." This statement again revealed McGhee's 

cllmplett! lack of undt!rstanding of tht! power game in the region. Although Morrison tried to 

explain the vagaries of Arab politics, McGhee went right along believing that Arabs would 

'IJCairo to State Department, 20 Apr 51, 774.00/4-2051. 



see the errors of their ways and follow him. Privately, the British worried that McGhee had 

been too glib with the Egyptians giving the leaders in Cairo the impression that America 

would support them. To the British, his talk of colonialism and neutralism appeared naive. 

In an understatement, Caffery told Stevenson that McGhee often "did not realise the 

impression he was making when speaking. ":'0 

In mid-April, the president of the Egyptian Chamber of Deputies, Abdel Salam Fahmi 

Gamaa Pasha. publicly declared that Egypt would "never ... abandon neutrality or agree to 

the idea of joint defense." Furthermore, he reminded the British that they did not want to 

replace the 1936 treaty with a new one. He asked the question, "Why then should we waste 

time waiting, why should we allow anxiety to depress us?" Such words were beginning to 

necome commonplace in Egyptian rhetoric. In American and British policy circles, the 

question arose whether the courting of Egypt was worth all the trouble. In a CIA report to 

Truman in last week of April. the agency observed that "most Near Eastern countries are so 

weak that a regional pact would serve little useful purpose" and the attempt to form one 

would meet resistance anyway. As to economic aid, the CIA believed that the 

underdeveloped Middle Eastern economies could not "absorb [the large amounts otl aid" 

needed to create stability. Unfortunately, the president did not heed the advice of his 

intdligence experts.: 1 

:.'IJMemo of Informal US-UK Discussions, 10 Apr 51, FRUS 51,5: 356-61; Record of 
Meeting, 2 Apr 51, FO 371/91184 IE I 0241 12; Morrison Memo, 3 Apr 51, FO 
371/91 I 84/E 102411 3G; Minutes of Meeting, 3 Apr 51, FO 371/90127/JEI024/lG; Cairo to 
Foreign Omee, 10 Apr 51, FO 371190127. 

~WIT 15 Apr 51: 41; NIE-26, "Key Problems Affecting US Efforts to Strengthen the 
Near East." 25 Apr 51, Truman Papers, President's Secretary's Files, Intelligence File, Box 
253. 
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That same week, Sir Oliver Franks, the British Ambassador in Washington, told 

Acheson that they had no constructive answers to the Middle Eastern problem. Alluding to 

the Eastern Question, Franks admitted that, since the breakup of the Turkish empire, no one 

has tilled the "power vacuum" in the region. As to the idea of economic aid filling the 

vacuum, he argued that America talks about more and more money that just disappears in the 

"sand." Somewhat perplexed. Franks observed that "these chaps rEgyptians and Iranians 

t!ducated in Western universities] now have ideas." They are the "acid" that cannot be 

controllt!d. In Cairo, Caffery also registered his dismay. The king and the Wafd relationship 

had become even closer. In hope of being crowned king of the Sudan, Farouk had joined 

ttlrCes with Foreign Minister Salaheddin in the Wafd's endeavor to expel the British.22 

With the politkal parties ami the king unwilling to take any positive action on the base 

issue, the State Department began looking ttlr other sources of power in Egypt. The 

administration had two remaining choices, the IkhwQn or the army. The IkhwQn's xenophobia 

ruled them out. Thus. only the army remained. Although Caffery admitted that the Egyptian 

military was next to useless in case of war, he argued that the army could "provide an 

important internal political intluence both from the standpoint of internal security and the 

factor of pride." This marked the beginning of a plan to dump Farouk in favor of a military 

regime and laid the seeds for supporting the army coup in 1952.Z3 

~2Mem() of Conversation, 27 Apr 51, Acheson Papers, Secretary of State, Memos of 
Conversation, 1951, Box 66: Cairo to State Department, 14 Apr 51, FRUS, 51, 5: 362; 
Caffery tll State Department, 28 Apr 51, 774.00/4-2851; Caffery to State Department, 2 May 
51. 774.00/5-251. 

~'Sparks to Wells. 2 May 51. 774.5/5-251; Caffery to State Department, 6 Oct 50, 
774.00/1 0-650. 



80 

For months Caffery had been reporting "discontent" among the junior officers. In the 

fall of 1950, the Wafd government initiated an investigation of corruption in the army high 

command, who, incidentally, were handpicked by the king. Specifically, the charges 

cuncerned embezzlement during the 1948 war with Israel. Theories abounded that this 

corruption had contributed to Egypt's defeat. Rumors also emerged of an "imminent" army 

coup that would be led hy a group of junior officers. Eventually known as the Free Officers, 

a certain Colonel Ahdel Gamal Nasser secretly led the group. Colonel D.K. Palit, the Indian 

Military Attache in Cairo. reported his contacts with the officer group to the American 

emhassy. India's neutral position in world affairs, allowed Palit unusual access within the 

military. According to Pal it, the young officers "openly scorned and derided" the king. Palit 

descrihed the "atmosph ere ... as und isgu isedl y treasonous." The officers assured Pal it that 

an "inevitahle military coup d'etat ... wuuld rid them of tJle parasitic Pasha group." Palit 

suggested that if the young officers ever made common cause with the Ikhwall, this "unholy 

alliance" could threaten the "position of the monarchy." Palit's disturbing report was 

followed hy others detailing inddents of near "mutiny" of officers and units refusing transfer 

orders. Although he discounted the possihility of a coup at this time, Caffery recommended 

the chance of sending token military aid as possible insurance. Farouk temporarily appeased 

the young officers hy dismissing several senior officers accused of corruption. With revolt 

simmering in the army, the Wafd government renewed its efforts to expel the British and 

appease puolic opinion. ~4 

In a hoisterous meeting of t11e Egyptian Cham her of Deputies on 1 May, various 

~4Caffery to State Department, 13 Nov 50, 774.551111-1350; Caffery to State 
Department, 4 Nov 50, 774.551/11-450. 
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memhers called for immediate ahrogation and even a "call for a non-aggression treaty with 

Russia." According to eyewitness accounts, one delegate "melodramatically tore up a copy of 

the 1936 Treaty to tumultuous applause." Salaheddin replied that "either Britain concedes to 

our demands or the result will he what you have suggested." He said he would "deal with the 

devil [Russia]" to receive their demands of weapons. In an editorial in AI Mokanam, Fikry 

Ahaza Pasha reminded the Egyptian puhlic that only Andrey Vyshinsky, the Soviet Foreign 

Minist!!!". had ~OI1l!! out puhlkly supporting Egypt's demand against Britain. He argued that 

Egypt would g!!t no "justke" from the United States and that it was time to turn East. 

A~~ording to Ahaza. "Satan's [Russia) temptation is too big, and to succumh to this 

temptation is only natural." In an exercise in remarkable logic, Abaza maintained that 

"nohody will he to hlame for this except those [America and Britain] who helped Satan's 

t!!I1lIHation to grow in Arab and Eastern countries. ":!.' 

Throughout the summer of 1951, talk in Egypt centered on ahrogation, neutrality, and 

closer ties to the Soviet Union. There was even more discussion of following the Iranian lead 

and nationalizing the Suez Canal. Such rantings increasingly terrified the British Foreign 

Oftice. Franks reported to Morrison that there was a "feeling amongst many Americans ... 

that it may b!! tim!! to draw away from us and go it alone in the Middle East." He 

recommended that increased collaboration with the Americans on Middle East Defense. In 

fact, the Foreign Oftice now reluctantly admitted that they would have to get along with 

McGhee and the State Department to maintain their position in the Middle East. Caffery 

found a silver lining to the troubles however. According to him, "never outstanding for its 

:!"Caffery to State Department. 2 May 51. FRUS 51. 5: 365; Caffery to State Department, 
18 May 51. 661.74/5-1851. 



82 

efticiency, expedition or accuracy, the Egyptian Government becomes almost hopelessly 

bogged down in the summer months." To escape the oppressive heat of the Egyptian 

summer, the King, the Prime Minister, and most of the cabinet planned long vacations in 

Europe.2l> 

The respite of summer, however, proved exceedingly short. Neither the American nor 

British governments knew exactly what approach to use with Egypt to insure their friendliness 

toward the West. On 6 August. Foreign Minister Salaheddin announced that the Suez 

negotiations were now closed and hlamed it on the obstinate British. He added that 

Salaheddin might ahrogate the treaty before the next Speech from the Throne in autumn, an 

Egyptian version of the State of the Union Address. In a note to Truman, the State 

Department worried that this new threat put" Anglo-Egyptian relations on a call is ion course 

reminiscent of Iran." Suhsequently. Acheson set up a joint intelligence group with the British 

in Cairo to review and keep track of the situation. It reported that Egypt had "even more 

explosive potentialities than Iran" and the West should avoid "indulging in wishful thinking" 

that a new agreement could be reached with the Egyptians. On the 14th, Morrison told Prime 

Minister Atlee that he worried that a "Persian situation may he repeated" in Egypt and that 

the "thin edge of the wedge," namely American mediation efforts, had undermined the treaty 

negotiations. He complained that, as always, the Americans were a "lap behind us." 

2bSummary of Telegrams, 4 Je 51, Truman Papers, Naval Aide Files, State Department 
Briefs, Box 23; Caft'ery to State Department, 5 Je 51,774.00/6-551; NIT, 16 Je 51: 4.; 
Franks to Morrison, 19 May 51, FO 371/91 I 85/EI024!24; Franks to Bowker, 19 Ju151, FO 
371 /91182/E I 02211 0: Bowker to Franks, I Aug 51, Ibid.; Caft'ery to State Department, 8 Je 
5 I. 774.0016-851. 
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Morrison added that he would tell Acheson what needed to be done.27 

On 15 August, Morrison sent Acheson a short note concerning Egypt. The British 

would back McGhee's idea of an "Allied Middle East Command," would respect Egypt's 

sovereignty, remove the shadow of British colonialism, and insure the defense of the Suez 

Canal. Rather than bilateral negotiations, it would open multilateral ones that would stroke 

Egypt's ego hy treating them as equals. As for a possihle failure of the negotiations, he 

ominously declared that "no British Government, of whatever complexion, could offer to do 

so Ileav~ Egypt I and hop~ to r~main in oftice. "~K 

Ach~son and rvh:Glw~ required little prodding from Morrison to go along with the 

British on MEC, since it was already part of McGhee's six-point plan to stabilize the Middle 

East. The key would h~ presenting th~ program h~fore Egypt abrogated the treaty. Ignoring 

Caffery's warning of the imminent ahrogation, Acheson agreed that the "new command 

arrangement" would b~ th~ best "vehicle ti.lr the retention of base rights in Egypt." To 

sweeten the deal, McGhee proposed that the British hand over the Sudan to Egypt. They 

refused and McGhee dropped the proposal. Britain's uncompromising attitude mirrored that 

of Egypt's and confirmed the idea that Britain had been so long in the Middle East that it was 

adopting the obstinate negotiating patterns of the region. 29 

~7Caft'ery to State Department, 10 Aug 51, 774.21/8-1051; Holmes to Acheson, 21 Aug 
51,774.5/8-2151; Summary of Telegrams, 8 Aug 51, Truman Papers, Naval Aide Files, 
State Department Briefs, Box 23; Morrison to Atlee, 14 Aug 51, FO 800/636/EG/5111O. 

2KMorrison to Acheson, 15 Aug 51, FRUS 51, 5: 372-76. 

~9See Editorial Note, FRUS 51,5: 377; Bradley to Marshall, 29 Aug 51, Ibid., 378-81; 
Acheson to Morrison, 30 Aug 51, Ibid., 381-2; Summary of Telegrams, 29 Aug 51, Truman 
Pap~rs, Naval Aide Files, State Department Briefs, Box 23; Agreed US-UK Paper, 8 Sep 51, 
FRUS 51.5: 383-5. 
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In late August, Caffery sent the State Department a long telegram entitled "Stability vs. 

Instability in Egypt." Caffery stated that if he "were equipped with a tempermeter [sic] he 

would find that the Egyptian populace was running a high temperature." Their temper was 

running "somewhere between foul and very foul." The Egyptian government was "plagued" 

with the "absence of constructive leadership." He believed this to be the primary cause of 

instability in Egypt. According to Caffery, the "whole trend of Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 

has amply demonstrated Egyptian bankruptcy of leadership." In fact, Caffery argued that 

"Egyptian so-called leaders look forward to a complete breakdown of negotiations" as fate. 

He wonllered "whether it will be pllssible to develop any constructive leadership with the 

present governmental system in Egypt." He described the Wafd government as riddled with 

"cllrruption and venality" especially Madame Nahas. the wife of the Prime Minister. 

According to Caffery. thefl~ was "apparently no limit to her venality and there is no deal 

involving money in her pocket which she will not touch." The King's recent honeymoon 

vacation during the holy month of Ramadan was particularly despicable. In fact, the King 

hall been "attacked openly in the press for the first time in Egypt's history." More important, 

he lIill not have the "contidence of the army as a whole," his only real source of power. As 

III Anglo-Egyptian negotiations, Caffery maintained that the "British make a popular whipping 

post on which to blame all of Egypt's troubles." An agreement would be counterproductive. 

The puhlic was "apathetic to the presence of British troops." Regardless, "serious 

disturhances will follow" abrogation. and "there are many who believe that the disturbances 

will turn on the Government itself." Caffery admitted that "where all this would end, no one 

knows." The telegram was a frank admission that constructive relations with Egypt were no 

longer possible with the Kingdom of Egypt. Even Egyptians were warning their Western 
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friends to leave the country. Despite this, the State Department went forward with the plans 

for a Middle East Command.30 

In his memoirs, Acheson blamed British demands that they retain command over the 

Mediterranean and Turkish demands that they be admitted to NATO before joining a Middle 

East Command for the failure of the proposal. Acheson referred to the whole MEC plan as 

"if ever there was a political stillbirth, this was it." Acheson left out some important facts. 

Turkish Foreign Minister Fuad Koprulu identitied the true errors of the MEC approach. 

Koprulu warned the United States that if your "objective were simply to strengthen the British 

position in the Middle East we should get nowhere with Egypt or other Arab states." 

Koprulu advised the United States that "a hurried approach to the Egyptians would merely 

make them sense our plight and raise their price for cooperation." The British Cabinet 

privately wnduded that "a settlement was in any case unlikely to be reached with the present 

Egyptian Government or with any other party Government in Egypt." This being true, 

Acheson's support for MEC seemed incomprehensible. 31 

At Caffery's urging. the Farouk regime made one last attempt to compromise and 

submitted their price of cooperation. The Egyptian Military Attache, Colonel A.H. Ghaleb, 

presented a list of military equipment enough to outtit the entire Egyptian army. Ambassador 

Kamil Bey told McGhee that "he was prepared to fly to Cairo for consultations with the King 

and the Government" if America agreed to meet the request. In return, he added that any 

30Caffery to State Department, 13 Aug 51, 774.00/8-1351; Caffery to State Department, 8 
Sep 51. 774.00/9-851; Caffery to State Department, 7 Sep 51, 774.00/9-751. 

~I Acheson. 563-4; Summary of Telegrams, 13 Sep 51, Truman Papers, Naval Aide Files, 
State Department Briefs. Box 23: Cabinet Memo, 4 Sep 51, CM 58 (58), CAB 128/20. 
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multilateral defense arrangement must include the removal of British troops and the training 

and equipping of the Egyptian army. The Egyptian request was an example that the price of 

negotiation with a Middle Eastern nation would be paid by the initiator of the proposal, be it 

America or later Russia.32 

That America would agree to such an exhortation ploy marked a defining moment in 

American relations with Egypt and subsequently with the Middle East. Scholars have missed 

the importance of the decision. In his book on American-Egyptian relations, Hahn did not 

t!laborate on this point. Acheson told the president that "it will he necessary to give Egypt 

prt!ft!rred trt!atment in arms and other ways as the price of securing our ohjectives." Acheson 

made it dear that assistance to Egypt would he made at the expense of Israel and Saudi 

Arabia. He reminded the president that "Prime Minister Ben Gurion and the other important 

Israelis have always asserted that Egypt is the key to peace between the Arab States and 

Israd. i.e .. if Egypt will sign a peace treaty. the other Arab States will do so likewise." 

Truman approved Acheson's decision. and McGhee notified the Egyptian Ambassador. The 

State Department calkd the offer a "New Deal" for Egypt. The plan proposed to have 

General Bradley and British Field Marshall Slim present the offer personally in October. In 

the long run, the attempt to buy off the Egyptian government began a pattern that became the 

standard operating procedure in relations with the Middle East. When Israel and Egypt 

tinally signed a peace treaty in 1979, the United States bankrolled the plan to the tune of 

~~Time. 3 Sep 51: 31; Caffery to State DepaJ1ment, 18 Sep 51, FRUS 51, 5: 385-6; 
Caffery to State Department, 13 Sep 51,774.00/9-1351; Time, lO Sep 51: 35-8; Memo of 
Conversation, II Sep 51, 774.5/9-1151; Memo of Conversation, 12 Sep 51, 774.00/9-1251; 
Memo of Conversation, 7 Sep 51. 774.5/9-751. 
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many billions of dollars annually. 33 

On 15 September, the king returned to Egypt from his vacation in an angry mood. 

While he was away, the Wafd gone out on a limb promising abrogation of the 1936 Treaty 

and the expUlsion of the British. Caffery asserted that "a great deal of the future of Egypt 

hangs" with the King. With the administration's decision to back Egypt, the new deal that 

Kermit Roosevelt promised Farouk during the dark days of World War II was now within the 

king's grasp. Farouk contemplated dismissing the Wafd government and making the deal 

with Acheson. The day before, Lloyds of London more than doubled its "Evacuation 

Insurance" for those living in Egypt. On 20 September, an editorial ill AI Ahram warned that 

the "failure to satisfy Egypt's national aspirations would ... turn democratic Egypt into 

democracy's Tito.")~ 

Before Fawuk could dismiss the Wafd government, Prime Minister Nahas formally 

presented the king and parliament bills to abrogate the Anglo-Egyptian treaty of 1936 and the 

Sudan Condominium Agreements of 1899 to wild public acclaim. Hearing that the king 

would Jump him. Nahas moved tirst and gained the upper hand on Farouk. The popularity 

of the Wafd decision insured that the king would not remove Nahas. Contrary to many 

scholars, the MEC proposal had little to do with Nahas' decision. Abrogation was a product 

of the rivalry between the king and the Wafd Party. Nahas' move doomed the MEC proposal 

33Acheson Memo, 12 Sep 51, FRUS 51, 5: 185-6; Memo of Conversation, 24 Sep 51, 
Acheson Papers, Secretary of Staye, Memo of Conversations, 1951, Box 66; Summary of 
Telegrams, 26 Sep 51, Truman Papers, Naval Aide Files, State Department Briefs, Box 23; 
State Department Memo. :; Oct 51 FRUS 51, 5: 203-4; See Hahn, 124. 

34Caffery to State Department. 17 Sep 51, 774.00/9-1751; Caffery to State Department, 
21 Sep 51. 774.00/9-2151. 
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and the monarchy. Hoping to avert a public incident, Acheson and Morrison agreed to 

postpone the Bradley-Slim mission but ordered their respective ambassadors to present the 

multilateral plan. Privately the British never believed that the Egyptians would accept MEC 

and had decided to remain at Suez whether or not the Egyptians agreed. The unwitting 

Acheson had gone along with the British recommendations in good faith. On the 15th, the 

Egyptian Parliament approved abrogation and rejected the MEC plan out of hand. 

Orchestrated rioting broke out in Egypt primarily aimed at British targets. In addition, the 

Wafd initiated a small scale guerrilla war against the British forces stationed at the Suez base. 

In response. the British dispatched paratroopers to reinforce the Suez garrison. A reluctant 

Acheson backed the British position in Egypt. In a meeting at the State Department, Nitze 

admitted that "hacking up the British in Egypt may not be the best course of action, but in the 

ahsence of anyone else willing to expend their resources and assume responsibility there," it 

was the only that recourse remained. ~5 

A few days later Caffery commented on the situation in Egypt. He revealed that many 

Egyptians were "surprised, hurt and deeply resentful" that the British held firm. A newspaper 

headline forlornly stated "hut they evacuated Ahadan." The Egyptian Wafd government had 

gambled that the British would evacuate and lost. At the end of the month, Caffery sent his 

"where-do-we-go-from-here" telegram to the State Department. He concluded that there 

~5See Editorial Note, FRUS 51, 5: 205-7; Summary of Telegrams, 11 Oct 51, Truman 
Papers, Naval Aide Files, State Department Briefs, Box 23; Caffery to State Department, 12 
Oct 51, FRUS 51,5: 209-11: Summary of Telegrams, 15 Oct 51, Truman Papers, Naval Aide 
Files, State Department Briefs, Box 23; NIT, 16 Oct 51: 1; Gifford to State Department, 16 
Oct 51, FRUS 51, 5: 403; Acheson to Morrison, 17 Oct 51, Ibid., 404; Editorial Note, Ibid., 
402; Caffery to State Department, 23 Oct 51, Ibid., 407-8; Caffery to State Department, 24 
Oct 51, Ibid., 409; See Hahn, 126-7 and Robert W. Sookey, America and the Arab States: 
An Uneasy Encoullfer (New York: Wiley, 1975), 134. 
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remained three options: let the British Army occupy Egypt, "disassociate" ourselves from the 

British, or continue to support the British, recognize Farouk's claim on the Sudan, and reopen 

the defense discussions. He added that" eventually we may have to get rid of the W AFD 

Government" but not yet, since "it would be a folly to ask the King to do it now" since there 

was nothing to take its place. Deciding on the least controversial, the State Department 

agreed to the third alternative and ordered Caffery to continue to counsel moderation with the 

king and hope that the British change their minds on the Sudan. Throughout the imbroglio, 

Caffery was the only one who showtXI any grasp of Middle East politics. Acheson made the 

big mistake of following the Foreign Oftice and McGhee's lead against his ambassador's 

advice. It proved to be thtl undoing of Atlee and McGhee.J(l 

In August. Atlee had argued that any British government that abandoned the Suez was 

tinished. He had not bargained that his failure to successfully negotiate with Egypt would 

also turn him out. On 25 October, Winston Churchill and his Tory Party won a narrow 

victory at the polls campaigning on the theme of getting tough with Egypt and Iran. As for 

the Wafd government, their two great goals. ridding themselves of thtl British and becoming 

the grtlat Arab power in the Middle East, remained unfultilled. They could not do either 

without the support of the United States. The allied plan proved to be the unmitigated 

disaster that demanded a sacritice. McGhee's positive policy failed to meet any of its 

objectives insuring that his tenure at the Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African 

Affairs would end. Truman appointed him Ambassador to Turkey in December. Despite the 

failure of the crtlation of a Middle East Command, America still found itself in an intluential 

J~Caffery to State Department, 27 Oct 51 FRUS 51,5: 411-2; Caffery to State 
Department, 31 Oct 51, Ibid., 415-6; Webb to Cairo, 3 Nov 51, Ibid., 417-19. 
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position. Caffery had regained his intluence over the king, and his conclusions concerning 

Egypt had proved correct. In spite of its great power, the United States required a strong ally 

in the Arab world to protect the vital oil resources. The CIA still held Egypt as the 

"keystone" of the region. Yet, Egypt was in a state of political paralysis that intluenced the 

entire Middle East. With Egypt at odds with the West, no other Arab country could or would 

step up to take the lead and join the MEC. Subsequently, Acheson "borrowed" Kermit 

Roosevelt from the CIA to head a new group to study the situation in Egypt. The secretary 

hoped that Roosevelt and his team could come up with some ideas to "save" King Farouk and 

hring Egypt back into the Western fold. 37 

37Harold Macmillan, Tides oj Fortune. 1945-55 (New York: Harper and Row, 1969); 
351; National Intelligence Estimate 44, 15 Oct 51, Truman Papers, President's Secretary's 
File, Box 253, Intelligence File: Wehh to Acheson, 18 Nov 51, FRUS 51,5: 248-9; 
Copeland, Game, 48; Copeland, Gamep/ayer, 144. 



CHAPTER 4 

TRUMAN AND REVOLUTION 

The whole business (the abdication of 
the king and its aftermath) is a 
scandal for the country. It's like 
divorcing a long-faithless wife. 

--an unnamed young Egyptian ' 

Egypt's formal abrogation of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936 followed the Eastern 
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Question rule that national and international politics often became blurred. The political battle 

between King Farouk and Prime Minister Nahas Pasha led to the abrogation and the initiation 

of a small scale guerrilla war against the British. Nahas' decision was a tactical maneuver to 

stay in power and was aimed to tie Farouk's hands. Secretary of State Dean Acheson 

understood this and continued to back the king as the best hope for a solution to the Suez 

Base imhroglio. To remedy the situation. Acheson took personal control over Egyptian 

policy. Assistant Secretary of State George McGhee who had personally made a mess out of 

American policy was sent packing to Istanbul. With tIle continuing Soviet threat to the vital 

oil reserves of the region, the secretary of state still wanted a British presence at the Suez 

Base. American policymakers continued to seek a some form of a defense alliance based in 

Egypt. This goal eventually led to the abandonment of the Farouk government rather than the 

British. King Farouk was intinitely more vulnerable than Prime Minister Winston Churchill. 

'Caffery to State Department. 30 July 52, 774.55/7-3052. 
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Initially, the United States attempted to push the British toward compromise. When this 

failed, Acheson turned to the disgruntled Egyptian Army and the CIA for an answer. For 

their part, the army realized that they would need America's support to rid themselves of the 

British. Egypt would have to replace one big power patron with another. 

On 15 October 1951, the same day the Egyptian government abrogated the Anglo

Egyptian Treaty of 1936. the CrA sent Truman a special report entitled "The British Position 

in Egypt." With Egypt's rejel.:tion of the multilateral Middle East Command proposals, the 

CIA expressed "grave doubt" that the two parties could reach a settlement unless the British 

wmpromised on the Sudan issue. The CIA believed that Britain's intransigence over Egypt 

and the Sudan was founded on their belief in the strategic importance of the Canal and 

"sensitivity about its prestige ... heightened by the political situation in Britain itself." Local 

plllitks in Britain drove the Churl.:hill toward ohstinacy. Both England and Egypt had reached 

a state of politil.:al paralysis with the United States caught in the middle. Commenting on the 

Egyptian leadership, Ambassador Jefferson Caffery reported that "their do or die attitude has 

now passed the do stage and they are faced with a possible die stage." Although open 

military I.:ontlict was unlikely, the CIA saw little hope in reversing the trend of protests and 

violence that I.:ou/d "lead to violent attacks against the regime, the outcome of which cannot 

he foreseen." For the next few months, American policymakers and diplomats feared that the 

wntinuing dispute would give the Soviet Union a window of opportunity for furthering their 

intluenl.:e in the region. It was under these circumstances that Acheson formed the ad hoc 

wmmittee under Kermit Roosevelt to study the problem in Egypt. Rumors abounded in 
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Egypt at this time concerning a closer relationship with Russia.2 

In the first week of November, the Egyptian Foreign Minister Mohammed Salaheddin 

played the Russian card and met with the Soviet Minister in a highly publicized meeting in 

Cairo. It was an invitation to increase the multilateral complexion of the Middle East. In a 

press conference, a reporter asked if his "attitude toward communism changed since 

abrogation?" He replied with a "firm no." Asked about Russia, he said that "that is another 

question and the government cannot reveal its plans." According to reliable sources, the 

ministers discussed the possibility of Russia supplying Egypt with Czech arms in return for 

Egyptian cotton, a deal that Gamal Ahdel Nasser would make four years later. Other sources 

contirmed that tht! Wafd government had opt!ned discussions with the Russians concerning a 

trt!aty of frit!ndship. According to British Ambassador Ralph Stevenson, "most of the noise 

so far is prohahly dt!signed to makt! our tlesh creep" and "to persuade the Egyptian public that 

tht! st!crt!t plans for tht! ddeat of tht! Impt!rialists are going ahead." He concluded that the 

Russians "might well think the potential embarrassment to our position here and throughout 

tht! East worth the wastt! of a ft!w arms and some commercial concessions."J 

In Nllvt!mht!r, the Soviets contirmed Stevenson's worries and publicly challenged the 

Westt!rn position in tht! Middle East. Israeli intelligence sources revealed that Russia secretly 

circulatt!d a crudt! note warning Arab countries that joining MEC would be considered an 

~NIE-44, "The British Position in Egypt," 15 Oct 51, Truman Papers, President's 
St!cretary's Files, Intelligence File, Box 253; Caffery to State Department, 27 Oct 51, FRUS 
51,5: 411; Caffery to State Department, 30 Oct 51, Ibid., 413-4. 

JU.S. Military Attacht! Cairo to Dt!fense Department, 3 Nov 51, 774.00(W)/l1-351; 
Caffery to State Department, 24 Oct 51,774.00/10-2751; Stevenson to Eden, 9 Nov 51, Fa 
371/90128/JEI0338/3. 
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"unfriendly and even hostile act." Acting Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko made the 

note public on the 22nd. Caffery warned the Wafd to "stop teasing us with threats about 

Russia and the satellites." He told him that "you don't frighten us in the least" and that it was 

"all very childish." TIle reality was that, with few options left to play, the Wafd and the king 

went looking for new sources of patronage. The popular Foreign Minister Mohammed 

Salaheddin made neutralism the political mantra of the moment. Talk of non-alignment and 

worse, closer relations with Russia, contributed to the growing State Department and CIA 

L1isillusionment with the Farouk r~gime.4 

The British reached a similar conclusion and proposed that a "change of government in 

Egypt will be necessary to restore the status quo ante in the Canal Zone and that it may take 

some pressure to achieve this." They hoped that the king and the army could form a new 

L1ictatorship anLi requesteLI American assistance to achieve such a change. America would not 

inLiulge in any overt imperialist act concocteLI by the British. On the other hand, Acheson had 

already become convinced that special measures might have to be taken but without British 

assistance. ~ 

To add to the feeLIing frenzy in Egypt, Iranian Prime Minister Mohammed Mossadegh 

arrived in Cairo on the 20th for a four-day visit bringing his anti-British line with him. He 

"receiveLi a rousing welcome" and, aecording to Caffery, "fainted twice during his first hour 

after arrival." Known for his histrionics, Mossadegh, though Persian and not Arab, had 

4Davis to Acheson, 2 Nov 51,661.71411 1-151; NYT, 21 Nov 51: 5; Caffery to State 
Department, 13 Nov 51,611.7411 1-1351. 

~Summary of Telegrams, 16 Nov 51, Truman Papers, Naval Aide Files, State Department 
Briefs. Box 23: Webb to Caffery. 21 Nov 51, FRUS 51,5: 422-4; Caffery to Webb, 20 Nov 
51.774.00111-1951. 
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bl!wme a symbol of anti-imperialism in the Arab world. In a series of demonstrations that 

dwarfed McGhee's welcome that spring, the Egyptians hailed Mossadegh as the "Destroyer of 

Britain" and thl! "Enemy of Imperialism." The orgy of anti-British feeling was just another 

symbol of the paralysis that had set between the British and the Wafd government. That 

night, Egyptian Prime Minister Nahas and Mossadegh viewed a documentary film entitled 

British Atrocities. Caffery commented that "there are no longer elements of the press, 

ofticialuom or thl! public to whom we can look for rationality" on the Anglo-Egyptian 

disputl!, anu "l!ven thl! Pasha ell!ml!nt shows sign of wavl!ring in the Iron Curtain direction 

against thl!ir own vl!stl!d intl!rests. ,,(, 

In Dl!cembl!r. represl!ntatives of the State and Dl!fl!nse Departments met to discuss the 

dl!tl!riorating situation in Egypt and thl! Middle East. Burton Y. Bl!rry, the Acting Assistant 

Sl!crl!tary of Statl! in placl! of McGhl!l!. had just returned from a fact-finding mission to Egypt 

whl!rl! hl! found a "tl!rrible situation." The Egyptian government had initiated a guerilla 

campaign against thl! British forces at Suez consisting of an occasional riot and murder. 

Berry told the group that "Egypt is rapidly going down the drain." Howevl!r, the assembled 

llftkers were at a loss of what to do to reverse thl! trend. In mid December, the king told 

Caffery that he was just waiting for an "occasion" or excuse for getting rid of the Wafd, and, 

then, he could settle with the British. In an attempt to support Farouk and distance 

themselves from the British beti.lre Churchill's upcoming visit the State Department publicly, 

on 2 January 1952, proposed that if Egypt would join the MEC, America would recognize 

Farouk as King of the Sudan. This proposal marked the beginning of a haphazard bilateral 

('Caft'l!ry to Webb. 21 Nov 51, 774.00111-2051; NIT, 21 Nov 51: 6; Caffery to State 
Department, 6 Dl!C 51, FRUS 51,5: 430, 
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policy with Egypt. 7 

Churchill and his advisors arrived in Washington the first week of January 1952 with 

Egypt and the Middle East high on their agenda. Privately, Churchill had nothing but disdain 

for Egypt. Although Eden was willing to compromise, Churchill angrily told him to "tell 

them that if we have any more of their cheek we will set the Jews on them and drive them 

into the gutter, from which they should never have emerged." In the subsequent meetings 

with Truman and Acheson, Churchill preached that Britain was in Egypt solely to perform an 

"international duty hy keeping the Canal open for international trade." He made the analogy 

that just as the United States was "carrying a great burden in the Pacific (Korea]" and 

England worked had to support them, likewise. America should do the same for England in 

the Middle East. In fact. he requested that America send a brigade of troops into Suez. Eden 

and the Foreign Ottice privately did not support Churchill's proposal. Yet, the prime 

minister repeated this controversial proposal in an address to Congress on the 17th. Churchill 

knew that this was the key to America's dilemma over the Anglo-Egyptian impasse. Since 

United States was not ready to completely supplant the British in the Middle East, the Truman 

administration could not increase the pressure on the United Kingdom for fear that they would 

throw everything into the lap of America as they had done with Greece, Turkey, and 

Palestine. The United States wanted to cleanse the area from the legacies of imperialism, but 

was not prepared to shoulder the burden of responsibil ity. 

Ignoring, Churchill's outrageous proposal, Acheson replied that if Britain continued its 

"present policies, we would be like two people locked in loving embrace in a rowboat which 

7Discussions of the State-JCS Meeting, 12 Dec 51, FRUS 51,5: 434-7; Caffery to State 
Department, 18 Dec 51, Ibid., 441-2; NIT, 3 Jan 52: 3. 
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was about to go over Niagara Falls." He suggested that they "take to the oars" and 

compromise with the Egyptians. As to the Sudan stumbling block, Eden stressed that Britain 

would be willing to recognize Farouk's title King of Sudan if he guaranteed 

self-determination, if the Egyptian government again recognized the Condominium Treaty of 

1899, and if Egypt joined the MEC. The present Egyptian government would never accept a 

plan guaranteeing Sudanese self-determination. Since the Sudan controlled the vital 

hea<.lwaters of the Nile, the Egyptian leadership wanted to control the Sudan. Unfortunately, 

AdH!son acquiesced to the British compromise. Both sides agreed that they would not "sell 

out the Sudanese." Britain's position on the Sudan was self-serving and hypocritical. The 

idea of the British Empire insisting on independence for the Sudan was ridiculous and 

dangerous. " 

Throughout the month of January, the level of guerrilla violence increased to such a 

point that the British government planned a military operation, codenamed Rodeo, to occupy 

Alexandria an<.l Cairo. Acheson reluctantly agreed to the British plan to use force as a last 

resort. On the 25th. tighting broke out in the city of Ismalia betweell British Army forces 

and Egyptian police that resulted in at least tifty policemen dead and scores wounded. The 

following <.lay in response to the British action. rioting erupted in Cairo that later became 

known as "Black Saturday." An eyewitness to the riot, J. Wesley Adams, the Second 

Secretary at the American Embassy in Cairo, recalled that it was "interesting what (the 475 

buildings) the mobs burned that day." According to Adams, they "burned all the fashionable 

"Cherwell to Churchill, 8 Nov 51, PREM 111208; Churchill to Cherwell, Ibid.; 
Shuckburgh, 29; U.S. Minutes of Meeting, 8 Jan 52, FRUS 52-54,9: 171-6; Memo of 
Dinner Meeting, 6 Jan 52, Acheson Papers, Secretary of State, Memo of Conversations, Box 
67: NYT. 18 Jan 51: I; Memo of Conversation, 9 Jan 52, FRUS 52-54,9: 1746-49. 
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r~staurants ... every movie house ... every liquor store ... [and] every foreign 

establishment they came upon." The most famous structures torched were the Shepheards 

Hotel and the Turf Club, the grand symbols of British imperialism. That afternoon, Caffery 

telephoned Farouk and recommended that" it was about time he got the army in town." 

Adams recalled that it took the King two hours to move the army and maintained that "it was 

always said that they took those two hours to weed out any possible insurgence against 

Fawuk" within the army. Egypt was now under martial law. Acheson was furious? 

A~h~son had rdu~tantly support~ the British use of force and complain~ that the 

operation had not "heen ~arri~ out with unusual skill." The "splutter of musketry apparently 

does not stop things as w~ had heen told from time to time that it would." However, Farouk 

took the opportunity am)rd~ hy this disaster and dismissed the Wafd government, getting rid 

of his en~mi~s Nahas and Salah~din, and appoint~ Ali Maher, a prominent independent, as 

th~ new prime minister. According to His Majesty's Amhassador Ralph Stevenson, Farouk 

made this move in fear of a British invasion. More likely. the king chose Maher hecause he 

was one of the few prominent Egyptians who had not been tainted by corruption. An elated 

Eden immediately cahl~ Stevenson explaining that "it must be a gain to be rid of the Wafd" 

and that Stevenson should work with the new government toward a new agreement on the 

Canal Zone that would indude the withdrawal of all British troops. By Monday Acheson had 

calm~ down and urg~ Caffery to give the British and the Maher government his full 

support. He notiti~ London that Farouk "deserves all the support and encouragement" for 

his swift action in restoring order in Egypt. It was all wishful thinking in London and 

9Memo of Conversation, 25 Jan 52, FRUS 52-54,9: 1752-55; NIT, 26 Jan 52: 1; Ibid., 
27 Jan 52: 1; J. Wesley Adams, Oral History, 18 Dec 72, Truman Library. 
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Washington. The dismissal of the Wafd had nothing to do with a new Suez agreement but 

with Farouk's desire to maintain his throne. lo 

In Cairo, Caffery did not share the euphoria of London and Washington and confirmed 

the real nature of Farouk's move. Caffery argued that the objectives of removing the British 

and becoming the leader of the Arab world remained the same as the Wafd government. 

Berry concurred and sent Acheson a memo concerning Egypt and Britain. The assistant 

secretary emphasized that unless the Maher government gets a settlement that they can accept 

they are tinished. and Farouk would have to "rule by decree." Berry maintained that "Army 

support is uncertain" and without that the whole situation in Egypt remained unstable. I I 

Tht! Jay atter the Blw.:k Saturday riot, Allen Dulles and Kim Roosevelt decided over tea 

at Dulles' Georgetown horne to do something to save Farouk. Kim and Miles Copeland had 

already been working on a project to modernize the Egyptian government since Acheson's 

request in the fall of 1951. Kim's idea was to orchestrate a "peaceful revolution" in Egypt 

uesigned to replace the corrupt political system in Egypt with a progressive one that would be 

more amenable to Western interests. Copeland had unofiicially named the operation "Project 

FF." the FF unflatteringly standing f(lr "Fat Fucker." However, the deteriorating situation in 

Cairo required immediate action. 

Kim traveled to Egypt in February hoping that he could convince Farouk to reform his 

IOMemo of Telephone Conversation, 27 Jan 52, FRUS 52-54, 9: 1755; NIT, 28 Jan 52: 1; 
"Egypt: Annual Review for 1952," 30 May 53, FO 3711102699IJE101111; Gifiord to State 
Department, 28 Jan 52, FRUS 52-54,9: 1756; Acheson to Caffery, 28 Jan 52, Ibid., 1757; 
Acheson to London, 28 Jan 52, Ibid., 1758-9. 

IICaffery to State Department, 1 Feb 52, FRUS 52-54, 9: 1759-60; Berry to Acheson, 8 
Feb 52, Ibid., 1760-1; Berry to Acheson, 12 Feh 52, Ibid., 1762-3; Acheson to State 
Department, 16 Feb 52, Ibid., 1764-5. 
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government and "save Egypt from itself." Farouk proved incapable and incompetent in 

carrying out any constructive changes to remedy the political chaos. However, he readily 

consumed all of Kim's advice on how to stay in power and requested more financial and 

military support from the United States. Roosevelt returned convinced that Farouk must 

gO.12 

Meanwhile, aware of the CIA project hut not of Kim's wish to dump Farouk, Caffery 

looked to other ways of stahilizing Egypt. On 15 Fehruary, the Egyptian Minister of the 

Interior Ahmed Murtada el Maraghi Bey called on Caffery requesting a strange form of 

military assistance. Acting under the instructions of King Farouk and the probable advice of 

Roosevelt. Maragh i explained to Caffery that the King wanted to create three new mobile and 

armored police divisions to he stationed in Cairo and Alexandria purportedly designed to 

"stop Communism in Egypt." It would he a Praetorian Guard designed to insure Farouk's 

continued rule with or without army support. Caffery reminded Acheson that "only the 

King's intervention saved the country from Commie control." Acheson agreed and worked 

with the Defense Department to facilitate the sale through the Mutual Defense Assistance Act. 

Acquiescing to such demands. Acheson set a precedence of financing personal armies in the 

Third World. D 

On 1 March 1952, Ali Maher resigned under pressure from Farouk for not being tough 

enough against the Wafd. For Farouk, it was the beginning of his descent. Between January 

12Copeland, Game Player, 144-6. 

IJCaffery to Acheson, 15 Feh 52, 774.56/2-1552; Matthews to Lovett, 23 Feb 52, FRUS 
52-54, 9: 1765-6; Caffery to State Department, 23 Feh 52, Ibid., 1767; NIT, 29 Feb 52: 3; 
Caffery to Acheson, 21 Feh 52,774.00/2-2152; Summary of Telegrams, 21 Feh 52, Truman 
Papers, Naval Aide Files. State Department Briefs, Box 23. 
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and July, the king went through five different governments and, for all practical purposes, 

brought parliamentary rule in Egypt to an end. The prime ministers ruled only by the whim 

of the capricious king. Acheson continued to pressure Eden to compromise but without 

success. Members of the Foreign Office refused to consider "going behind or weakening our 

pledges to the Sudanese." Evelyn Shuckburgh, Eden's private secretary, hoped that "perhaps 

the hot weather in Egypt will come in time to enable [the Egyptians] to get through the 

summer without any agreement at all with us. "14 

Kim Roosevelt decided not to take any chances with the political or meteorological 

situation in Egypt and dispatched Miles Copeland to Egypt to contact those in Egypt who 

might be disposed to overthrowing the Farouk regime. Roosevelt's move set in motion a 

controversial series of events that changed American relations with Egypt to this day. 

Although some scholars have disputed claims of the administration's knowledge of the 

subsequent army coup, American acquiescence to the coup became the foundation of the 

special relationship between the future military regime and the United States Government. 

The secret meetings and desire to bring in another great power squared with the rules of the 

Eastern Question game. In his memoirs, Copeland refers to the mission as a search for a 

"Moslem Billy Graham." Copeland's idea was to create a great Arab leader, in the mold of 

lawaharlal Nehru or Marshal Tito, who would lead his people and the Third World toward 

progress and subsequently to the West. The problem was that any Third World leader must 

not only be for something but against something as well. The only things that Arabs were 

14"Weekly Summary of Egyptian Affairs," 3 Mar 52, 774.00/3-352; NIT, 1 Mar 52: 3; 
Ibid.,2 Mar 52: I; Ibid., 24 Mar 52: I; Ibid., 13 Apr 52: 14; Summary of Telegrams, 5 
Mar 52. Truman Papers, Naval Aide Files, State Department Briefs, Box 23; Shuckburgh, 
41. 
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against were Israel and imperialism. Copeland hoped that a plausible "substitute" could be 

found. 15 

To his surprise, Copeland learned that Farouk had been secretly planning his own coup 

together with the Ikhwan, the Muslim Brotherhood, to bring about the creation of a 

fundamentalist Muslim state with Farouk at its head. A few months later the Waqf(the 

Islamic Religious Foundation) declared Farouk a descendant of the prophet Mohammed and 

christened him AI Sayyid Farouk I. Apparently, Roosevelt had convinced the king to bribe 

the Ikhwal/ into supporting the monarchy. However, Copeland discovered that the Ikhwan 

had ust!d the mont!y to forge a partnership with disgruntled army officers intent on 

overthrowing the king. Believing that the army was the only stabilizing intluence in Egypt, 

Copdand mt!t with a group of llftkt!rs and merely expressed America's concern with the 

deterioration of the situation in Egypt. The officers suggested that the United States should 

"stay the hell out of Egyptian affairs" but agreed to meet Roosevelt to discuss mutual 

problems. 

In latt! March, Roosevelt returned to Egypt to initiate a series of meetings with the Free 

Ofticers group headt!d by Colond Gamal Abdel Nasser. The "master intriguers" Roosevelt 

and Nasser hit it off well and thus began a long and often tempestuous relation between 

Nasser and the United States. Nasser bluntly told Roosevelt that there would be a coup and 

requt!sted that America not interfert!. Both agreed that there was "no question of a democratic 

or popular revolution" in Egypt led by either the Ikhwan or the Communists. Although 

15Copeland, Gam£' Player, 146-56; For dift'ering views see Hahn, 145-46 and William J. 
Burns, Economic Aid alld American Diplomacy Toward Egypt, 1955-1981 (Albany: State 
University. 1985). 11-13. In Moscow to State Department, 27 Je 57,661.74/6-2757, Naguib 
Kadry, an Egyptian diplomat. thanked the U.S. for not exposing the plotters to Farouk. 



Nasser had contacts with the Ikhwan, the coup would be an army affair. Nasser explained 

that the problem was that the "people did not want enough." Egyptians had "lived at 
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marginal subsistence for thousands of years and could go on for another thousand." It was up 

to the army to cleanse Egypt of its corrupt government and lead the people. Also, they 

agreed that the new military regime should pay lip service to the reestablishment of 

democracy to appease American public opinion. The issue of Israel remaine.d secondary to 

the army's goals. Nasser was more interested in ridding Egypt of British soldiers and the 

parasitic Pasha class as a way of mobilizing puhlic support for a future military regime. The 

shrewd Nasser understood the great power game and knew that he required American 

approval to insure the success of his coup. When the time came, Nasser could rely on 

Amerka to prevent possihle British intervention on the king's behalf. Roosevelt returned to 

Washington and hriefed the secretary of state. 1(, 

Acheson agreed that the United States do nothing to oppose the planned army coup. 

Anything would he an improvement from the Farouk regime. Roosevelt's meetings helped 

seal the fate of the monarchy and helped set the precedence for American support for military 

coups in the Third WoriJ. On 24 April 1952, the NSC approved policy 129/1, "United 

States Ohjectives anJ Policies with Respect to the Arah States and Israel," contirming the use 

of covert operations in the Middle East. The report urged that the United States "make the 

fullest use of psychological and political programs (including special political measures) ... 

to intluence the process of political change into channels that will effect the least compromise 

of Western interests and will offer the maximum promise of stable non-communist regimes." 

IC'CopdanJ, Game Player, 146-56; Caffery to Acheson, 7 May 52, 774.11/5-752. 
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The document revealed Acheson's new reliance on the CIA in relations with the Middle East 

and marked the formal beginning of cryptodiplomacy in the Middle East. Egypt would be an 

important test case. 17 

In a sidelight and an apparent move to divert attention away from anti-imperialism, 

nationalism, neutralism, and the idea of the Middle East Command and toward more 

constructive relations, Truman selected Edwin A. Locke Jr., vice-president of Chase National 

Bank, to coordinate economic and technical assistance to the Middle East in November. The 

Mutual Security Act of 1951 allocated $160 million in assistance to the countries of Egypt, 

Israel. Saudi Arahia, Jordan, Syria, Iraq, and Iran. With the rank of ambassador, Locke was 

to report informally to the president. Ignored by historians, Locke had bigger plans than 

Acheson and the State Department ever realized and his mission revealed the danger of 

appointing bankers and amateurs to ad hoc policy initiatives. IN 

Upon his return home in April 1952, Locke delivered his "Action Program for the Near 

East" to the president. His ambitious plan proved to be completely at odds with what 

Acheson was doing in the Middle East. Acheson desired quid pro quo arrangements with the 

Arab governm(!nts before he doled out any massive aid. Locke saw no such need for such 

agreements. He believed that good will would t()lIow the aid. Locke argued that the $160 

million in current aid would not address the huge economic problems of the Arab states. 

Instead, the Arabs required a new comprehensive plan. The whole idea was to "divert 

17"NSC Progress Report," 23 Apr 52, Truman Papers, President's Secretary's Files, NSC 
Mtg liS, Box 216; NSC 12911,24 Apr 52, FRUS 52-54,9: 222-6. 

IKNYf. 14 Nov 51: I and 16; Ibid., 15 Nov 51: 28; Ibid., 8 Dec 51: 14; Locke to 
Truman, 26 Dec 51, Truman Papers, Locke File, Mission to the Middle East, 
President-Locke Correspondence, Box 5. 
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attention from narrow nationalistic issues, and focus it on the pulsing realities of new 

construction." The total cost would be $500 million of which $100 would be American grant 

aid. Truman enthusiastically greeted Locke's proposal and there was talk in the White House 

of the presidellt presenting a special message on the plan to push it through Congress, a sort 

of a Marshall Plan for the Middle East. 19 

According to Norman Paul, Deputy Assistant of the Mutual Security Agency and a CIA 

man, the Locke plan proved to be a "serious challenge to our policy in one of the world's 

most critical areas." The State Department and the CIA believed that the Locke Plan would 

prop up the current Egyptian regime that they wanted to get rid of. It was a matter of wrong 

method and timing. Once the Farouk regime was gone, economic assistance on the scale of 

Locke's plan could be forthcoming if the new regime cooperated with the West. It took little 

to convince Acheson not to support the Locke plan for the current fiscal year. Locke later 

re~alled that his plans "were too far from what the State Department then thought and 

believed." Locke was only half right. The State Department did support such economic 

projects but only with political guarantees from the recipient. Eventually, the highly 

publicized Locke mission merely made dealing with Egypt and the other states in the region 

more difticult. The Arabs came to believe that they were entitled to the aid without 

restrictions and, if they did cooperate, entitled to even more. Later, the Russians borrowed a 

page from Locke's book and eliminated quid pro quos from their aid programs with great 

19" Action Program for the Near East," 25 Apr 52, Truman Papers, Files of Charles S. 
Murphy. Correspondence, Box 23; Neustadt to Murphy, 2 May 52, Ibid. 
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success.:.'O 

With the Soviet threat still hanging over the Middle East, Acheson adopted a more 

sophisticated plan to replace the aborted MEC and fill the power "vacuum" in the Middle 

East. Planners named the new plan the Middle East Defense Organization (MEDO) for 

"more psychological appeaL" Turkey, just recently admitted to NATO, rather than Egypt 

would he the cornerstone of the new organization. The emphasis would be on an "outer ring" 

or "Northern Tier" forward strategy. Acheson decided that he would not formally invite the 

Arab States since "having once refused, it will be the more difficult for them to change their 

minds." America would take the position that it would "welcome" Arah participation and 

allow each of them to "cooperate progressively with it." McGhee's replacement, Assistant 

Secretary of State Henry A. Byroade added that "Iraq would break with Egypt" to join the 

new organization. Later, John Foster Dulles, Acheson's Repuhlican successor, would carry 

out the Northern Tier option. Acheson's strategy was to protect the Middle East with or 

without Arah help. If the army did succeed in ousting Farouk in Egypt, the new regime 

could then join MEDO. Either way, the Middle East would be protected.~1 

In Egypt, the political situation reached a nadir on 20 July, when the ineffective 

Hussein Sirry government resigned over Farouk's refusal to name General Mohammed 

Naguib Defense Minister. A popular and decorated hero of the 1948 Palestine War, Naguib 

secretly acted as the tigurehead leader of the Free Officers. Sirry's proposal was in direct 

:.'Opaul to Gordon, 4 Apr 52, Harriman Papers, Middle East 1952, Box 342; Harriman to 
Acheson, no date, Ibid.; Edwin A. Locke, Jr. Oral History, 5 Apr 67, Truman Library. 

~I Minutes of State-JCS Meeting, 18 Je 52, FRUS 52-54, 9: 237; Ministerial Talks in 
London, 26 Je 52, Acheson Papers, Secretary of State, Memos of Conversations, Box 67; 
Acheson to State Department, 27 Je 52, FRUS 52-54, 9: 251-4. 
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reaction to increasing unrest among junior officers within the army who were dissatisfied with 

Farouk's leadership. Farouk's rejection of Naguib all but sealed the fate of the monarchy. 

On the 21st, Hafez Atiti, a palace advisor, told M. J. Creswell, the British minister in Cairo, 

that "unrest in the army would be settled within next ten days." Unfortunately for the 

incompetent Farouk, his minions did not move quickly enough to arrest the rebellious 

officers. On the night of 22-23 July. word reached Washington that the Egyptian Army had 

staged a CllUp.~~ 

In an obvious panic, Farouk telephoned Caffery at eight in the morning and told the 

ambassador that "there is nothing more I can do." The king remarked that "help if any will 

have to come from outside," and "I count on you to pass this message to the right people [the 

British1." Again, Farouk had been a little too slow. The coup leaders had already contacted 

Caffery and assured him that they wanted only to clean out the corruption in Egyptian politics 

and that f()reign nationals and property would be protected. They requested that he pass a 

message to the British that "any British intervention from the Suez Canal would be met with 

tllrce." Not only was there no British intervention but also no public demonstrations. It 

appeared that even the Wafd was unable or unwilling to hit the streets.:!J 

By evening. the military was in such complete control that they ordered Farouk to 

dismiss the short-lived Hilali government and reappoint Ali Maher as Prime Minister. In 

~~Vatikiotis, Egypt, 378; Byroade to Acheson, 21 Jul 52, FRUS 52-54,9: 1838-43; 
Fowler to Stabler, 28 Jul 52, Ibid., 1844-47; Holmes to Acheson, 23 Jul 52, 774.0017-2352; 
Summary of Telegrams, 25 lui 52, Truman Papers, Naval Aide Files, State Department 
Briefs, Box 24; see Copeland, Game, 61-3. 

:!..lCaffery to Acheson, 23 lui 52, 774.0017-2352; Summary of Telegrams, 23 lui 52, 
Truman Papers. Naval Aide Files, State Department Briefs, Box 24; Wright to Acheson, 23 
Jul 52. 774.0017-2352; Caffery to Acheson, 23 luI 52, 774.0017-2352. 
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Washington, Acheson, who was well informed as to the nature of the coup, warned the 

British that "intervention would be disastrous." TIle Foreign Office agreed, although they had 

put their Suez forces on alert for a possible implementation of Rodeo. For Acheson and the 

CIA, the news was good. The corrupt and inept Farouk was gone. Coordinated inaction by 

the United States helped initiate a new era in Egyptian history. The question now was 

whether a military regime could deliver the goods,2-1 

In the tradition of Middle Eastern politics, the officers identified their revolt with 

Western ~on~erns and notitied the American embassy that they wanted "only to rid itself of 

incompetence and corruption." They hinted at a simple deal of weapons in exchange for 

Egyptian participation in MEDO. The officers added that "one of their primary objectives 

now ... will he the suppression of Commie influences in Egypt." The young officers 

exemplitied political astuteness with these appeals to Cold War rhetoric, American desires for 

a Middle East defense, and their avoidance of discussing the Suez Base issue.2'i 

Farouk ahdicated on the 26th upon the personal demand of General Naguib. A 

weeping Naguih shonk hands and saluted the King as he embarked on the royal yacht 

Mahrousa.\· en route to exile in Italy. The monarchy in Egypt was finished but now Egypt 

would need a new pharaoh. Caff'ery, who had escorted the King to the docks in Alexandria, 

reported that he "was cheered enthusiastically by crowds along Alexandrian shoreway," the 

Egyptian people took it for granted that America had played a major role in expelling the 

2oIAcheson to London, 23 Jul 52, 774.0017-2352; Holmes to Acheson, 23 Jul 52, 
774.00/7-2352. 

Z.~Caffery to Acheson, 25 Jul 52, 774.0017-2552; Acheson to Caffery, 25 Jul 52, 
774.00/7-2552: Caffery to Acheson, 25 Jul 52, 774.1117-2552; Caffery to Acheson, 29 Jul 
52. 774.0017-2852. 
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unpopular king. America's popularity in Egypt was on the rise again. Acheson congratulated 

Caffery for his handling of the situation. Although he was unaware of the secret agreement 

not to interfere, Caffery's cool head and experience proved indispensable. As a postscript to 

Farouk's reign, Caffery cabled Acheson that "with all his faults and they were many and 

various ... [he] had one good quality, and that was when I had occasion to give him advice 

he was incl ined to take it." The ever humble Caffery quipped that Farouk had "become King 

too young ... (and] he was pathetically anxious to lean on me (in his final weeks) but it was 

all too late." According to Caffery. "all eyes are fixed on the spectacle, new to twentieth 

century Egypt, of the military'S assumption of political control." One Egyptian "agreed that 

at lea.l'l, it call 't be worse thall before. ":?I, 

The new mil itary leadership in Egypt slowly began winning the hearts and minds of 

American ofticials. As agreed previously, the United States refrained from associating itself 

with the coup. Puhlicly, Acheson and the American government feigned surprise. For the 

next six months, the only contacts with the new regime were through "straights" in the 

embassy staft·. However, this did not prevent the United States from enthusiastically 

supporting the Free Ofticers. Upon his return from a fact-finding tour in Cairo, Bill Bourne 

of United States Information Service reported that "this young officer's movement well may 

be the most hopeful thing that could happen for Egypt, particularly if they go after corruption 

in the Government ... and institute general reforms." They were the "only faction with any 

real strength which has the welfare of the people of Egypt at heart." Bourne's enthusiasm 

would soon spread throughout the department. In his memoirs, Acheson admitted that "this 

:?1'Caffery to Acheson, 26 lui 52, 774.11/7-2652; NIT, 27 lui 52: I; Caffery to Acheson, 
29 lui 52, 774.11/7-2852; Caffery to Acheson, 30 lui 52, 774.55/7-3052. 
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change appeared to us as mildly encouraging. ":7 

The Free Officers spent the next few weeks cultivating Caffery. They constantly 

stroked his ego by asking his advice on cabinet appointments and policy. Caffery soon 

learned that Naguib "means well" but that real power "seems to be in the hands of two young 

officers," Gamal Abdel Nasser and Anwar Sadat. Caffery responded to the attention 

accordingly and proclaimed that "the fondest hopes of the West" lay with Nasser and his 

followers. On 7 August 1952, General Naguib gave his first press interview and the major 

themes were military assistance and Middle East defense. With the first issue, Naguib wanted 

arms from America. On the defense issue, he commented that his fellow officers were 

presently studying the idea of a pact. Despite all this, there were warnings that all was not 

what it seemed.~w 

Mortada EI Maraghi, former Minister of the Interior, revealed his thoughts to Joseph 

Sparks. Caff'ery's number two man at the embassy. Maraghi maintained that Naguib "is a 

tigurehead spokesman fiJr an ill-assorted group of poorly informed fanatics who have no 

chance of retaining unanimity as they press for panacea after panacea for Egypt's deep-rooted 

problems." At some time in the future. he added that "Naguib would probably be 

overthrown" and that would lead to "chaos" and British intervention, and "then we will have 

to start all over again." He said that there was "only one real stabilizing force left in 

:7Copeland, Game Player, 156-7; Bourne to Jones, 30 Jul 52, 611.7417-3052; Acheson, 
566; Acheson to Truman, 30 Jul 52, Truman Papers, President's Secretary's Files, Cabinet, 
Secretary of State, Misc., Box 159. 

~HCaffery to Acheson, 2 Aug 52, 774.11/8-252; Caff'ery to Acheson, 6 Aug 52, 
774.00/8-552; Caft'ery to Acheson, 8 Aug 52, 774.00/8-752; NIT, 8 Aug 52: I; Caffery to 
State Department, 18 Aug 52, 774.00/8-1852. 
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Egypt--and that is your Ambassador." Maraghi's understanding of the great power game 

revealed that the officers would do all they could to ingratiate themselves with America, but 

only for their own survival. Two years later, Maraghi's predictions proved partially correct 

when Nasser dumped Naguib with America's blessing, and, in 1956, the British did intervene 

over the nationalization of the Suez Canal Company. 29 

In late August as Maher's influence over the RCC (the Revolutionary Command 

Council--the ofticer group that ran the regime) waned, he requested that Caffery talk some 

sense to them. Caffery agreed but then proceeded to help the ofticers. A little more than two 

weeks later, Naguih unceremoniously dumped Maher and declared himself Prime Minister. 

Caffery appeared unfazed hy this turn of events. Apparently Acheson or the CIA finally told 

the old ambassador of the secret agreements with the Free Officers to dump parliamentary 

rule. Suhsequently Caffery changed his tUlle and stopped talking about democracy. He now 

maintained that "Egypt has prohahly entered on a period of relative stability." Furthermore, 

he reported that they would "really like a general working alliance with US to exclusion of 

UK." The amhassador reminded the ofticers that the "US is not (rpt not) Santa Claus and 

that all good things in life have their price." Caft'ery's new attitude was a remarkably quick 

change from supporting Maher to hacking Naguih. In fact, Caffery had advised the RCC and 

Naguih on the selection of a new cahinet.:m 

After returning from a short visit to the region, Byroade met with Truman to discuss 

the prohlems in the Middle East. The meeting revealed Truman's dift'erence with the State 

2'ISparks to State Department, 18 Aug 52, 774.00/8-1852. 

:mCaffery to Acheson, 22 Aug 52, 774.00/8-2252; NIT, 8 Sep 52: I; Caffery to Acheson, 
9 Sep 52, 774.00/9-952: Stevenson to Foreign Office. 9 Sep 52, FO 371196896/JE10345/16. 



112 

Department. Because of Britain's untenable position in the Middle East, BYl'oade explained 

that the administration "would be faced with some very fundamental decisions as to what we 

could do to help fill the vacuum." Truman hoped that the recent "trend in Egypt would 

indeed be fortunate." However, the president was more interested in economic development 

than military assistance. He said that agricultural development and refugee resettlement 

would he the "important things to unstick in the whole area and hoped we would be 

successful." Despite the president's thinking, the State Department was more interested in the 

military situation in the Middle East rather than the economic.3! 

During a discussion with Acheson the day after Maher's exit, the president quipped that 

"this development might indicate that Egypt was proceeding with the formation of a military 

uktatorship." Acheson brushed off Truman's comments and issued a public statement 

"wishing that Government success in this program, including the reform movements." The 

State Department had abandoned constitutional government in Egypt as quickly as the 

Egyptians had. Acheson proved willing to work with any government that would help 

acheive Amerkan aims in the region.~:! 

England shared Truman's misgivings about the military dictatorship. Eden and the 

British Foreign Oftice who warned Acheson that American conciliatory actions toward a 

dktatorship could he interpreted hy the Egyptians as "appeasement." In Cairo, British 

Amhassador Stevenson also used the word "appeasement" to describe Caffery's actions during 

the Maher incident. The use of that loaded word irritated Acheson and Caffery. Roger 

~!Memo of Conversation, 8 Aug 52. FRUS, 52-54, 9: 262-66. 

~~Memo of Conversation. 8 Sep 52, Acheson Papers, Secretary of State, Memos of 
Conversations. Box 67a; Byroade to Acheson, 8 Sep 52, FRUS 52-54, 9: 1855. 



113 

Allen, Head of the African Department at the Foreign Office, expressed satisfaction that it 

"seems to have got under his [Caffery] skin." Allen objected to Caffery's insistence that 

"friendliness" toward the military in Egypt remained the "best hope of maintaining U.S. 

intluence in Egypt." He worried that American offers of arms in return for a Suez settlement 

and MEC meant "arms on a large scale according to American standards." The British did 

not believe that arming the Arabs beyond internal security needs was necessary or useful. 

Arab armies would never be able to stand up to Soviet forces anyway. Arming them to the 

teeth would just make them more dangerous to their immediate neighbors. However, attempts 

to change American minds fell on deaf ears.J~ 

Years later, Roger Makins, the former British Ambassador to the United States, 

recalled that "all through that period 11940s and 50sJ there was latent in many American 

minds--this feeling ahout colonialism--and how it was something that was quite contrary to 

American ideas, and couldn't be supported." He rememhered that "one often had the feeling 

that some Amerh:ans always saw a budding George Washington in every dissident or 

revolutionary movement." Makins supposed that "it colored a good deal of American policy 

and thinking throughout that period." Making' hindsight was remarkably accurate. Others in 

the Foreign Office made similar remarks. Sir William Smart maintained that "their [the 

administration's) dream is idle, that of a chain of independent Muslim states from the Atlantic 

to the Indian Ocean working in grateful cooperation with the American Liberators." In fact, 

Smart argued that "none of these peoples have got the necessary elements of stability and 

none of them want to he in any Occidental camp against Russia" and "once we are kicked out 

~~Acheson to Caffery, 8 Sep 52, FRUS 52-54,9: 1857; Gifford to Acheson, 8 Sep 52, 
774.00/9-852; FO Minute, 10 Sep 52, FO 371/96896/JEI0345/16. 
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entirely, these regions will recede into something not unlike the old medieval isolation with 

recurrent anarchy or drift into the Russian orbit." British thinking revealed a fundamental 

tlaw in backing dictatorships, the idea that these new leaders would be a progressive force in 

the world. State Department policymakers revealed the mistaken tendency to transfer Western 

motives on others. Yet, Acheson had few illusions over the political future of the new 

regime. He was concerned with defending the oil and would use any willing government 

whether a uktatorship or demllcrm:y. Because of this, the secretary of state cleverly 

manipulatt!d tht! puhlic image of tht! new regime.:<-I 

In early Septemher, Acheson publicly praised the Naguih regime proclaiming the 

beginning of a new "era" in American-Egyptian relations. The Egyptian press enthusiastically 

supported the new American position on Egypt, and this was even before the regime gained 

censorship control liver the press. In AI Ahram, the independent daily, the editors compared 

their struggle to America's war of independence and hoped that "friendship between the two 

countries passes from the stage of words to that of deeds." Similarly, the American press 

extolled the virtues of military dictatorship. The New York Times criticized the corrupt 

Farouk regime and hoped that the army could dean lip the mess. The Washington Post 

descriht!u Naguih as another Kemal Ataturk, the creator of the pro-West modern Turkey.3~ 

Also during September, the RCC initiated their plan to receive aid from the United 

:<-ISir Roger Makins, Oral History, 10 Aug 70, Truman Library; Smart to Bowker, 13 Oct 
52, FO 371 /982430/E 1022113; Memo of Conversation, 30 Sep 52, Acheson Papers, Secretary 
of State, Memos of Conversation, Box 67A; Caffery to Acheson, 10 Sep 52, FRUS 52-54, 9: 
1859. 

J~Cairo to State Department. 17 Sep 52. 611.74/9-1752; NIT, 2 Sep 52: I; Ibid., 3 Aug 
52: I; WashillNlO1l Post, 25 Jul 52: I. 
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States. Based on Cold War realities or, at least perceived ones, the plan cleverly pressed all 

the buttons that motivated American foreign policy. Speaking for Naguib, Col. Abdel Amin 

asserted that "they are completely on the side of US and unalterably opposed to 

Communism." Since "their first problem is selling the US to Egyptian public and educating 

the average Egyptian on the dangers of Communism," they required military and financial 

assistance from America. More important, "in exchange" the RCC was "prepared to give in 

secret certain commitments concerning long-term objectives of the movement including 

MEDO and/or partnership with the US." Such talk delighted the State Department.36 

Acheson took the plunge on 30 September by notifying Caffery that he agreed to 

"accept secret commitments" such as a Suez settlement and a Middle East Defense 

arrangement in exchange for military and financial assistance. The long term goal would be 

peal:e with Israel. He told Caffery to pass along this message to the RCC and urge the new 

government to make some public "gestures" that would be "reassuring to public opinion in 

this country and elsewhere." Anticipating such a request, Naguib made a radio broadcast 

stating that he did not expect a "renewal" of war in Palestine and added that Egypt is 

"friendly with all the world." Later that day, Naguib celebrated the beginning of Yom 

Kippur by visiting Cairo's largest synagogue. The local press showed pictures of Naguib 

greeting the Grand Rabbi, exactly the type of gesture that played well in the United States and 

Britain. ~7 

36Caffery to Acheson, 18 Sep 52, 774.00/9-1852; Caffery to Acheson, 19 Sep 52, 
774.00/9-1052. 

~7Acheson to Cairo, 30 Sep 52, FRUS 52-54,9: 1863-65; Acheson to Cairo, 3 Oct 52, 
Ibid .• 1866; Caffery to Acheson, 29 Sep 52, 774.11/9-2952. 
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The military regime's next gesture was to diffuse the Sudan issue, the major problem 

that prohibited successful negotiations with the British during the monarchy. Naguib agreed 

with the British that the Sudanese should decide their own fate with a plebiscite under 

international supervision. The Egyptians made no mention of "unity of Nile Valley." On 29 

October, the Egyptians and Sudanese signed an agreement guaranteeing Sudanese right to 

self-determination. Egyptians gave up that bargaining chip in hopes of reaping in aid from 

America. The Naguib regime then reminded the State Department that they have "not failed 

to makt! one gesture after the other"--such as the Sudan--and now "more gestures would be 

made in response to any convincing ones from other foreign countries." They hoped for a 

"speedy solution" of all problems. Naguib formerly requested military assistance. The 

Foreign Oftice made the tirst gesture and released five million pounds from the sterling 

balances. delivered fifteen jet aircraft ordered by the Farouk regime, and resumed purchases 

of Egyptian cotton. ~H 

The next step in Washington was to put together a military and economic aid package 

for Egypt. There were three stumbling blocks to extending new aid to Egypt. One was the 

opposition of Israel that Acheson believed he could thwart. The second was the opposition of 

the British. who wanted no American aid to Egypt until the Suez problem was resolved. The 

thin.!, and more important, was the defeat of the Democrats in the November presidential and 

congressional elections. The Truman administration was now a lame duck. Eisenhower and 

the Republicans would take over in January. Thus, Acheson's ability to initiate any new 

3HSee Note, FRUS 52-54, 9: 1867; Caft'ery to State Department, 3 Oct 52, Ibid.; Caffery 
to State Department, 12 Oct 52, Ibid., 1868-9; Caft'ery to State Department, 30 Oct 52, Ibid., 
1874-6; Caft'ery to State Department, 10 Nov 52, Ibid., 1877-8; Summary of Telegrams, 31 
Oct 52, Truman Papers, Naval Aide Files, State Department Briefs, Box 24. 
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toreign aid program was severely curtailed. Regardless, Acheson sent a long memo to Robert 

Luven, the Secretary of Defense, requesting Defense to prepare a military aid package for 

Egypt. 39 

As for London, they eased up on their Suez Base position in November. Eden finally 

admitted that the British base was no longer needed for defending the region. The foreign 

secretary told Acheson that the British Defense Chiefs had reevaluated their strategic position 

in the Middle East. Field Marshals Bernard Montgomery and Harold Alexander, heroes of 

World War II, "no longer felt that it was essential that a base needed to be maintained there" 

especial! y since it was located in hostile territory. Montgomery believed that the best defense 

of the region could he based in Turkey. Eden hoped that an agreement concerning evacuation 

could soon be reached and approved American economic aid to Egypt while England supplied 

the military aid,'l() 

Since the junta would "resent the implications involved in such a division" of aid, the 

United States would supply weapons also. Acheson had learned that coordinating policy too 

closely with the British only backfired in the end. The administration would maintain an 

independent position from the taint of British imperialism. Acheson explained to Harriman, 

head of MSA, that the "principal immediate justitication of the grant of military aid to 

countries of the Middle East is thus political." The arms were merely an inducement to join 

MEDO and prop up the regime for American ends. The administration was finally learning 

39 Acheson to Lovett, 21 Nov 52, FRUS 52-54, 9: 1889-92. 

40Eden to Churchill, 7 Nov 52, FO 800/769/Eg/52/74; Memo of Conversation, 12 Nov 
52, Acheson Papers, Secretary of State, Memos of Conversation, Box 67 A; Kitchen Memo, 
27 Nov 52, FRUS 52-54, 9: 1898. 
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the rules of the game in the Middle East.41 

An internal report within the State Department entitled "Problems Involved In Preparing 

A Program Of Military Assistance to Egypt," identified several pitfalls to Acheson's policy. 

The report convincingly argued that the "provision of grant military assistance to Egypt at this 

time will lead to demands by other Middle East states for similar treatment." With the 

Korean War raging, the United States had no weapons to spare. Even if Egypt did recieve 

aid, it would be in obsolete weapons rather than modern ones. Regardless, there would be 

little military" coherence" to such aid since the Egyptian army was already equipped with 

British weapons. The report concluded that military aid to Egypt was a "questionable" 

proposition. Ignoring such reports, Acheson viewed arms sales as a political gesture designed 

for political results. The military viability of arming them was not important. Caffery 

summed up this thinking in a cable to Acheson. According to Caffery, Naguib "complained 

of being su.flocQred by rhe smell (?f roses showered on him from the United States." Caffery 

helieved that Naguib could be "revived by a whiff of gun powder from a grant aid gun in his 

hands. "4~ 

Acheson failed to get his plan past the president. With Truman and Harriman listening, 

Acheson made his pitch describing the junta as the "best hope for a western orientation of 

Egypt" and a possible solution to all their problems in the Middle East including peace with 

Israel. Following Harriman's excuse that the incoming Republican administration should not 

41Caffery to Acheson, 3 Dec 52, 774.56112-352; Acheson to London, 9 Dec 52, 
774.5-MSPI12-952: Lovett to Acheson, 3 Dec, 774.5-MSP/12-352. 

42"Problems Involved in Preparing a Program of Military Assistance to Egypt," 15 Dec 
52. 774.5-MSP/12-1552; Caffery to Acheson, 3 Jan 53,774.13/353. 
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be saddled with such a commitment, Truman concluded that it would not be "wise" to go 

forward with military aid at this late date. He did, however, approve the $10 million of 

ecunomic aid and would allow the Egyptians to puchase a "modest" amount of arms. 

Harriman's real fear was that once America gave arms to Egypt every other country in the 

region including Israel would demand free weapons. A lame duck president could not embark 

on such a controversial decision so late in the game.43 

A disappointed Caffery did not respond to the president's decision. Apparently, he was 

saving his arguments for military aid for lhe new administration. There were rumblings 

within the diplomatic corps that the Truman administration failed to pay enough attention to 

the region, that the Middle East played second fiddle to Europe. Many hoped that the new 

Republican administration would "dispatch eminent Americans on Middle Eastern visits 

similar to those made to Europe." Their hopes would be fulfilled. 44 

On 23 May 1953, fonner Ambassador Edwin Locke, Jr. gave a speech at the Fifth 

Annual Near East Conference at Princeton University that summed up the thinking in the 

State Department concerning Egypt. The principal policymakers for the Middle East, 

Acheson. McGhee. Byroade, Roosevelt, and Caffery, all, in one way or another, subscribed 

to Lucke's view of the region. According to Locke, the problem in the area was not 

"democracy vs. dictatorship" but rather "democracy vs. imperialism." He viewed dictatorship 

as "not necessarily evil or disruptive in the Near East," but a force for stability and progress. 

43Matthews to Acheson, 6 Jan 53, 774.5-MSP/I-653; Memo of Conversation, 7 Jan 53, 
FRUS, 52-54. 9: 1954-5. 

+lAcheson to Caffery, 9 Jan 53, 774.5-MSP/I-953; Acheson to Caffery, 13 Jan 53, FRUS 
52-54.9: 1961; NIT, 4 Dec 52: 12; Ihid., 6 Jan 53: 14; Ihid., 17 Jan 53: I and 3. 

-_._._-_._---_. --_._--- -_._---._ . . 
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This belief centered on a theory of political evolution that Third World nations required a 

period of stability under authoritarian rule as preparation for democracy. The American role, 

as a former colony, was to "help" this process along with moral and financial support to 

lessen the "ills and tensions that beset mankind. "4~ 

The problem with this positivistic thinking was that other nations did not see the 

situation in the same terms. and, if they did, they had different goals. In the case of Egypt, 

her desires were to expel the British and dominate the Arab world. For this, they required a 

new patron and turned to the United States for help. Also, more often than not, the altruism 

of foreign aid turned into the power politics of bribery, as seen in the desire for Egypt to join 

MEC and MEDO. The loyal American press supported the policy of aiding the dictator 

Naguih. Sulzherger viewed the new Egypt as an "ebullient people emerging from a chrysalis" 

to lead the Arab peoples into the modern world. The legacy of the Truman administration in 

Egypt turned out to be the hacking of a dictatorship in the hope that they could guide it 

toward American goals of peace and stability. This belief in Western guided progress was at 

odds with the reality in the Middle East. For the time being, Acheson got what he wanted, 

an Egyptian regime nominally friendly to the West. The incoming Eisenhower administration 

hoped to huild on this success.4(, 

4~"The Near East: Democracy vs. Dictatorship as Viewed by American Industry," 23 
May 53, Locke Papers, Mission to the Near East, Box 4. 

4WIT, 6 Dec 52: 2; NIT. 14 Dec 52: E3; Ibid., 18 Dec 52: 17. 

----_ .... ---..... 



CHAPTER 5 

THE NEW LOOK FOR EGYPT 

The American policy in Middle Eastern 
countries is nearly always to cultivate 
the nationalistic parties or politicians 
on the grounds that anyone fighting for 
any form of independence must be a good 
thing, vide the American War of 
Independence. 

A. Kirkbride, British Foreign 
Oftice, July 1953 1 
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Dwight D. Eisenhower assumed the reigns of the presidency on 20 January 1953. The 

Republican administration promised a "New Look" in American foreign policy emphasizing 

a~tion such as the liberation of captive peoples in the communist bloc and supporting 

t!merging nations in the Third World. More important than these generalities were the 

characters involved in making and implementing foreign policy. At the top was Eisenhower, 

arguably the most knowledgeable president on foreign aft'airs in American history. At the 

State Department was John Foster Dulles who brought a career as an international lawyer and 

part-time diplomat to the oftice of secretary of state. The two worked closely with Allen 

Dulles, the dire~tor of the Central Intelligence Agency and Foster's brother. In relations with 

the Middle East, the Dulleses proved to be the key players and displayed a sophisticated 

IForeign Oftice Minute, 3 July 53, FO 371/104258/ E10345/36. 
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understanding of the Eastern Question system. During Eisenhower's two terms in office, the 

siblings employed a mix of traditional diplomacy and covert operations in an attempt to bring 

Egypt onto the side of the West in the Cold War struggle. To accomplish this, the 

Eisenhower administration would have to satisfy the desires of the Egyptian military regime 

who demanded the evacuation of British military forces from Suez. This last vestige of 

imperialism would have to be eliminated, before Egypt could be persuaded to join the forces 

of the free world. 

Although he had little knowledge of Egypt and the Middle East, Eisenhower, like many 

Amerkans, held strong anti-colonialist beliefs. He found Britain's attempts to maintain its 

position in Egypt distasteful. As to the Third World, Eisenhower believed that in the battle 

against international communism the ultimate victory lay with winning them over to the free 

world. In his diary shortly before his inauguration, Ike wrote that "nationalism is on the 

march and world communism is taking advantage of that spirit of nationalism to cause 

dissension in the free world." Colonial attitudes and practices of the old European powers 

would just throw the newly emerging nations into the arms of the Russians. The old imperial 

paternalism so loved by Winston Churchill was out of date. A determined Eisenhower would 

work to prevent this loss and act independently of Great Britain, America's most loyal ally. 

His goal was to persuade these new countries to join the West in the struggle against 

communism. He soon discovered that the main problem was that these new nations saw no 

need to take sides in the Cold War. By the end of his tenure in office, Eisenhower learned 

after many missteps and failures the rules of the Eastern Question game. Dulles shared these 

beliefs and played the role of the president's counselor prosecutor for international affairs. 

With his superb legal skills. Dulles often employed a bewildering array of tactical 



machinations to win America's case, a trait that impressed Egyptian and Arab leaders. 

Although known as a moralist, Dulles would stop at nothing to satisfy the president's 

wishes. 2 
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Learning from the errors of the Truman administration, the New Look for Egypt and 

the Third World would be an increased acknowledgement and courting of these new countries 

at the expense of the European allies, especially the British. This would be done with 

technical. economic and military assistance. In many respects, Egypt wa.c; the great test case 

for American policy. The Eisenhower administration would adopt a more unilateral approach 

in an attempt to distance the United States from the taint of European imperialism. In theory, 

such a policy would bolster Western security. A pro-Western Third World would alleviate 

America's military burden in the world. As to Egypt and the Middle East, the administration 

determined to act in the role of honest broker in their dispute with England and as impartial 

friend in their dispute with Israel. 

Relations between the new administration and the British immediately became strained 

over the Suez issue. Many in the British Foreign Oftke shared mixed feelings about Dulles 

anu believeo that Dulles was never "greatly inhibited by considerations of Anglo-American 

sol idarity" and would do whatever he and the president thought in their interests. On the 

other hano, Eisenhower always had a soft spot for the British dating from his experience 

during the war. Subsequently, when Dulles presented the question of military aid to Egypt 

shortly after inauguration, Eisenhower concurred with Truman's earlier decision not to grant 

military aid to the Egyptian government until they resolved the Suez Base issue. However, 

"Robert H. Ferrell, ed .• 771e Eisenhower Diaries (New York: Norton, 1981), 223-4. 
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the British demanded even more from the new administration. British Foreign Minister 

Anthony Eden went to Washington in March to gain American support for a new Suez 

agreement on British terms. In short, the British government wanted to maintain control over 

the Suez base though their military leaders believed it to be a liability. Britain demanded a 

"package deal" that would trade British evacuation for Egypt's participation in the Middle 

East Defense Organization (MEDO). Furthermore, the British requested and received virtual 

veto power over any arms sales to Egypt. Finally, Eden requested open and official 

American involvement in the negotiations. Although Eisenhower showed sympathy with his 

wartime friends, Dulles, who hdd no such feelings, told Eden that the United States would 

enter formal negotiations only at Egypt's invitation. The United States would work behind 

the scenes but not openly with Britain and be painted as an imperialist stooge.3 

Opposition from Israel quickly surfaced also. Israeli Minister David Gotein and 

Defense Attache Chaim Herzog objected to any military sales to the Egyptian regime. 

Assistant Secretary of State Henry Byroade scolded the Israelis and advised them that the new 

Egyptian regime might be willing to strike a deal with the Israelis. Byroade informed them 

that the new administration was not beholden to the Zionist lobby. He added that the "best 

chance for peace lies through Egypt." That same day, Governor Thomas Dewey of New 

York telephoned Dulles warning him that the Jewish community in New York had threatened 

to destroy relations with Egypt and the other Arab states. An annoyed Dulles reminded the 

3Shuckburgh, 47, 55 and 71; Martin to Matthews, 22 Jan 53, 774.5-MSP/I-2253; See 
Note, FRUS 52-54,9: 1970; Dulles to Holmes, 23 Jan 53, Ibid., 1970-1; Dulles to Holmes, 
28 Jan 53, Ibid., 1971-3; NIT, 27 Feb 53: 4; Memo of Conversation, 4 Mar 53, FRUS 
52-54,9: 2008; Eden to Churchill, 5 Mar 53, FO 37 111 04190/E 1022/4; See Editorial Note, 
FRUS 52-54,9: 1931-4; Dulles to London, 7 Mar 53, FRUS 52-54,9:2009-10; Dulles to 
London, 7 Mar 53, Ibid .. 2010-1; Eden to Churchill, 6 Mar 53, FO 8oo1771/Eg/53/34. 
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governor that Eisenhower, unlike former President Harry S. Truman, had no political debt to 

the Jews and would run his Middle Eastern policy accordingly. The administration hoped to 

use its flexibility with Israel as enticement for the Arabs to negotiate with Israel. 4 

Back in Egypt, the military regime doubted that the Eisenhower administration would 

do anything to help them. After Eisenhower's refusal of grant aid, Gamal Abdel Nasser, the 

power behind the Mohammed Naguib government, remarked to an embassy officer that the 

"prophecy of the regime's critics has been fultilled: 171e only thing Egypt will get back from 

America will be Ali Sabry," a reference to the military mission sent to America to negotiate an 

arms deal. Nasser lamented that opponents criticized the RCC (the Revolutionary Command 

Council that governed Egypt) for having "sold themselves to the Americans." Subsequently, 

Nasser maintained that the letdown had severely limited their ability to negotiate. Because of 

this. he saill that MEDO was out of the question as a condition for British withdrawal. The 

only concession Egypt would make was to allow the British use of the base in time of war. 

Egypt's refusal to join MEDO convinced the State Department that British tactics and methods 

onl y aggravated the standoff. ~ 

To help alleviate the tense situation, Dulles announced his upcoming trip to the Middle 

East, a historic tirst by an American secretary of state. The visit would include a stop in 

Egypt. Although touted as a fact-tinding tour, Egyptians viewed it as proof that the new 

administration was now taking the Middle East as serious as Europe and Asia. Dulles hoped 

4Memo of Conversation, 27 Jan 53, 774.56/1-2753; Telephone Conversation, 27 Jan 53, 
Dulles Papers. Telephone Call Series, Box II, Telephone Memos (Except WH) Jan 53-Apr 
53 (4). 

~Caffery to Byroade, 14 Feb 53, 774.5-MSP/2-1453. 
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to get a grac;p on the problems in the region and rally the region to the American banner.6 

On 21 March 1953, the Foreign Office unknowingly delivered a bombshell to Dulles in 

a note that had the effect of accelerating American support for Egypt. The Foreign Office 

reiterated their plan of a package deal (withdrawal from Suez in return for a defense alliance) 

and requested that the administration provide no economic or political support to the 

Egyptians without prior approval of Her Majesty's Government. It was one thing to give the 

British oral assurances and quite another when they demanded it in writing. Eisenhower saw 

the memo, lost his temper, and threatened to send it back. He told Dulles that "if it ever got 

out Congress would go through the roof if they thought we had surrendered our independence 

of action." Such impertinence merely contirmed British imperialist tactics. 7 

The British tendency to ignore the greater problem of peace with Israel, which 

Eisenhower and Dulles believed was key to solving the problems in the Middle East, also 

irked the president. Without peace with Israel, the Suez Base and MEDO would be useless. 

Thl~ administration maintained that a quick settlement with the Egyptians over Suez would 

giw the military regime the "prestige" to make peace with Israel. Eisenhower's anger over 

the British note was a portent of things to come concerning American, British, and Egyptian 

relations. H 

Subsequently. Eisenhower sent a letter to Naguib assuring the dictator of complete 

6NIT, 10 Mar 53: I. 

7Telephone Conversation, 23 Mar 53, Dulles Papers, Telephone Call Series, Telephone 
Memos (except WH). Jan 53-Apr 53 (2), Box I; Memo of Conversation, 4 Mar 53, FRUS 
52-54, 9:349-350. 

HDulles to Cairo. 24 Mar 53, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2032-34. 
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American support if he concluded a Suez agreement with the British. The president described 

Egypt as the "keystone" of defense in the region. In his unique style of contradiction and 

obtuseness, Ike hinted that he would allow Egypt to take the lead in forming some sort of 

defense organization. Caffery delivered the letter along with an autographed photo of 

Eisenhower. Dulles did not send the British a copy of the letter. Viewing the personal 

communication as a sign, the Egyptians believed that the new administration would back them 

in their struggle against the British and for Arab leadership. Y 

A problem in negotiating with the Egyptian military dictatorship was the internal rivalry 

between Nasser and Naguib. Caffery reminded the new administration that the "real locus of 

power" in Egypt lay with Colonel Nasser rather than with the Prime Minister Naguib. 

According to Caffery, Nasser "was always the ringleader." More important, Caffery 

maintained that Nasser was the only reasonable character in the junta willing and able to 

negotiate with the West. Naguib showed signs of aligning himself with the most anti-Western 

groups in Egypt. Naguih. although popular with the public, did not have the influence in the 

RCC to singlehandedly direct policy, but, as prime minister, he still had to be courted. Since 

there was no one person in charge or responsible, the administration found it difficult to get a 

straight answer from them. Therefore, American representatives talked to everyone who had 

or seemed to have power. The strategy was simple. Embassy Political Officer Bill Lakeland 

along with the CIA station chief worked on befriending the young officers, and Caffery and 

9Dulles to Caff'ery, 24 Mar 53, FRUS 52-54,9: 2034-36; NIT, 28 Mar 53: 3; Memo of 
Conversation, 24 Apr 53, 611.74/4-2453; Byroade to Smith, 28 Apr 53, 611. 74/4-2853; 
Smith to Cairo, II May 53, 774.5-MSP/5-1153; Dulles to Eisenhower, 30 Apr 53, 
Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, International Series, Egypt (4), box 8; Dulles to Cairo, 30 
Apr 53. FRUS 52-54. 9: 363-4: Dulles to Certain Diplomatic Missions, 1 May 53, Ibid., 
364-69: See Note, Ihid .. 371-72. 
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Mohammed Fawzi (the pro-Western Foreign Minister and ally of Caffery) worked on methods 

of "bringing the military boys around more nearly to our way of thinking." This flexible 

strategy allowed the United States to keep in contact with all factions. Thus, Eisenhower and 

Dulles could hedge their bets just in case of another coup. With such an arrangement, the 

administration was also aware of the Egyptian political attitudes vis-a-vis the West. lO 

A CIA report, most likely penned by Kermit Roosevelt and Miles Copeland upon their 

return from Egypt in Man:h. revealed Egypt's style of realpolitik and showed an 

understanding of the complexity of Middle Eastern politics. The report maintained that the 

regime was "opportunistic" in t<)reign affairs. Any agreements they signed with the West 

would be t<)r their own interests and not a sign of any pro-Western attitude. In line with the 

long tradition of the region's haggling traders, Egypt would be willing to deal if the price was 

right. Such a situation was no problem as long as American and Egyptian goals were 

identical. Of course. this would not always he the case. The administration tried to appease 

the Egyptians with inducements. Two memos that the president distributed to the cabinet 

outlined Eisenhower's own thinking. II 

Revealing the bases of administration policy towards the region, the documents were 

optimistic and. more important. addressed some legitimate concerns of the region. The first 

memo presented the tollowing actions needed to safeguard the Middle East from domination 

of the Soviet Union: conclusion of an Arah-Israeli peace, solution to Arab refugee problem, 

equal treatment for Arabs and Israel, recognition of Arab sovereignty at the expense of the 

IUCaffery to State Department, 26 Mar 53, 774.00/3-2653; Caffery to State Department, 
30 Mar 53, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2039-40; Caffery to Dulles, 30 Mar 53, 774.5/3-3053. 

""Prohahle Developments in Egypt." NIE-76, 25 Mar 53, 774.00/4-153. 
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British, some sort of Middle East defense agreement, and initiation of a "counter~propaganda" 

effort against the Soviet Union. The second memo, penned by Eugene Black of the 

International Bank of Reconstruction and Development (lBRD), proposed financing the Aswan 

Dam project to create an Egyptian dependency on the West that would deter the Egyptians 

from causing trouble in the region. Knowing that the region was not genuinely pro~West, 

Eisenhower laid the groundwork for quid pro quo agreements in the Middle East, aid in 

return for peace. Policymakers hoped they could huy off Egypt. The Aswan dam project 

later became the symool of this policy. Compared to McGhee's ill~fated policy, Eisenhower's 

ith:ntitioo with more 100:al wm:erns that proved to be a prerequisite for dealing with the 

Egyptians. However, the continuing demand for a defense agreement would encounter the 

same problems as hefclre. I~ 

Dulles and a group of advisors including Byroade arrived in Cairo on 11 May 53. This 

memorahle trip symbolized the new reality in the world, a moving away from a European 

centered world to the Third World. Dulles did not go to Egypt to push the MEDO plan but 

to oecome acquainted with the leaders that he had high hopes for and assure them of 

American support. The secretary held separate meetings with Fawzi, Naguih and Nasser, the 

troika of Egyptian regime. The meetings displayed a cordiality of friends and allies. Dulles 

drilled home the idea that the new administration "would try to keep the scales in balance" 

between Israel and the Arabs and with the British. The secretary of state assured Colonel 

'~Presidential Memo, 9 Apr 53, 780.00/4~953; Eisenhower to Smith, 23 Apr 53, 
Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, International series, Egypt (4), Box 8. 
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Nasser that America would back Egypt's leadership in the region at the expense of the 

British. 13 

Dulles inadvertently advertised the idea of contempt for the British in a not so subtle 

gesture. In the presence of the Cairo press, Dulles presented Naguib with a gift from 

Eisenhower, a .32 caliber Colt automatic pistol from Eisenhower's personal collection. 

Dulles remarked that "this is for keeping the peace, not for war." "I know," replied Naguib. 

Tht! British public and Labor opposition expressed incredulity and anger over this symbolism, 

tht! arming of Egypt while tht! rt!gimt! conducted a small-scale guerilla war against the British 

in the Canal Zone. Labor MP Jennie Lee, wife of Labor leader Aneurin Bevan, complained 

that Dulles was "kissing him [Naguib] with compliments. "14 

These complaints just contirmed Dulles' view of the British "fixation" on the Suez 

issue. The British insistence on tying evacuation to MEDO was a red herring and just a cover 

for maintaining British intluence in the region. The Suez base was militarily untenable, and, 

in Egypt, the British were mort! unpopular than the Israelis. Dulled worried that British or 

Egyptian initiated violence could break out any time. Fearing a replay of 1952 that eventually 

led to the overthrow of Farouk, Dulles selected a new approach to the problem. ls 

In a series of internal memos, the NSC staff revealed the new attitude. Since the 

13Memo of Conversation, 11 May 53, FRUS 52-54, 9: 3-8; Dulles to London, I May 53, 
FRUS 52-54, 9: 2053; Aldrich to Dulles, 29 Apr 53, 774.56/4-2953; Shuckburgh, 86; 
Aldrich to State Department, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2054-55; Ibid., 2055-56; Dulles to London, 5 
May 53, Ibid., 2056-57; See Note 2, Ibid.; Eisenhower to Churchill, 8 May 53, Ibid., 
2061-62; Memo of Conversation, 12 May 53, FRUS 52-54,9: 19-25. 

14NYT. 12 May 53: I and 16; Ibid., 13 May 53: I and 5; White House Memo, 26 May 
53. Eisenhower Papers. Whitman File. DDE Diary Series, Dec 52-July 53 (2), Box 3. 

15Dulles to Caffery, 24 Mar 53, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2034-36. NYT, 28 Mar 53: 3. 
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traditional American support of nationalism in the Third World was incompatible with the 

support of the colonial powers of Britain and France, the United States must not "bet on the 

losing horse" of imperialism and must support the Third World. Furthermore, the problem of 

communism should not "predominate" over American interests in the Third World. Dulles 

was inclined to agree with Lilly. After viewing the situation first hand, Dulles embarked on 

such a policy. However, not everyone in the administration agreed. 16 

Under Secretary of State Walter Bedell Smith, Ike's wartime chief of staff, led the 

opposition to forcing the British to withdraw from the Suez base. Smith wanted the British to 

remain since they were the only "effective fighting force for the free world in the Middle 

East." The pro-British under secretary circulated his own proposal that backed Eden's 

original package deal. British Amoassador Roger Makins worked with Smith in "keeping the 

President straight" and supporting the British position. However, Dulles' views prevailed. 

The secretary notitied Winthrop Aldrich, the American amoassador to England, to advise 

Churchill that a package deal was a dead letter. Dulles reminded Aldrich that the President 

was in full agreement with him and that the British should not get the contrary impression of 

a split in the administration. In the Foreign Oftice, Bowker argued that the American 

position on Egypt was simply "appeasement" and that would "boomerang" once the Egyptians 

got what they wanted. The British were now convinced that Caffery and members of the 

State Department were leaking the negotiating positions to the Egyptian government. They 

were right. In a cabinet meeting in early July, Lord Salisbury complained that "so long as the 

I~Lilly to Taylor, 14 May 53, Eisenhower Papers, White House Oftice, NSC Staft' Papers, 
Planning Coordination Group Series, Box 2; Foreign Office Minute, 1 I Je 53, FO 3711 
I 04258/E I 0345/34. 
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Egyptians think they can play the Americans off against us, the chances of our reaching 

agreement are negligible." On this point they were proved wrong. The British always 

underestimated Dulles. 17 

Regardless of British complaints. the State Department announced that the United States 

would offer military aid agreements to Arab nations in the Middle East in return for "pledges" 

that they will support Washington in the Cold War These "pledges" would replace the now 

defunct MEDO. Any country receiving aid, however, would also have to accept United 

States military missions according to Mutual Security Act. The strategy of bilateral 

agreements would avoid the taint of imperialism. Nevertheless, it amounted to an 

international payoff operation. In Egypt's case, Dulles would not give the junta large 

amounts of economic or military aid until a Suez agreement was initialled. However, he did 

authorize some special assistance.l~ 

In July, the administration decided to give Egypt covert technical support, the kind that 

never shows up in an appropriations bill. The plan. engineered by Nasser and Roosevelt. 

revealed the steps the Eisenhower administration was willing to take in supporting a military 

dictatorship. Roosevelt dispatched Miles Copeland to Cairo to reorganize the Egyptian 

intelligence service and conduct seminars on the American style of business and diplomacy. 

He stayed two years and became a close confidant of Nasser and informal line of 

17Uoyd to Churchill. 22 May 53. FO 37111027311; Dulles to London, 17 Je 53, FRUS 
52-54, 9: 2099-2101: Foreign Oftice Circular to ME Heads of Mission, 16 Je 53, FO 
3711104258/ EI0345/31; Robertson to Churchill, 12 Je 53, PREM 111485; Bowker Memo, 
30 Je 53. FO 37I1102731/EI0345114; Cabinet Memo, 4 Ju153, CAB 129/61, C. (53) 190. 

IWYr, 22 Je 53: 3; Ibid., 25 Je 53: 11; Caffery to State Department, 29 Je 53 FRUS 
52-54.9: 2104-5; Ibid., 2106; Caft'ery to Dulles, I Jul 53, 674.0017-153; Smith to Cairo, 2 
Jul 53, FRUS 52-54,9: 2107. 
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communication to the Egyptian strongman. Besides Copeland, Roosevelt provided Egypt with 

about one hundred military advisors who turned out to be a group of ex-Nazi officers led by 

the notorious Otto Skorzeny, Adolf Hitler's favorite special operations commando. The 

CIA's willingness to use the ex-Nazis, some of them vicious anti-Semites, in Egypt hardly 

squared with the policy of promoting peace between the Israelis and Arabs. In the political 

field, James Eichelberger arrived to advise Nasser on how to consolidate his revolution. 

Later, Roosevelt sent Paul Linebarger, a t()rmer OSS propagandist and the Pentagon's expert 

on "black" and "gray" propaganda, who taught the Egyptian regime everything they needed to 

know about discrediting their enemies and promoting themselves over the radio airwaves. 

Copeland and Eichelberger even helped Radio Cairo in writing much of its anti-Western 

propaganda. This covert technical assistance proved invaluable to the Egyptians and, 

ironically, but not surprisingly, later used against American interests in the region. 19 

Hoping that this type of assistance would placate the Egyptians until a Suez Base 

agreement was reached. Dulles and the State Department moved quickly to end the impasse. 

Dulles' Machiavellian tactics showed that he could out maneuver the best diplomats in tht! 

world. The State Departmt!nt st!nt Caffery a proposal for tht! Egyptians to consider. The 

plan consistt!d of Dullt!s' idt!as that he had t()rmulilted in May in consultation with Byroade 

and contained proposals that tht!y believed the Egyptians would agree to, mainly British 

technical control of the facil ities, a limited time duration of the treaty, and availability in time 

of war. Lord Salisbury, the new acting Foreign Secretary (Churchill and Eden being ill) was 

due to arrive in Washington in a few days to discuss the Egyptian question. Dulles then 

19Copeland, Game of Nations: 77Il' Amorality of Power Politics (London: Weidenfeld and 
Nicolson, 1969), 84-95; Copeland, Game Player, 158-81. 
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asked Caffery to request a new proposal from the Egyptians for discussions with Salisbury. 

The Egyptians sent Dulles an almost verbatim copy of Dulles' proposal. Caffery remarked 

that Nasser had difficulty in convincing the RCC to go along with tlle Dulles proposal. 

Subsequently, Nasser believed that the United States had "assumed legal obligation not to let 

them down." In addition, Naguib sent Eisenhower a letter, probably drafted by Caffery and 

Fawzi, requesting a quid pro quo. In return for an agreement, the United States and Britain 

must help huild up Egypt's army and its economy. Eisenhower agreed and committed 

himself to expelling the British on Egyptian terms. Now, Dulles would have to get the British 

in line?' 

That samt! wt!t!k, Dulles and Eisenhower met with Lord Salisbury, the acting foreign 

st!l.:rt!tary during Churl.:hill and Eden's illnesses, to discuss the Egyptian situation. Dulles 

prt!st!ntt!d Salishury with the" nt!w" proposals from the Egyptians, not informing him that he 

and the State Department were tht! prindpal authors of them. The secretary also prest!nted 

Salishury with Eisenhowt!r's rt!ply to Naguih's offer. It was the perfect fait accompli. 

Although unhappy with Dullt!s' tal.:til.:s and attitude towards Egypt, Salishury finally conl.:eded 

and promised to nt!gotiatt! from tht! nt!w proposal. Dulles' diplomatic maneuvering forced tht! 

British to surrt!nder and the Egyptians to ahandon any plans for violence. Dulles' victory was 

in the hest traditions of the Eastern Question diplomacy, a hlend of bluff, deceit, and behind 

the sl.:enes mal.:hinations. ~I 

:.'tlSmith to Cairo, 4 Jul 53, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2108-9; Dulles to Cairo, 7 Jul 53, Ibid., 
2111-12; Caffery to State Department, IO Jul 53, Ibid., 2113-14; Ibid., 2115; Caffery to State 
Department. II Jul 53, Ibid., 2115-17; Dulles to Cairo, 15 Jul 53, Ibid., 2121-22. 

~'Dulles to London, 15 Jul 53, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2119-20; Salisbury to Foreign Office, 15 
Jul 53, PREM 111485. 
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Back in Egypt, the RCC began preparing the way publicly for a new agreement by 

distancing itself from the West to show that they were not lackeys of the British or the 

Americans. In June, Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru of India arrived in Cairo peddling his 

policy of non-alignment and neutrality. A spokesman for the military regime suggested that 

Egypt "draw a lesson" from Nehru. Nasser proceeded to do that very thing. In September, 

some members of the Egyptian government announced that their foreign policy would be that 

of "positive neutrality." Dr. Hilmi Bahgat Badawi, the head of the Egyptian UN delegation, 

outlined this policy as a way of promoting peace and increasing the influence of small nations 

like Egypt. This neutralist propaganda was designed for home consumption and was 

reminiscent of the old Wafd Party tactics. The administration was thoroughly aware that the 

"trend towards neutralism" in Egypt was an intangible problem facing the administration but 

believed that a speedy Suez agreement and military and economic aid to Egypt would defuse 

such neutralist sentiment. Subsequently, the State Department drew up detailed plans 

outlining the future aid program to Egypt. In October, the State Department notified Caffery 

that the Uniteu States would supply Egypt with $25 million in military aid and $25 million in 

economic aiu penuing a successful Suez agreement. Egypt's talk of neutralism seemed to be 

paying off.:~ 

By the end of October, the Egyptians and British agreed that the new treaty would last 

only seven years. Yet new differences emerged over the uniforms of the British technicians 

who would maintain the base and the availability of the base in wartime. England wanted to 

nCaffery to State Department, 9 Sep 53, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2133-34; Cairo to State 
Department, 19 Sep 53, 674.00/9-1953; Sangen to Schwinn, 9 Jul 53, 611.7417-953; Smith to 
Cairo, 17 Oct 53, FRUS 52-54,9: 2146-47. 
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use it in case of an attack on Turkey or Iran, and the Egyptians insisted that only Arab 

countries be included. Caffery correctly believed that Egypt would bend on the availability 

issue but not the uniforms. Churchill and Eden insisted on military uniforms that the 

Egyptians would not tolerate. After years of dispute, the final snag was over clothing. The 

ridiculousness of British insistence was mind boggling and confirmed that international politics 

in the Middle East often turned on the most minute issues. To help break the deadlock, 

Dulles told Makins that Caffery, the British bugbear, would soon retire. The delighted 

Makins sent an immediate tdegram to Eden. Also, to please Egypt, the State Department 

contemplated releasing the $25 million in economic aid. Meanwhile, the Egyptians stepped 

up their propaganda campaign against the West.;!..l 

In a public speech in late November, Nasser referred to promised Western aid as the 

"opium coming from the Western world to drug the subjugate nations to sleep." On that 

same day, Naguib gave an interview to Gerald Arathoon, a UPI correspondent. Naguib 

accused the United States of being under the evil intluence of British imperialism. Egyptian 

Ambassador Ahmad Hussein warned Dulles that Nasser had told the British that he would 

wait until the end of the year, and. if they failed to reach no agreement, Egypt would ahandon 

its policy lit' working with the West. Caffery commented that "it will be remembered that a 

week ago Naguib announced that US relations with Egypt were good." This time it appeared 

that the Egyptian government might be serious.24 

2.'lCaffery to State Department, 22 Oct 53, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2148-50; Makins to Eden, 3 
Nov 53, FO 8oo1774/Eg/531177: Smith to Cairo, 6 Nov 53, FRUS 52-54,9: 2157-58. 

~4Caffery to State Department, 21 Nov 53,774.13/11-2353; Caffery to State Department, 
23 Nov 53, 774.1111 1-2353; Memo of Conversation, 1 Dec 53, 774.00112-153. 
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During the first week of December, Eisenhower and Dulles met with Churchill and 

Eden at Bermuda. The president made it clear that the British no longer had "veto" power 

over the United States in the region. He advised Churchill to settle with the Egyptians as 

soon as possible. If the British continued to stall, America would adopt an independent 

position. Despite Eden's objections, Dulles set 1 January 1954 as the deadline for action, 

after that the United States would move unilaterally. Not coincidentally the same date was the 

same that Nasser had set tllr the British. Eden and Churchill agreed to be flexible. Upon his 

return to Washington, Dulles informed Ambassador Hussein that the British would 

compromise and advised the Egyptians to do likewise.;!.1 

Meanwhile in Egypt, the crescendo of neutralist talk continued to increase and worry 

the State Department. The qut!stion remained whether the talk was merely typical Arab 

negotiating rhetoric or a legitimate threat. On 14 December an RCC source hinted that 

Nasser would soon formall y adopt a neutral ist position. U ntH now, only mid-level 

bureaucrats had spoken of such a policy. A Foreign Ministry spokesman declared that Egypt 

might recognize Communist China and East Germany and that they would increase trade with 

the Soviet bloc. In fact, Egypt had sent a tradt! mission to Moscow "with much fanfare." 

This was not just talk but action. An alarmed Dulles sent an urgent telegram to Cairo 

requesting any intllrmation on Egypt's drift towards neutralism.2(· 

;!.IMemo on Relative US-UK Roles in the Middle East, 27 Nov 53, Eisenhower Papers, 
Whitman File, International Meetings Series, Bermuda-Misc., Box 1; Bermuda Conference 
Notes, 10 Dec 53, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, International Series, 
Bermuda-President's Notes, 12/53 (2), Box 3; Dulles to Caffery, 10 Dec 53, FRUS 52-54,9: 
2168-69. 

Z6NYI: II Dec 53: 3; Caffery to Dulles, 14 Dec 53, 674.00112-1353; NIT, 28 Dec 53: 3; 
Dulles to Cairo. 30 Dec. 674.00112-1353. 
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To make matters worse, the erratic Churchill seemed again to have changed his mind 

concerning evacuation. On 19 December, Churchill sent Eisenhower a bullying and 

somewhat impudent letter, threatening that his government may be forced to recognize China 

if America did not back them against Egypt. He said that his government did not have "the 

slightest intention of making any more concessions to Egypt." Churchill had ignored 

Eisenhower's advice at Bermuda. Now the administration had both countries threatening 

them. An angry Eisenhower reminded Churchill that British policy in the Middle East had 

been totally unsuccessful in recent years. Iran had kicked them out in humiliating 

circumstances. Did they want a similar replay in Egypt? As to China, Ike retorted that 

America would cut off its economic relations with Egypt if Britain did the same in China; 

England had been developing a lucrative trade with China. An astute assessor, Eisenhower 

knew the British would never give up their trade with China. 27 

Chun.:hill. who of course despised the Egyptians and wanted to teach them a lesson 

from the barrel of a gun, had flip-flopped on the issue throughout the past few months and 

privately spoke that "it has been my constant fear--that the Egyptians might accept" the 

current deal. Overruling his prime minister, Eden finally gave in to avoid the deadline of I 

January. The doubting Dulles demanded an immediate settlement and warned the Foreign 

Office against changing their minds again. 2H 

Dulles' strong-armed tactics against the British paid off. Six days before the deadline 

of the New Year, British Ambassador Sir Ralph Stevenson and Nasser met again in Cairo to 

27Churchill to Eisenhower, 19 Dec 53, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2177; Eisenhower to Churchill, 20 
Dec 53, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2178-80. 

2WShuckburgh. 121: Memo of Conversation, 22 Dec 53, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2181-82. 
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sort out their disagreements. Eden hinted that they would concede the uniform issue if the 

Egyptians agreed to allow reentry to tJle base if in case of an attack on Turkey. Nasser 

privately agreed to such a compromise. 29 

However, the British Embassy in Washington maliciously leaked the story of Dulles' 

tactics to the press in an apparent attempt to discredit Dulles by appealing to the American 

public's sense of fair play and to pro-Zionists in the Congress. The British also argued that 

Egypt designeu their talk of neutralism to pressure the administration into giving them aid. 

Of course. Congress would tind such extortion tactics unacceptable. Dulles was furious with 

England's meddling in American politics. The Egyptians viewed the incident as typical 

British imperialist tactics and yet another excuse for adopting a neutralist policy. Caffery 

warned that "neutralism is a menace here. "30 

Eisenhower had based his New Look towards Egypt on the idea that the Free World 

must treat the Third World countries on an equal basis with states like Great Britain. The 

practice involved Dulles' strong-arm diplomacy that pushed the Churchill government to ilie 

brink. not of war but of divorce. Despite British threats of a complete breakdown of Anglo-

Amt!rican relations over the Suez issue. the British blinked and finally compromised on the 

issut!s of uniforms and availability. On the other hand, Caffery's good relations with Nasser 

and generous CIA assistance brought concessions from the Egyptians. It would take seven 

29Jones to State Department, 28 Dec 53, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2185-86; Butterworth to State 
Department, 29 Dec 53. Ibid., 2186-87; Jones to State Department, 30 Dec 53, Ibid., 
2 J 88-89. 

3ONYT. 30 Dec 53: 3; Makins to Foreign Office, 30 Dec 53, PREM 11/699; Memo of 
Conversation. 31 Dec 53,611.74112-3153; Dulles to Cairo, 31 Dec 53, FRUS 52-54,9: 
2189-90; Caffery to State Department, 6 Jan 53, Ibid., 2190-91. 
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more months of negotiations but the agreements made in the last week of December proved to 

be the final elements of the plan that would be initialed in July 1954. Dulles, Eisenhower, 

and Caffery had skillfully outwitted the old hands at the Foreign Office and convinced Egypt 

to trust them. Yet, it was easy to work with the Egyptians when America and Egypt both 

wanted the British out. Now the challenge of convincing the Egyptians to ally themselves 

with the West and make peace with Israel would begin. If the administration had studied 

Middle Eastern history more carefully, they would have discovered that any attempt of 

hegemony would fail. 

----_._ .... --- .. 



CHAPTER 6 

THE NOSTRUM OF NASSER'S NEUTRALISM 

The U.S. should be given a chance 
to come through with aid and nothing 
would be lost if it didn't, because 
(Egyptl could always turn thereafter 
to the USSR or elsewhere if they 
wanted to. 

Ahmed Hussein, Egyptian 
Ambassador to the U.S., 
18 February 19541 

The Anglo-Egyptian Suez Agreement of 1954 proved to be a hollow victory for the 

West. The agreement set into motion a series of events that pitted Egypt against the United 
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States liver control of the Middle East. It was a typical clash between a big power and small 

power in the Middle East. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles wrongly believed that it 

would be the opening round of subsequent agreements that would climax in a comprehensive 

Arab-Israeli peace. On tht.! otht.!r hand, Gamal Abdel Nasser hoped to become the undisputed 

leadt.!r of Arab nationalism. Whert.!as in 1953 Egypt and America worked toward a similar 

gual--the removal of tht.! British from Suez--the next two years marked a divergence of 

intert.!sts, America towards peace, and Egypt towards domination of the Middle East. 

At the end of December, Dulles had sent an urgent cable to Caffery requesting an 

ICaffery to State Department, 20 Feb 54, 674.00/2-2054. 



142 

"evaluation" of Egyptian neutralism. To understand the problem facing the administration, 

one must first understand Nasser and his brand of neutralism. Nasser, the son of a postal 

clerk, was part of a new generation of military officers drawn from the middle class as a 

result of the 1930s army reforms. He was a born conspirator who loved the secrecy of 

diplomacy and the exercise of power. Radicalized in high school, his army career became his 

vehicle to power. With only a military education, Nasser often suffered from myopia 

..:on..:erning international affairs. However, he was a quick study and avid reader. Given 

adequate time, Nasser could often come up with a sound solution to any problem. He 

frequently admitted to having numerous "complexes," the primary one being paranoia. Yet 

his one quality that endeared him to the West was his reasonableness. He was thin-skinned, 

otten reacted to any slight, but never held a grudge for long. In many ways he was a simple 

man, but one with unlimited ambition. One American official best described him as a 

"veritable Doctor Jekyll and Mister Hyde."~ 

Nasser translated his own thoughts into a series of articles that appeared in late 1953 

and early 1954. Ghosted by the journalist Mohammed Heikal, they published the series in 

book form under the title 77/(: Philosophy of Revolutioll. A blend of autobiography, history, 

and politics, the book contained all the slogans of political and social reform, anti-

imperialism, neutralism, and Arab nationalism that became buzzwords for the military regime. 

Like other books written by aspiring dictators. the tract was a mirror to Nasser's soul and 

ambition. If anyone wanted to learn the key to Nasser's thinking on international affairs, they 

2Dulles to Cairo, 30 Dec 53, 674.00112-1353; Mohammed Mahgoub, Democarcy Oil 

Trial: Reflectiolls Oil Arab alld African Politics (London: Deutsch, 1974), 66; Hare to State 
Department, 24 Aug 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 714. 
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only needed to read the third and tinal chapter. Nasser spoke of three "circles," the Arab, 

African, and Islamic. Each of these tied Egypt to the outside world and could not be ignored, 

contirming the saying the in the Middle East everything is related to everything else. In the 

Arab circle, "a role wandering aimlessly in search of a hero" beckoned Nasser to "put on its 

costume and give it life." In short, Nasser viewed himself as the new Saladin destined to rid 

the Middle East of the modern Western crusader, the imperialist. As to the idea of 

neutralism, Nasser credited the memoirs of Chaim Weizmann with the idea. Nasser recalled 

how the Zionist movement required the help of a "big power" to achieve its goals. Thus, 

Nasser woulu look to any big power that would help him in ridding the region of imperialism 

and making himself leader. Nasser initially viewed the United States in this role. However, 

his realpolitik would lise any power including the Soviet Union. The Egyptian dictator was 

no idealogue. Terms such as democracy, socialism, capitalism, and communism meant little 

to him. So, what did Nasser want? In short, he wanted to become the leader of the Arab 

world, gain economic and political independence for the region (this included controlling the 

oil), and liberate Palestine from the Israelis whom he viewed as a tool of Western 

imperialism. To say the least, such goals contlicted with American policy.3 

As to the details of Egyptian neutralism, J. Lewis Jones, Counselor at the Cairo 

Embassy, s\!nt the State Department a report entitled "The Anatomy of Current Egyptian 

Neutrality." In its classic use. neutrality means taking neither side in a dispute nor helping 

either belligerent in a contliet, standing aloof and impartial. The Egyptians had their own 

meaning in mind that was tied to their own long and ancient history. According to Jones, 

3Gamal Abdel Nasser, The Philosophy of Revolution (Buffalo: Economica, 1959),61-6. 
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neutrality was a "primeval impulse" in the land of the Nile and bore little resemblance to 

Nehru's pacifist neutrality. For the Egyptians, survival depended upon avoiding involvement 

with any authority. The people of Egypt had survived foreign invasion and occupation for 

centuries following this rule. They were now transforming this national characteristic into a 

national foreign policy. Jones maintained that Egyptian neutralism was not theoretical but 

practical. It was a policy of "non-cooperation" rather than non-alignment. According to 

lones, the Egyptian regime helieved that "neutrality is the position of being able to play the 

field without commitments." This modern strategy entailed playing the tield for "favors" 

from the competing superpowers. Nasser described the policy as the "strategy of the weak .. 

. to playoff the strong players against one another." During the past year, Jones argued that 

the Egyptians have been practicing a foreign policy designed to "frighten" the United States 

into applying further pressure on the British. lones descrihed it as a simple open-ended 

"hlackmail gamhit" that would have henetits at home (popularity) and abroad (aid). Unlike 

Nehru's, there was nothing moral or uplifting about Nasser's positive neutralism. As cold

hlooded as polides come, the Egyptian version of neutrality served Egypt and Egypt only. 

lones rightly worried that neutralism would hecome a problem for American diplomacy. The 

era of quid quo pro with Egypt would come to an end. In the future, there would be few new 

commitments emanating from Cairo. Caffery'S lone comment on the report foreshadowed 

future prohlems. Caffery said that "there is genuine reason to be concerned. "4 

10 Fehruary 1954 marked the ofticial inauguration of neutralism when Major Salah 

Salem, Minister of National Guidance, announced at a packed press conference that Egypt 

4Caffery to State Department, 9 lan 54, 674.002111-954; Copeland, Game, 112. 
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would adopt neutrality as the its foreign policy. He remarked that the regime would "take a 

hostile attitude toward and refuse to cooperate in any way with anyone who stands against our 

dignity and our freedom, while we cooperate and support anyone who helps and supports us." 

Salem added that the regime would look to the East and West for assistance. The Egyptians 

would employ the modern idea of neutrality to achieve their traditional goal of domination of 

the Middle East.~ 

In January, the Egyptian government embarked on a policy to increase not only trade 

but aid from the Soviet Union to balance off aid from the West. Two members of the trade 

mission sent to Moscow in December returned in February with promises of Soviet aid 

including an offer to build the Aswan High Dam. The State Department worried that these 

contacts marked the continuing of the "psychological warfare waged by Egypt against the 

United States." Caffery advised Washington that the "Egyptians will probably try to use the 

Russian offer as a bargaining weapon vis-a-vis the US and UK." However, he warned the 

State Department there were "no grounds for assuming" they would not accept the Russian 

offer "if such tactics fail to produce the results they desire." Caffery argued that the "US 

should mllvt! with unilateral aid bt!fore the situation devt!lops to tilt! point whert! such action 

on our part appt!ars to bt! tht! dirt!ct rt!sult of Soviet competition. "6 

The administration's goals of grooming Egypt as the leader of the Arabs, making peace 

with Israt!l, and prott!cting tilt! vital oil resources in the region, required the ability to steer 

~Cafft!ry to Stalt! Dt!partment, 12 Feb 54, 674.00/2-1254. 

68yroade to Hart, 10 Feb 54, 661.74/2-1054; Smith to Cairo, 12 Feb 54, 661.74/2-1254; 
Caffery to Smith, 12 Ft!b 54, 661.74/2-1254; O'Shaugnessy to Smith, 16 Feb 54, 
661.7412-1654; Cafft!ry to Statt! Department, 13 Feb 54, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2216-7. 
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Egypt's foreign policy in America's direction. Getting into a bidding war with Russia would 

complicate these matters. America would continue the policy of backing Egypt. 

Policymakers in Washington mistakenly believed that once they solved the Anglo-Egyptian 

dispute, Egypt would drop its talk of neutralism. Since all the intelligence pointed in the 

opposite direction, this was a major error. When neutralism and Nasser's ambitions 

eventually challenged America's goals for the region, the administration would have second 

thoughts. However for the next two years, Eisenhower and Dulles, in quixotic fashion, tried 

valiantly to recondle the contlicts while Nasser pursued his own goals. The beginning of the 

drama had to wait until Nasser sorted out his problems in Egypt. 

Before Nasser could take concrete steps in international affairs, he needed to guarantee 

his position at home. Two things stood in his way, General Mohammed Naguib and the 

Muslim hrotherhood. In late 1953, Naguib began showing signs that he was no longer 

content with being a tigurehead and challenged Nasser for leadership of Egypt. Naguih 

joined with the Muslim Brotherhood in an attempt to unseat Nasser and his followers. 

Luckily. Nasser had the big power support from America that he would require to depose 

Naguib. Caffery worried that the rivalry and troubles with the British might "unleash forces 

which may devour our Middle Eastern interests as well as theirs." Overlooked by historians, 

the CIA's assistance to Nasser helped him beat back this challenge.7 

7NIT. 14 Feb 54: I and 2; Ibid., 14 Jan 54: I and 2; Joel Gordon, Nasser's Blessed 
Movemem: Egypt's Free Officers and tl/(~ July Revolution (New York: Oxford, 1992), 
118-31; Caffery to State Department, 25 Feb 54, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2221-2; Caffery to Dulles, 
26 Feh 54. 774.11/2-2554; Caffery to State Department, 20 Feb 54, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2222-3; 
Caffery to State Department, 27 Feb 54 FRUS 52-54, 9: 2223-4; Cafffery to State 
Department, 28 Feb 54, Ibid., 2224-5; Caffery to State Department, to Mar 54, Ibid., 
2226-7: See Hahn, 175 and Steven Z. Freiherger, Dawn Over Suez: 111e Rise of American 
Power ill the Middle East, /953-/957, (Chicago: Dee, 1992), 70-1. 
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In March, Nasser consulted his CIA friends in Cairo concerning a strategy to 

emasculate Naguib. After much discussion, Nasser outlined his plans for his consolidation of 

power. He told Parker Hart of the NEA staff, who was in Egypt to proffer additional advice, 

that he was planning a "show-down" with Naguib. He restored limited party and press 

freedom knowing that Egyptian politics always degenerated into chaotic orgies with often 

violent results. According to Nasser. "the country needed a lesson" and that he planned to 

allow the situation to deteriorate to the point where only he could restore order. Within a few 

weeks, chaos rt.!igned in Cairo.~ 

With the trap set, Nasser countered Naguib and his followers with well-orchestrated 

police, media, and mob attacks against Naguib's supporters. He lied to the Muslim 

Brotherhoou telling them that he would lift the ban on them, and subsequently they turned 

their backs on Naguib and stayed off the streets. Then, Nasser bought off the labor unions 

with a brihe of 4000 Egyptian Pounds. They quickly embarked on a general strike in support 

of the RCC. By the 28th. Nasser controlled the army, the street, and the workers. 

Opposition dissippated and the next day Naguib collapsed from mental and physical 

exhaustion spending the next month in the hospital. That the whole incident was vaguely 

reminiscent of Roosevelt's Operation Ajax directed against Mossadegh in Iran was not 

coincidental. Nasser's swift victory in controlling and turning Egyptian public opinion against 

the popular Naguib impressed Washington and London. A delighted Eden described Nasser 

as the "man for us." The West completely misread the entire situation. Nasser was the man 

MStevenson to Foreign Oftice, 2 Mar 54, PREM 11/859; 187th Meeting of the NSC, 4 
Mar 54, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, NSC Series, Box 5; Caffery to State Department, 
23 Mar 54 FRUS 52-54, 9: 2243-44; NIT, 28 Mar 54: 2. 
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for himself and would have been an idiot not to accept American advice and support in his 

battle with Naguib. Like his disposal of Farouk two years earlier, Colonel Nasser used the 

United States for advice and as a buffer to prevent any outside interference.9 

The denouement came in October when Nasser emasculated the Muslim Brotherhood. 

During one of Nasser's speeches to an audience at Alexandria, a gunman fired eight shots at 

Nasser missing him but shooting out the lights above his head. Years later, Hasan al-Tuhami, 

Nasser's se!:urity !:hief and CIA contact, admitted that the CIA had provided Nasser with a 

bullet proof vest just before the speech. The orchestrated event allowed Nasser to blame the 

Muslim Brotherhood. Subsequently, the regime jailed the entire leadership of the 

Brotherhood and, for all practical purposes, eliminated it as a threat to the government. For 

good measure, Nasser also put the hapless Naguib under house arrest. Nasser's sure hand in 

eliminating radical opposition convinced many Washington that the Egyptian dictator was the 

only Arab leader who could pull off peace with Israel. \0 

Atter the Naguib affair, Nasser turned to appease his Western supporters and hinted 

that he was willing to make peace with Israel. He said that Israel must address the refugee 

problem and the UN Resolutions of 1948 before we "can talk about peace." The open-handed 

approach created the impression that the Egyptian strongman was ready to deal. These 

statements so pleased the State Department that policymakers ignored the rumors that Nasser 

was seeking arms from the Russians. Following the rule that Arab leader's should 

9Gordon, 133-7; Caffery to State Department, 30 Mar 54, FRUS 52-54,9: 2251; Caffery 
to Dulles, 31 Mar 54,774.00/3-3154; Shuckburgh, 155. 

IOCaffery to State Department, 21 Sep 54, 774.00/9-2154; Gordon, 179-82 and 185; NIT, 
27 Oct 54: 9: Ibid., 28 Oct 54: 12; Caffery to Dulles, 27 Oct 54, 774.00/10-2754. 
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occasionally keep the West happy with public positions, Nasser carefully designed his 

statements to placate the Americans. The pro-British Under Secretary Walter Bedell Smith 

even advised the British to rely on Nasser's "judgment" concerning the continuing Suez 

negotiations. Nasser was the new golden boy. It marked the high point of Nasser's 

popularity in Western circles. II 

On 27 July 1954, the Egyptians and British initialed a "Heads of Agreement" ending 

the long and debilitating Suez negotiations. They signed the final agreement on 19 October 

1954 in Cairo repladng the defunct 1936 Treaty. Dulles publicly hailed the agreement as the 

beginning of "a new era of closer collaboration" with the Arabs and the West. In Egypt, 

huge crowds tilled the streets in demonstrations of support for the evacuation of British 

troops. Masses of people mobbed Nasser in the streets on his way to his office. All the local 

papers lauded Nasser as the great hero against imperialism. The Suez agreement appeared to 

be a big victory for the West. however. Egypt would expect even greater things than the West 

clluld del ivel'. I~ 

Caffery cabled Dulles saying that the Egyptians wanted aid according to the President's 

letter of July 15, 1953 that promised immediate aid to Egypt once a Suez agreement was 

initialled. Dulles advised Caffery that the United States would provide $20 million in military 

and $20 million in economic aid fur FY 1955 and current Congressional legislation. Caffery 

replied that such numbers would "be greeted here with dismay" since the Egyptians 

maintained that they required substantial aid to reorient their policy from neutralism to openly 

IISmith to London, 12 Apr 54, FRUS 52-54,9: 2259-60; Caffery to State Department, 20 
Apr 54, 674.00/4-2054; Caffery to Dulles, 30 Apr 54, 774.00/4-3054. 

I~See Editorial Note. FRUS 52-54. 9: 2288-9: NIT, 29 Jul 54: 4, 5, and 10. 
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supporting th~ United Stat~.13 

To sw~eten the deal, talks commenced concerning the construction of the Aswan High 

Dam. The administration dispatched Eugene Black of the International Bank of 

Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) to meet with members of the Egyptian Economic 

and Financial Missions in Cairo. Black told them that the "Aswan Scheme was the most 

intriguing and exciting project he ever came across" and that the bank would arrange the 

tinancing if the project was found feasinle. Policymakers designed such encouragement as 

part of a carrot approach to Egypt. In mid December, Herbert Hoover Jr., the new Under 

S~cretary of State, Black, Makins and Huss~in met in Washington to discuss the development 

of a consortium to tinance the dam project further lifting Egyptian hopes. It would become 

the integral part of the soon to be inaugurated Alpha Plan designed to resolv~ the Arab-Israeli 

contl ict. 14 

Despite Egyptian disappointment ov~r the amount of aid, Nasser publicly came out 

favoring closer ties to the United States and to the West. On the surface, the story of the 

initial American assistance to Egypt appeared to be a failur~ of understanding between the two 

nations. However, it was more likely that it was just another episode in the formulation of 

Nasser's method of ~xtracting maximum aid from the sup~rpow~rs. Nasser always believed 

the old adage that th~ squeaky whe~1 gets the grease. The Egyptian government maintained 

that America had promised that they would b~ rec~iving $50 million in economic and $50 

13Caffery to Dulles, 28 Jul 54, 774.5-MSPI7-2854; Dulles to Cairo, 30 Jul 54, 
774.5-MSPI7-2854; Caffery to State Departm~nt, 31 Jul 54, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2290. 

14Cairo to State Department, 2 Sep 54, 774.5-MSP/9-254; Caffery to State Department, 
20 Oct 54, FRUS 52-54,9: 2308-11; Hoover to Dulles, 15 Dec, Eisenhow~r Papers, 
Whitman File, Dull~s-H~rt~r Seri~s. Box 3. 
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million in military aid. The State Department, the Embassy, and the CIA were confused over 

how the Egyptians expected such a high figure. With this outrageous demand, even Caffery 

began having second thoughts about Nasser .I~ 

In mid August, Caffery sent a long telegram to the State Department concerning Nasser 

and his contradictory policies and statements. He described Nasser's policies as loaded with 

"schizophrenic overtones" that he believed were "symptomatic of the state of mind of a man 

with whom the West has little choke hut to deal." Of course, Caffery had much to do with 

promoting Nasser. but he was now showing signs of fatigue. With the conclusion of a 

successful Suez agreement he sent his letter of retirement to Dulles. Dulles accepted it and 

notified Caffery that Byroade would be replacing him sometime in January or February 1955. 

The State Department was also showing signs of fatigue but with Caffery. Byroade 

commented to Dulles that he "thought he [Caffery) would never quit." In his last few 

months. Caffery. an amateur archaeologist, spent much of his time visiting Egyptian ruins .16 

With thl:! retirement of Caffery. the CIA would take an even more important role in 

thrmulating policy towards Egypt. Byroade, the heir apparent, was the pick of the Dulles 

brothers. He was young, a former general, and Dulles correctly believed that Byroade would 

develop a close friendship with Nasser. Through Byroade, the Dulles brothers would be in 

control. Caffery, the loose cannon, would no longer effect American policy towards Egypt. 

'5Caffery to Dulles, 4 Aug 54, 674.00/8-454; Copeland, Game, 144-6. 

'6Memo for the President, 5 Aug 54, 774.5-MSP/8-554; Caffery to Dulles, 10 Sep 54, 
774.5-MSP/9-1054; Caffery to State Department, 13 Aug 54, 774.00/8-1354; Dulles to 
Caffery, 24 Aug 54, Dulles Papers, Chronological Series, Aug 54 (I), Box 9; Telephone Call 
to Mr. Byroade, 24 Aug 54, Dulles Papers, Telephone Call Series, Telephone Memos (Except 
White House), I Jul 54-31 Aug 54 (1), Box 2; NIT, 10 Jan 55: 7. 
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Roosevelt and Copeland would continue to cultivate their relationships with Nasser and the 

regime. 17 

After consultation with American officials, the Egyptian government rejected the $20 

million in military grant aid in August but did not rule out future requests. After getting rid 

of the British, Nasser did not want any foreign troops in Egypt and refused to accept an 

American military mission, a stipulation of the Mutual Security Act (MSA, the legislation that 

gllverned foreign military aid) for grant aid. Ironically, by the end of the decade, Nasser had 

allowed hundreds of Soviet military advisors into the country. In 1954, however, Nasser's 

pllsition was understandable. At Roosevelt's suggestion, Fawzi requested that since they 

would receive no military aid. America should increase economic aid. Roosevelt figured that 

the increase in economic aid would free up their hard currency funds to purchase arms on the 

commercial market. Of course, this admission revealed that liabilities of foreign aid to third 

world countries. The fact that aid recipients could and would use economic aid for military 

purposes was the State Departmt!nt's dirty little secret. Subsequently, the administration 

douhled economic aid to $40 million. Nasser's tactics appeared to be a ploy to increase 

economic aid. At a later date, he would again request military aid to get the $100 million in 

aid he wanted. Roosevelt also argued that the United States should help them in "obtaining 

arms in the quickest and cheapest way." What Roosevelt was recommending was to find 

some way to circumvent the restrictions of MSA, a possibly illegal and covert method. The 

Iran-Contra scandal in the 1980s was not tirst time an American president stretched the law in 

the name of national security. Often overlooked, this aid program to Egypt proved to be a 

17Wilbur C. Eveland. Ropes of Sa lid: America's Failure ill the Middle East (New York: 
Norton, 1980).91-3. 
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case study of the pitfalls of foreign assistance to the Third World. IS 

Members of the NEA staff were not too pleased with Roosevelt's suggestion. 

However, their objections had nothing to do with illegality but with policy. Taking the lead, 

Francis Allen argued that, if Egypt was not willing to abide by the restrictions of MSA 

military, America should refuse aid in any form. Allen maintained that abiding by the MSA 

was part of the quid pro quo. Iraq had signed it and received weapons. If Egypt received 

weapons without signing an agreement, it would undermine the whole concept of quid pro 

quo. If word got around, as it naturally would, the American relationship with Iraq would 

"disappear over night." The CIA plan to bypass MSA would lead to an "impossible 

situation" f()r Iraqi leaders who signed the unpopular agreement. Allen was correct. Covert 

aid that dn.:umvented existing policy merely undermined it. Any benefits from such covert 

action would he negligiblc. 19 

At a meeting of the Operations Coordinating Board, the implementation arm of the 

NSC for covert activities. Roosevelt cOllvinced the board to support his plan. The OCB 

decided to provide Egypt with $10 million in covert aid to buy American weapons (later 

lowered to $5 million) beyond the $40 million in economic aid. The CIA station in Cairo 

notified Nasser that the aid would be available if he wanted it. In October, the OCB 

1MCaffery to State Department, 29 Aug 54, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2297-8; Memo of 
Conversation, 31 Aug 54, 774.5-MSP/8-3154; State Department Memo, 30 Aug 54, FRUS 
52-54, 9: 2298-9; Caffery to State Department, 30 Aug 54, Ibid., 2299; Caffery to Dulles 10 
Sep 54, 774.5-MSP/9-1054; State Department Memo, 14 Sep 54, 774.5-MSP/9-1454; Caffery 
to State Department, 27 Sep 54, 774.5-MSP/9-2754. 

1IJState Department Memo, 20 Sep 54, 774.5-MSP/9-2054. 
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approved an additional $3 million in cash from CIA funds for "morale building items. "20 

In November, the covert military mission, made up of Colonel H. Alan Gerhardt and 

Major Wilbur C. Eveland, who later became a CIA operative in the Middle East, arrived in 

Cairo. It was a CIA show from the beginning. Copeland acted as their unofficial escort in 

their meetings with Nasser. However, the series of meetings accomplished little. General 

Hakim Amer, Egypt's military chief, presented them with a long list of arms that amounted to 

more than $100 million. Of course, the proposed $5 million in covert aid would not be 

enough ami the offer was quietly withdrawn. As to the $3 million in cash, which amounted 

to a virtual hribe, Copeland delivered it in a suitcase to Nasser. Rather than using it for 

weapons, Nasser huilt a huge radio tower on Gezira Island in downtown Cairo. 

Affectionately known as el wa '(~f ru~'fe/ (Roosevelt's erection), it was a visible reminder that 

Egypt would do what it wanted without pressure from any major power, a vivid rejection of 

the concept of quid pro quo. Throughout all the aid discussions, Nasser had cleverly 

extracted the maximum amount of aid without giving the Americans any new commitments in 

The OCB and the CIA, however, appeared to he pleased with the outcome of the 

meetings. The rejected offer fulfilled the president's commitment of 15 July. Copeland and 

Eichelherger cabled Roosevelt arguing that the "air is cleared" for the new ambassador, 

Henry Byroade, "to start with a dean slate." Military aid was now a "dead issue" at least as 

:.'OOCB Memo, 28 Sep 54, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2306-8; State Department Memo, 27 Oct 54, 
Ibid., 2312-3. 

~IMemo of Conversation, 22 Oct 54, 774.5-MSP/l0-2254; Eveland, 96-105; Copeland, 
Game, 84. and 148-52; See Editorial Notes, FRUS 52-54,9: 2314-6 and 2318-22. 
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far as the CIA and the State Department were concerned. The thinking was that they had 

removed a stumbling block to better relations. In fact, the administration had bent over 

backwards, even circumventing the MSA, to please the Egyptians. High hopes for Nasser 

had not been affected by the aborted arms deal. In late December, Dulles hoped that Nasser 

will exert "more constructive leadership of opinion in Egypt concerning Israel." However, 

Nasser's need for weapons remained, and he would soon look to the Soviets for help.22 

By granting Egypt ewnomic aid, offering military aid, and encouraging the Aswan 

project. the Eisenhower administration in cooperation with the Eden government hoped to 

parlay this into a comprehensive peace plan for the Middle East. The new peace project 

marked a return tll normal and close relations with England concerning the Middle East. 

With the Anglo-Egyptian dispute settled, the NSC maintained that the "two major emerging 

problems" were the "increased USSR activity in the area" aimed at supporting the Arabs 

against Israel and the "growing Arab-Israel tensions." These problems would exacerbate 

Arab nationalism and Nasser's brand of neutralism. Together they created a genuine danger 

of war. The Eisenhower administration looked for a plan to solve these problems. In 

November. Anthony Eden proposed the idea of a joint Anglo-American initiative for peace in 

the Middle East. Dulles immediately instructed Byroade to begin drawing up proposals. 

Codenamed Alpha, the plan hoped to replace the current armistice with formal treaties. Since 

Egypt was the key. America would make the initial approach to Nasser. The administration 

correctly believed that Israel and the other Arab countries would follow the Egyptian lead. 

Alpha addressed the local concerns for peace and did have some chance for success. The 

~~State Department Memo, 21 Dec 54, 774.5-MSPIl2-2154; CIA Memo, 27 Nov 54, 
774.5-MSPIlI-2754; Dulles to Cairo, 31 Dec 54, 774.5-MSPIl2-2954. 
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stumbling blocks were the resettlement of the Palestinian refugees and a land connection 

between Egypt and the rest of the Arab world. Negotiations typified the frequent inability for 

regional powers to alter the status quo and revealed the obsession with the zero-sum game. 

The State Department and Foreign Office chose Francis H. Russell and Evelyn Shuckburgh 

respectively, both experts on the Middle East, to draw up the proposals and direct the strategy 

of the peace plan. Dulles' thinking on the political situation in the United States explained the 

urgency of the operation. Z.1 

Dulles revealed the logic behind the administration's tough line towards Israel. He told 

Shuckburgh that they "had succeeded in deflating Israel in order to make a reasonable 

settlement possible." If nothing was done before the American election in 1956, the issue of 

support tl.lr Israel would become a political tl.lotball in the hands of the Democrats. 

Furthermore, Dulles maintained that the" Arabs should be reminded of this and shown that 

now was the best time for them to negotiate from a position of strength unless they were 

preparetl to see Israel once again undertake faits accompl is at their expense." The 

Eisenhower administration's evenhanded policy had put them in the position to put pressure 

un Israel and Egypt. Dulles believed that success or failure of the Alpha plan would rest on 

Nasser. Shuckburgh conduded that the "chances were only 51 to 49 in favor of achieving a 

settlement short of formal peace. ":!4 

While the politkal cost might be great, the economic cost was staggering. The Alpha 

:!JOCS Paper, 29 Jul 54, FRUS 52-54,9: 537-9; Aide-Memoire, 17 Nov 54, Ibid., 
1693-4: State Department Memo. 22 Nov 54, Ibid., 1694-5; Circular Telegram, 22 Nov 54, 
Ibid., 1695-1700. 

:!4Shuckhurgh, 247; Memo of Conversation, 27 Jan 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 28-32. 
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committee figured that the United States would have to bankroll the settlement of the 

hundreds of thousands of Palestinian refugees, finance the Aswan Dam project, and build up 

Egypt's military. In short, the United States would be buying a peace settlement. This is 

exactly what happened twenty-five years later when Egypt and Israel finally signed a peace 

treaty. Russell figured that the costs would be well over $1 billion. The fiscally conservative 

Eisenhower was "appalled" by the numbers but "agreed that we should make an all-out effort 

to get a settlement. if possible, before the elections of '56." Peace in the Middle East would 

insure the Eisenhower administration's place in history. This desire for a foreign policy 

vh:tory drove the administration in their quest for peace. 2.~ 

Eden stopped in Cairo on 20 February on his way to a South East Asia Treaty 

Organization (SEA TO, the Pacitic Ocean version of NATO) meeting in Bangkok to sound out 

Nasser Oil a possible peace with Israel. The tirst and only meeting between Eden and Nasser 

proved remarkably conJial. Eden was "agreeably surprised with the friendliness of the 

reception accorded him by Nasser." When Eden addressed Nasser in Arabic he surprised 

Nasser also. Eden discussed only broad outlines of the proposed Alpha plan. Nasser said 

that "Egypt has an open mind [concerning peace with Israel] but said that the problem was 

one of timing." The proposed Iraqi-Turkish Pact irritated him now and he had little time to 

think about Israel. Iraq and Turkey signed the so-called Baghdad Pact on 24 February 1955 

adding an Arab piece to the Northern Tier. The Egyptian dictator immediately initiated a 

massive propaganda campaign in the Middle East directed against Iraq. Nasser maintained 

that the pact would undermine all that had been accomplished in the past year. Nasser argued 

2.~Memo of Conversation. II Feb 55. FRUS 55-57, 14: 49-51; Memo of Conversation, 14 
Feh 55. Ibid .. 53-4. 
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that in a few months "your pact will be only a piece of paper" and that it would stir up talk of 

American and British "imperialism and colonialism ... as in the past." Times had changed, 

and Nasser remarked that he was "confidant that his stand hac; captured for him profound 

support among Nationalists of Egypt and other ME countries." Nasser warned that since the 

"US had dedded to move independently by instigating the pact; he felt free now to move 

independently also." At the time. no one in the State Department took this seriously.~ 

The infamous Baghdad Pact had a long history dating from the Truman administration. 

In 1954. Dulles moved to create a regional defense agreement based on the Northern Tier 

idea. The new arrangement would be the missing piece bridging NATO and SEATO in 

containing the Soviet Union. Since Egypt categorically refused to join MEDO, the secretary 

of state adopted this new strategy. The idea was ti:lr Turkey and Pakistan, and later Iraq and 

Iran. to form a defense pact aimed at defending the Middle East from the Soviet threat. 

Unlike MEC or MEDO. this new pact would be an initiative of the countries of the area and 

not just an adjunct of the West. On 2 April 1954, Turkey and Pakistan signed an agreement 

inaugurating the Northern Tier. As a prelude to joining the Northern Tier, Iraq signed an 

MSA agreement in late April. Although Nasser had agreed to include an attack on Turkey as 

a justitication for the British activation of the Suez base, he was not willing to enter an 

agreement with any non-Arab regional plan. A June 1954 National Intelligence Estimate 

mistakenly hoped that Nasser would eventually join the pact after the Suez agreement. By 

supporting Iraq over Egypt, the administration had inadvertently entered the game of inter-

U'Dulles to State Department, 24 Feb 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 70; Dulles to State 
Department, 24 Feb 55, Ibid., 71-2; Mohammed H. Heikal, Cutting the Lion's Tail: Suez 
through Egyptian Eyes (London: Deutsch, 1986) 60-5; Jones to State Department, 6 Feb 55, 
FRUS 55-57. 12: 15-6. 
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Arab politics. Angry that he had been ignored, Nasser viewed the whole situation as an 

American plot to undermine him.27 

Nasser believed that Dulles had personally slighted him, since he understood that 

America backed his plan to form a regional grouping under his leadership. During the 

meeting with Dulles in May 1953, Nasser had proposed strengthening the Arab Collective 

Security Pact. an adjunct to the Arab League. Since then, Dulles had changed his mind 

describing the Arab League as "an evil thing" that spent its time thinking about ways to 

destroy Israel. He hoped that the Northern Tier would destroy the Arab League. When 

Nasser attempted to pressure Iraq against signing an agreement with Turkey and suggested 

creating a new Arab pact, Dulles threatened to cancel aid to Iraq. The Iraqi adherence to the 

new pact was a direct challenge to Nasser.:~ 

To make matters worse, Israel attacked an Egyptian base in the Gaza Strip on 28 

February killing 38 Egyptian soldiers. Combined, the Baghdad Pact and the Gaza calamity 

humiliated Nasser. The thin-skinned Nasser would retaliate. This attack coincidentally 

coincided with Byroade's arrival in Cairo to take up his duties as ambassador. In Byroade's 

tirst meeting with Nasser, he got the impression that "Nasser sincerely feels he was cast aside 

by US in favor of Nuri of Iraq." Describing it as a "great setback" for him, Nasser argued 

:7See Editorial Note, FRUS 52-54,9: 491; Smith to Dulles, 27 Jan 54, Ibid., 473; Chiefs 
of Mission Conference at Istanbul, 14 May 54, Ibid., 506-11; Dulles Memo, 19 Apr 54, 
Dulles Papers, White House Memo Series, Meetings with the President, 1954 (I), Box I; 
Dulles to Baghdad, 8 Apr 54, FRUS 52-54, 9: 2375-6; Summary of Chiefs of Mission 
Conference at Istanbul, 11-14 May 54, Eisenhower Papers, White House Office, NSC Staff' 
Papers. OCB Central File Series, OCB 091.4, Near East (I) May 54-Mar 55, Box 77. 

2HMemo of Meeting Between the President and the Prime Minister, 25 Je 54, FRUS 
52-54,6: 1083-4; Memo of Meeting, 26 Je 54, Ibid., 1106; Dulles to Caffery, 28 Je 54, 
Ibid .. 9: 2277-8. 



160 

that the West had ignoreJ his proposed plan to "bring all the Arab States as a bloc towards 

the West." At an NSC meeting on 3 March, Allen Dulles described the situation in the 

Middle East as "in a boil. "29 

The Baghdad Pact initiated a series of shifting alliances in the tradition of Middle East 

politics. On 6 March, Cairo announced that Egypt, Syria, and Saudi Arabia had decided to 

place their armed forces under a unified command. Nasser told Byroade that the agreement 

was a rtlal:tiull to thtl Baghdad Pal:t dtlsigned to isolattl Iraq and not invade it. Byroade 

rewmmended that thtl Uniteu Stattls show "relative disinterest" to the Egyptian Pact and to the 

Baghdad Pal:t. Also, he argued that England, Jordan, and Lebanon should refrain from 

joining the Baghuad Pal:t at this time. He believed that in time the "general fuss will blow 

uver." A few weeks later, Byroade argued that "it would be unwise and useless to make 

oftkial sel:ret approal:h IAlphal to him at the present time" since it would "tend to persuade 

him of the truth of his wlleagues lespedally Salah SalemJ assertions that Turco-Iraqi pact was 

part of deep laid plot aimed by the US and UK at splitting the Arab world and softening 

Egypt up." whkh it was. In Washington, Dulles expressed general disappointment remarking 

that "it was a pity to see Egypt tie itself up with the two bad actors in the region" but 

unwisely dedded to proceed with Alpha despite these distractions.30 

Nasser warned Byroade that these factors might "lead him to seek neutrality and general 

non-cooperation with the West." As part of this trend, Nasser attended the Bandung 

~9NYr, I Mar 55: I; Byroade to State Department, I Mar 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 78-9; See 
Editorial Notes, Ibid., 12: 27 and 28. 

;II/Byroade to stattl Departmtlnt, 8 Mar 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 29-32; Byroade to State 
Departllltlnt, 21 Mar 55, Ibid., 14: 117: Memo of Conversation, 9 Mar 55,674.83/3-955. 
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Conference in late April. The Bandung Conference was the first conference of newly 

independent states of Asia and Africa and met in Bandung, Indonesia marking the birth of the 

non-aligned movement. The CIA and State Department had high hopes for Nasser and his 

role in the conference. Dulles believed that the "conference may also be used to rebuild 

Nasser's prestige and self-confidence and faith in the West." In fact, specialists from the 

State Department drew up position papers and briefed Nasser's staff on issues and 

pt!rsonalitit!s that Nasst!r would t!ncountt!r espt!cially Chou En-Lai and the Chinese 

communists. Its plan was that Nasst!r would tone down and counter the anti-Western rhetoric 

of tht! conference. On the surface, it appeared the plan had worked. The "Five Principles" 

adopted by tht! conference, territorial sovt!reignty, non-aggression, non-interferenct! in internal 

affairs. equality of all nations, and pt!aceful cot!xistence. were innocuous and sounded as if 

Woodrow Wilson had written them. Unknown to Washington, the Egyptian dictator had 

another plan in mind.~1 

Nasst!r took the opportunity to secrt!tly ask Chou En-Lai if the Soviet Union would sell 

him weapons. Chou wrote a memo to Mao that was later passed on to Moscow. Chou 

rt!commtlnued supplying arms to Nasst!r since Nasser's "victory would be in the interest of the 

socialist camp and oecause it would thwart all attempts of the western imperialists to complete 

the encirclement of the eastt!rn camp." Nasst!r had successfully pleased the East and West in 

his first big appt!arance on the international stage. His goal was to be independent in foreign 

affairs and this would entail dealing with both the United States and the Soviet Union. He 

would do what was in the best interests of Egypt and not the West or East. Nasser emerged 

31Byroade to State Dt!partment, 14 Apr 55. FRUS 55-57, 14: 151; Copeland, Game, 
158-60; Dulles to Ankara, 26 Mar 55. FRUS 55-57, 12: 43-4. 
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from the conference as a leader of the non-aligned movement on par with Nehru and Chou 

En-Lai. To expand his field of maneuver, the Egyptian leader was moving from bilateralism 

to multilateralism in his quest for leadership.32 

Upon his return from Bandung, Nasser gave Byroade and the CIA the cold shoulder. It 

was a bad sign and should have tipped off the administration that Nasser was looking 

elsewhere to balance off American influence. According to Byroade, rumors abounded that 

the United States was "raising doubts about the stability of the regime ... sabotaging foreign 

tinancial support for the Aswan Dam," and that "the United States intended to pressure Egypt 

into making peace with Israel." Byroade warned that Nasser was contemplating a 

"fundamental swing" in foreign policy "towards the line of independence and freedom of 

action unintluenced by all other nations, including Arab states." Nasser's experience at 

Bandung and his decision to request arms from the Soviets marked the turning point in 

relations to the United States. Finally getting in to see Nasser in mid May, Byroade received 

nothing but a litany of the aforementioned complaints about embassy and CIA officials in 

Egypt. The Baghdad Pact and the recent Israeli incursion into Gaza fueled Nasser's 

complaints. Nasser's tactic of blaming the United States or others for his subsequent actions 

became a familiar refrain in years to come. Of course, Byroade had no idea that Nasser was 

also doing h is own turning. On 19 May, Russian Ambassador Solod informed Nasser that the 

Soviets were willing to sell him weapolls.)) 

)2Heikal, Splzilu: and Commissar: The Ris{! and Fall of Soviet Influence in the Arab World 
(London: Collins, 1978),57-59. 
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In response to Nasser's apparent unhappiness with the United States, Hoover and 

Russell looked for new enticements for the Egyptian leader. On the 18th, Russell proposed 

another quid pro quo. This time, the deal would be a settlement with Israel in return for the 

financing of the Aswan Dam. Russell cabled Byroade to approach Nasser with such a 

proposal. During an Alpha meeting in the first week of June, Secretary Dulles maintained 

that a secret initiative at this time to Nasser "would be unwise." Dulles added that if Nasser 

turned it down "any subsequent public enunciation of Alpha would be regarded by them as an 

effort to coerce them." Therefore, the secretary decided to make a public proposal of Alpha 

in general terms that he huped would "appeal to the good judgment of all concerned." Dulles 

wanted to put the onus uf rejection on Nasser's shoulders. He added that "if the Department 

does not have an established position on the Israel-Arab issue by the end of this year, both 

political parties will take extreme positions in the elections, which would result in the loss of 

the Arab world to the West." He instructed Byroade to defer an approach to Nasser. 

However. the message did not arrive in time. and Byroade briefed Nasser the following day 

on the details of Alpha. ~4 

Using regional problems as an excuse, Nasser promptly dismissed any further 

discussions as long as the Gaza problem lingered. Yet Nasser's demeanor had changed to a 

more friendly tone. Nasser told Byroade that problems with Iraq and Israel were getting out 

of hand. He repeated his complaint over not being able to get arms from the United States 

for the past three years and told Byroade that he had "concluded that he should accept 

Russia's offer of military equipment." The dictator remarked that the "Russians at least 

~Frands Memo, 18 May 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 204-5; Francis Memo, 24 May 55, Ibid., 
205-6; Memo of Conversation, 8 Je 55, Ibid., 231-4; See Footnote 10, Ibid., 234. 
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would not blockade the Arab world attempt to get arms." Byroade objected to such 

reasoning, and Nasser then countered by requesting arms from America once again. 

Although this was an outright challenge to start a bidding war, Byroade believed that Nasser 

was sincere but was consumed with a fatalistic idea that he would rather "pull down the 

temple on top of his regime rather than suffer what he considers humiliation" from Israel and 

the West. Byroade requested one final word from the State Department concerning arms sales 

to Egypt. On 17 June, the State Department intbrmed Byroade that the United States would 

be willing to sell arms to Egypt. Nasser's strategy to playoff the superpowers for Egypt's 

gain was paying off. J.\ 

By 1955, Nasser had solidified his control of Egypt with no little help from the United 

States. He had deposed Naguib, removed the British, gained control of the Suez base, and 

charted an independent foreign policy designed to gain leadership in the Arab world. In 

return, the United States received only vague promises from the Egyptians concerning peace 

with Israel. Nasser had received as much as he could from the Americans without 

compftlmising his independence. His big annoyance was America's support of rival Iraq 

thftlugh the Baghdad Pact. He would not tolerate American interference with Arab solidarity. 

Although many argued that Nasser turned to the Soviets for weapons as a reaction to Gaza 

and the Baghdad Pact, Nasser used these events merely as a rationale for going to the Soviets. 

His next step would be to make the Egyptian army the most powerful fighting force in the 

region. This would give his role of Arab leadership the military and political muscle required 

to contftll the Middle East. Knowing that America would require a quid pro quo, he would 

3SByroade to State Department, 9 Je 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 327-40; Jernegan Memo, 21 Je 
55, Ibid., 261. 
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turn to the Soviets for assistance. The question was how to do this without losing American 

support. 



CHAPTER 7 

THE SPIRIT OF ARMS, GENEVA, AND ALPHA 

Sometimes things don't add up right. 
Herbert Hoover Jr., Under Secretary 

of State commenting on Egypt, 
September 19551 
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With no little help from the United States, the British had agreed to leave the Suez Base 

and Gamal Abdel Nasser had l:onsolidated his control over Egypt. The Free officers always 

maintained that, once they solved these two problems, they would address the Israeli question. 

Sel:retary of State John Foster Dulles took them at their word and wanted to bring peace to 

the Middle East through the top-secret Alpha plan. Taking nothing for granted, Dulles and 

his advisors in the State Department had adopted a policy of restricting arms sales in the 

region through the Tripartite Dedaration of 1950. They hoped to keep the Israelis and the 

Arabs militarily too weak to attack each other. The success of Alpha depended on both sides 

having no other choice but to cooperate with the United States. Any change in these 

circumstances would create difficulties. Although the Eisenhower administration revealed its 

understanding of the rules of the Eastern Question game by supporting Egyptian interests, 

Dulles knew that the window of opportunity for peace was small. One of the tenets of the 

'Dulles Telephone Coversation with Hoover, 20 Sep 55, Dulles Papers, Telephone Call 
Series, Box 4. Telephone Coversations-General, I Sep 55-30 Dec 55, (I). 
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diplomatic culture of the Middle East was the tendency of bilateral relationships to evolve into 

multilateral ones. The Geneva Summit Conference in the summer of 1955 and the subsequent 

Soviet arms sales to Egypt confirmed this trend toward complexity. With the entrance of the 

Soviet Union into the diplomatic arena, Dulles responded with a virtuoso display of tactical 

maneuvering designed keep the window of peace open. The accepted interpretation of these 

events argued that the Eisenhower administration forced Nasser to turn to the Soviets when 

America failed to provide military aid to Egypt. This interpretation ignored Nasser's desire 

to maintain his neutrality between East and West. In an example of pure self-interest, Nasser 

turned to Russia not because the United States refused to give him weapons but because the 

Soviets would give him more ami on better terms." 

During the summer of 1955, the tirst East-West summit meeting since World War II 

took place at Geneva. The new Soviet leaders, Nikolai Bulganin and Nikita Khrushchev were 

seeking" good will" from the West and attempted to put on new and more friendly face to 

make people forget the unpleasant Josef Stalin. Russia desired to become a major player in 

international affairs. Although the summit was a public relations success, no agreements of 

any substance were initialed. Despite this, a thawing of the Cold War began leading to 

increased intercourse between the rival blocs. Talks concerning disarmament and world 

security lessened tensions in the world. The idea in 1950 that world war was just a few years 

away had all but disappeared. This "Spirit of Geneva" became a popular buzzword that the 

Eisenhower administration intoned when they wanted to criticize the Soviet Union for some 

violation of this new Cold War etiquette. The "Spirit of Geneva," however, had the opposite 

~See Hahn, 192-3 and Stookey, 138-9. 
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reverberations in the Middle East. Ambassador Henry Byroade cabled the State Department 

and warned that the decline of international tension because of the Geneva Conference "may 

be expected to facilitate Soviet efforts to encourage this regime [Egypt] to believe it can safely 

pursue its course of expanding cooperation with the Cominform bloc." And why not? If the 

United States could exercise better relations with Russia, why not Egypt?3 

In July. the Egyptian dictator Gamal Abdel Nasser informed Byroade that his 

government decided to "set aside the Russian offer of arms for cotton and make a serious 

effort" to buy American weapons and gave him a list of weapons that included tanks and 

bombers. In retrospect, Nasser's change of mind was a mere tactic. President Dwight D. 

Eisenhower personally approved the sale remarking that "we should make a concerted effort 

to woo Nasser." Reacting to this new effort, Dulles contemplated inviting Nasser for an 

ofticial state visit in the fall if all went well. A delighted Byroade, congratulated Dulles for 

his proposal and rel.:ommended that any invitation be timed to coinCIde with some victory for 

Nasser, SUcll as an arms sale. There was also talk of sending Vke President Richard M. 

Nixon on a goodwill tour to Cairo.4 

As for arms for Egypt, Dulles dragged his feet in apparent disregard of the president's 

desire to "woo" Nasser. Meeting with Egyptian Ambassador Ahmed Hussein shortly before 

the diplomat'S return to Egypt, Dulles admitted that "while the US Government supported the 

3Dwight D. Eisenhower, Malldate!or Challgl': T1w White House Years, 1953-1956 (New 
York: Signet, 1965),617-632; Byroade to Allen, 27 July 55,661.7417-2755. 

4Byroade to State Department, 2 July 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 270; See Note 4, Ibid., 274; 
Hoover Memo, II Jul 55, Ibid., 12: 132-3; Byroade to State Department, 27 July 55, 
661.7417-2755: Byroade to Dulles, 28 July 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 328-9; Dulles Telephone 
Conversation with Allen, lO Aug 55, Dulles Papers, Telephone Call Series, Box 4, Telephone 
Conversations-General. 2 May 55-31 Aug 55, (2). 
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northern tier concept, he had never had in mind doing anything which would challenge 

Egypt's place as the leader of the Arab states" as the British had. He added that he had "full 

contidence in Colonel Nasser and was anxious to do everything possible to help him 

succeed." Such words were eyewash. The continuing debate over an arms sale to Egypt 

revealed that Dulles never had any intention of selling weapons to Nasser. Dulles' handling 

of this situation revealed his Machiavellian side. S 

A week later, Dulles advised Eisenhower concerning the arms sale to Egypt. Dulles 

maintained that Nasser presented it as a "test of our friendly relations." If it failed, the 

Egyptians would buy from the Soviets. Eisenhower agreed but added that if the sale went 

through "we woulJ have to be in a position to sell to Israel also," and he suggested that 

Dulles inform Israeli Ambassador Abba Eban. The question was whether the United States 

was ready or will ing to sell arms on a large scale to both Egypt and Israel. Since he had no 

intention of sell ing weapons to either party, Dulles quickly cautioned the president concerning 

any talk of arms to Israel until the deal with Egypt was tinal. Dulles instructed Byroade to 

tell Nasser that the America was ready to meet his arms demands. The arms on the original 

list would cost $27.5 million that coincidentally amounted to exactly the hard currency 

reserves that Egypt possessed at that time. Dulles deliberately chose that cash amount 

knowing that it would be difticult for Nasser to accept it. As an international lawyer, he 

believed in negotiations, and, as Secretary of State he believed in his Alpha plan. An arms 

race in the region would just make a peace settlement even more difficult to achieve. The 

unwitting Byroade worked with the CIA as the "go-between" to convince Nasser to accept the 

5Memo of Conversation, 29 July 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 332-4. 
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proposal. 6 

In the end, Dulles' tactics worked but not as expected. The whole arms initiative 

collapsed for lack of money and massive Soviet intervention. After speaking to Nasser, 

Byroade notified the State Department on 15 August that the Soviet Union would come in on 

the Arab side in the Arab-Israeli conflict. Nasser told Byroade that Egypt had only $28 

million in cash reserves and was losing $2 million to $4 million per month. He asked if 

Egypt could use Egyptian pounds to buy the weapons knowing that the answer was no. Since 

he was not willing to sign an agreement in accordance with the Mutual Security Act (MSA) 

that governed grant military aid. Egypt was not eligible t()r grant assistance. Nasser was fully 

aware that Egypt could not afford to purchase the weapons without American military aid that 

he was not willing to accept. He knew that the Dulles deliherately chose that number, but he 

was not willing to play Dulles' game. Dulles set the stakes high in an attempt to persuade 

Nasser in acceding to grant aid and the restrictions it entailed or opening negotiations with 

Israel. However, they were both playing a duplicitous game. Nasser never intended to 

purchase weapons from the United States, and likewise Dulles never intended to sell weapons 

to Egypt since it would also force them to sell to Israel. Subsequently, Nasser revealed the 

details of the Soviet offer and internal political problems to Ambassador Hussein knowing he 

would pass it on to Byroade. He also painted himself as the lone voice of pro-Western 

reason.7 

6Memo of Conversation, 5 Aug 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 338-9; See note 2, Ibid., 339; 
Byroade to Dulles, 9 Aug 55, 611.74/8-955. 

7Byroade to Dulles, 9 Aug 55. 611. 74/8-955; Byroade to State Department, 15 Aug 55, 
FRUS 55-57. 14: 353-5. 
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Hussein recounted how Nasser said he had no choice but to accept the Soviet offer to 

appease the army. Nasser said the "magnitude of recent Russian offers ... was creating a 

nearly impossible situation for him." In addition, Dimitri Shepilov, the editor of Pravda, 

Bulganin's unofficial negotiator, and future foreign minister, offered Egypt to finance the 

Aswan Dam project over a period of thirty years and furnish weapons in exchange for a 

cotton. The:! previous week during the Geneva Conference, Molotov had assured Dulles that 

the Soviet Union had no intention of selling weapons to Egypt. Actually a half-truth, the 

Russians would sell the weapons indirectly through Czechoslovakia. Nasser remarked that he 

was "getting himself in a real box on this one" and could not get out. Byroade was 

sympathetic to Nasser's pol itical troubles but still hoped he could convince Nasser not to 

m:l!ept arms from the Soviets. It was a moot point sinl!e Nasser had cemented the Soviet deal 

in the last week of July.~ 

On 17 August, Dulles told his brother that he was still unsure "how seriously we should 

take the Russian proposals about Egypt." Allen Dulles replied that he would come over that 

afternoon and "bring someone with him to disl!uSS the items mentioned," probably Roosevelt 

who was then in Washington. The CIA undoubtedly told him that it was a done deal. On the 

25th. the CIA all but confirmed it in a report that added that the Soviets also offered military 

aid to Saudi Arabia and Syria.~ 

MByroade to State Department, 15 Aug 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 353-5; Geneva Summit 
Conference, 18-23 July 55, Ibid., 5: 119; In Patrick Seale, The Strugle for Syria: A Study of 
Post-War Arab Politics. 1945-1958 (London: Oxford, 1965), 236, Major Saleh Salem 
admitted that arms deliveries had begun at the end of July. 

'JDulles Telephone Conversation with Allen Dulles, 17 Aug 55, Dulles Papers, Telephone 
Call Series, Telephone Conversations-General. Box 4, 2 May 55-31 Aug 55, (2); Cabell to 
Dulles, 25 Aug 55. FRUS 55-57, 14: 395-6. 
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To counter the effects of the Russian deal, Dulles decided to make his public Alpha 

pronouncement on 26th August. Dulles called Ambassador Eric Johnston, who had been 

trying to negotiate a Jordan River development project between Israel and the concerned Arab 

states, to make sure his speech did not jeopardize those secret negotiations. Johnston 

approved but complained that Egypt, who had no direct interest in the plan, was stalling the 

negotiations. Dulles informed him that this was not true (it was Lebanon) and that, on the 

contrary, Nasser had been most helpful. Dulles admitted that the Eisenhower administration 

was "not prepared to beat down Colonel Nasser at the moment." In fact, Dulles told Johnston 

that" if the Russians began to get into the scene" in Egypt and if "the situation becomes 

intensified" the United States would be forced into a position of "backing Egypt against 

Israel" or lose "our entire position." The reasoning was that if Egypt received arms, Israel 

would launch a preemptive strike to destroy Egypt and Nasser.1O 

Later that day. Dulles instructed Byroade to brief Nasser on the details of his proposed 

Alpha speech. In addition. Dulles played his other trump card to sweeten the deal. He 

informed 8yroade that the administration would offer to expedite IBRD consideration of the 

Aswan Dam, and help tinance the project with grant assistance in the upcoming year's foreign 

aid budget. He hoped that Nasser would take the bait. Of course, Nasser was pleased to be 

briefed beforehand. It was good policy to stroke Nasser's ego. In response, Nasser called 

off a planned retaliatory raid on Israel at Byroade's insistence. For Nasser, his strategy of 

playing one side off against the other was an unqualitied success. The Soviets were supplying 

him with huge quantities of weapons and the Americans would probably build the Aswan 

IUDulles Telephone Conversation with Johnston, 18 Aug 55, Dulles Papers, Telephone 
Call Series. Telephone Conversations-General. Box 4, 2 May 55-31 Aug 55, (2) . 

. _---_ .. _ ... _-_ .. 
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Dam. II 

Dulles presented his Alpha speech on 26 August emphasizing local rather than 

international issues. Before they could resolve the conflict, Dulles argued that the 900,000 

Palestinian refugees must be resettled, that mutual fear must be overcome, and that permanent 

borders must be agreed upon. He offered the services of the United States as mediator since 

it was a "friend of both Israelis and Arabs." Understanding that the Arabs saw no threat from 

the Russians, Dulles did not mention international communism once. He asked that "at a time 

when a great effort is neing made to ease the tension which has long prevailed between Soviet 

and Western worlds, can we not hope that a similar spirit prevail in the Near East." Nasser 

did not react unfavoranly towards Dulles' speech and cracked down on the left wing press 

who had made a practice of criticizing the West and promoting the Soviet Union. Dulles 

reported to Eisenhower that the Aran reaction to Alpha was "not as violently against as was 

feared" and promptl y went on a two-week vacation .I~ 

lust nt!fore Dulles went on vacation, the State Department leaked a story to the press on 

30 August reporting that the Soviet Union would sell arms to Egypt. Dulles hoped that his 

leaking of the arms deal nef()rehand would at least deflate the issue or at best pressure Nasser 

to cancel the deal. Dulles' statements made Nasser "quite upset," and Nasser reportedly said 

IIDulles to Byroade, 20 Aug 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 376-8; Byroade to State Department, 
24 Aug 55, Ibid., 387-8; Memo of Conversation, 25 Aug 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 397; Byroade 
to Allen, 26 Aug 55, Ibid .• 398-9. 

12Alpha Speech, 19 Aug 55, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, Dulles-Herter Series, Box 
4, Aug 55. (I); Byroade to State Department, 27 Aug 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 402-3, Byroade 
to State Department, 26 Aug 55, Ibid., 404; Byroade to Dulles, 1 Sep 55, 611.74/9-155; 
Dulles to Eisenhower, I Sep 55, Dulles Papers, White House Memo Series, Box 3, White 
House Correspondence-General, 1955, (I). 
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that he "considered it a most unwelcome public approach on one of his principal problems." 

Dulles had stolen Nasser's thunder. 13 

The following day Egyptian Foreign Minister Mohammed Fawzi told Byroade that the 

administration should invite Nasser for a state visit as soon as possible. Nasser had already 

tentatively decided to visit Moscow early next year. Nasser now wanted to visit the United 

States before his trip to Moscow. It was part of Nasser's positive neutralism in maintaining a 

halance between the superpowt!rs. If ht! was to visit Moscow, he would have to visit 

Washington. However, the question rt!mained how would he balance the arms sale. '4 

The answer was simple. Hoover cabled Byroade informing him that the "invitation 

would seem more logical following progress on some of the problems of which the Secretary 

recently spoke." acceptance of the Alpha plan. Thus, if Nasser was going to practice his 

neutralist game, he would do so on American terms. The problem with this thinking was that 

it was much easier fiJr Nasser to buy arms from the Soviet Union than it was to make peace 

with Israel. The first step would be in ending the horder raids along the Gaza frontier. I~ 

Elmore Jackson. the UN observer for the American Friends Service Committee, acted 

as an informal mediator between Nasser. Fawzi, Israeli Minister of Defense David Ben 

Gurion. and Prime Minister Moshe Sharett. Egypt and Israel agreed to a UN cease-tire on 8 

Septemher. As to Alpha, Ambassador Eban advised the State Department that Israel was 

"impressed" with Dulles's speech and were willing to negotiate on all issues save for the 

13NYF, 31 Aug 55: I and 3; Byroade to Dulles, 31 Aug 55,611.74/8-3055; See Note 2, 
FRUS 55-57. 14: 436. 

'4Byroade to State Department. I Sep 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 435-7. 

'~Hoover to Cairo, 3 Sep 55,611.74/9-155. 
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proposed "changes in the frontiers," specifically the Negev. 

Prime Minister Nuri al Said of Iraq said that he would follow the lead of Egypt. In Egypt, 

Fawzi informed Byroade that Egypt was ready to go forward with Alpha and might even be 

willing to compromise on the Negev issue. Yet, he ominously advised Byroade that "no 

significant body of opinion in the Arab world was seeking an immediate settlement," and 

many believed that "time was essentially now on the side of the Arabs." Thus, he urged that 

they must make "progress" in the next few months. If not, the "Arab attitude might well 

harden." This strength would turn out to be primarily drawn from the Soviet Union. 16 

By mid September the proverbial ball was in Egypt's court. If Nasser would make 

peace with Israel. the administration would accede to his wishes to be crowned leader of the 

Arah world. The always hlunt Hoover cabled Byroade to inform Nasser that the "gratifying" 

Alpha situation "affllrds Egypt the best opportunity to exert leadership among the Arab 

states." Hoover also warned that "otherwise leadership might fall in other hands," threatening 

that the United States may drop Nasser if he does not cooperate. Promoting the Egyptian 

position. Byroade ohjected to any threats towards Nasser and outrageously suggested that the 

administration dump the Baghdad Pact in favor of Nasser. In London, Russell and 

Shuckburgh of the Alpha team recommended inaction. 17 

16Lawson to Allen, 1 Sep 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 431-32; Lawson to State Department, 
Ibid., 439-40; See Editorial Note 262, Ibid., 448-9; Memo of Conversation, 6 Sep 55, Ibid., 
451-3; Gallman to State Department, 7 Sep 55, Ibid., 454-5; Byroade to State Department, 14 
St!P 55, Ibid., 468-9. 

I7Byroadt! to State Department, 11 Sep 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 461-3; Byroade to State 
Department, II Sep 55, Ibid., 12: 155-6; Hoover to Cairo, 15 Sep 55, Ibid., 14: 471-2; 
Ihid .. 472-3; Hoover to Dulles, 19 Sep 55, Ibid., 481; Byroade to Hoover, 20 Sep 55, Ibid., 
483-4; Hoover to Byroade, 20 Sep 55, Ibid., 491-22; Minutes of Meetings, 20 Sep 55, Ibid., 
485-91; Minutt!s of Meetings, 21 Sep 55, Ibid., 493-5. 

----_ ..•..... _-_.-. 
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By this time, Dulles had come back from his vacation to attend the UN meetings in 

New York. He returned to find Nasser accepting Soviet Arms, his Ambassador in Egypt 

arguing for the arming of Egypt and the dissolution of the Baghdad Pact, and the Alpha team 

caught in the middle. He bluntly told Byroade the there would be no "de facto abandonment" 

of the Baghdad Pact. Furthermore, it was up to Egypt to act now before any American arms 

were delivered or visit made. Dulles refused to accede to Nasser's blackmail. On 20 

Septemher, Dulles met with Soviet Foreign Minister Molotov who was in New York to attend 

the UN meetings and decided to put some pressure on him. Dulles asked about the arms 

sales. Molotov replied that it was a "commercial" sale and was not political. Dulles warned 

that the sale would alter the halance of power in the region that could lead to a regional war. 

Molotov ignored such an argument and outrageously said that the Soviet Union saw "no 

complication of the situation in the area." It was ohvious to Dulles that pressuring the Soviets 

would lead no where despite the rhetoric of the "Spirit of Geneva." After the meeting with 

Molotov. Dulles telephoned Hoover in Washington to discuss the situation in Egypt and 

Molotov's evasion. I~ 

Hoover told Dulles that the "hoys in NEA" have heen thinking over the problem and 

decided that "we should make one further tinal try [to change Nasser's mind] if it is not too 

late." However, he said that there were "misunderstandings and difficulties with respect to 

our man who is there," a reference to Byroade's general sympathy with Nasser. Hoover 

suggested dispatching Roosevelt to talk with Nasser. Although, Hoover figured that sending 

Roosevelt would "raise an explosion on the part of our man there," he recommended it 

'HDulles to Byroade, 20 Sep 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 482; See Editorial Note 286, Ibid., 
483. 
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anyway. Although, Roosevelt was a CIA man, the State Department hatched the plan to send 

him out. Dulles mentioned that Nasser wanted to talk to Roosevelt and have Byroade 

recalled, but Dulles was not willing to do that since he still had confidence in Byroade. 

Instead, Dulles told Hoover to inform Byroade that the "CIA is planning" the Roosevelt 

mission and that the "CIA wants to send him out." This would give Byroade that impression 

that Roosevelt was not "supplanting" him. Rather than send out a State Department official, 

HOllver believed that they could secretly send Roosevelt without "being picked up" by the 

press or unfriendly players. So Dulles and Hoover decided to send a CIA man on a State 

Department mission under the cover of a CIA mission. 19 

On 21 September. Nasser sent Ambassador Hussein to inform Byroade that the Soviet 

arms deal "was now an accomplished fact." Byroade's interference with the proposed and 

then canceled retaliatory raids against Israel had angered Nasser. Subsequently, he was no 

longer speaking 10 Byroade. Speaking for Nasser, Hussein maintained that "things had 

reached a point where he [Nasser) could not hold off revolution in the Army if he did not 

accept." Hussein reminded Byroade that Egypt needed to negotiate with Israel "from a 

pllsition of strength instead of weakness." A point, Hussein argued, that Americans should 

understand since it was America's philosophy in the Cold War. Such logic could not be 

countered. :'() 

An intelligence report contirmed the "embarrassing" size of the Soviet-Egyptian arms 

agreement. The deal included 200 jet aircraft, 100 heavy tanks, six torpedo boats, and two 

I~Dulles Telephone Conversation with Hoover, 20 Sep 55, Dulles Papers, Telephone Call 
Series, Box 4, Telephone Conversations-General, I Sep 55-30 Dec 55, (I). 

:,(IByroade to State Department, 21 Sep 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 497-8. 
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submarines totaling close to $86 million to be paid in Egyptian exports--it was three to four 

times that size that the United States had offered Egypt. Department of Defense analysts later 

tigured that the arms deal was actually worth $200 million but that the Soviets were selling 

the equipment at ridiculously low prices. The intelligence report added that the Soviets were 

attempting to pressure Nasser to convince his allies, Syria and Saudi Arabia, to purchase 

Russian weapons also. Russia also offered Egypt security guarantees. The Russians were 

making a big move in the Middle East contrary to what Molotov told Dulles.21 

Surprisingly, Dulles accepted Nasser's logic behind the Soviet arms deal. Dulles 

telephoned Eisenhower to contirm the deal. Warning the president that the Israelis will want 

to attack or demand some sort of security guarantee, he advised against anything like that 

since it would "throw the Arabs in the hands of the Soviets." He maintained that the British 

want a joint approach, but Dulles argued that he "doesn't think that is the point to attack it." 

He told Eisenhower that Nasser would be overthrown if he did not accept the deal and 

maintained that Nasser "is not happy about it." the deal, "but he is held in power by the 

Army." Dulles said that" Mosww is the place to stop it" and urged the president to contact 

Bulganin. Eisenhower was upset over the Russian's apparent proclivity to upset the "Spirit of 

Geneva" especially after Bulganin had just sent him a letter concerning disarmament and 

agreed to Dulles' tactic. Finally sent in October, the letter to Bulganin had little effect on the 

sale. That evening, Eisenhower suffered a heart attack that would take him out of action for 

weeks. Dulles was now in exclusive control of Foreign policy. He and his brother Allen 

~lArmstrong to Dulles, 23 Sept 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 507-8; JCS Memo, 5 Oct 55, JCS 
Chairman's File. RG 218, Radford, 1953-57, Box 8, .091 Egypt (I954-Aug 56). 
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hoped that Kim Roosevelt could clarify the situation.22 

Roosevelt, with Copeland in tow, arrived in Cairo on the 25th to meet with Nasser. 

Contrary to some reports, Roosevelt did not go to Egypt to dissuade Nasser from accepting 

arms but rather to find a way to ameliorate the public effects of the arms deal or "at least 

softening the blow." the plan hatched with Dulles and the NEA on the original suggestion of 

Byroade. Roosevelt reported that in a long meeting that lasted until midnight, he had gotten 

Nasser to agree to issue a public statement of peaceful intentions towards Israel to placate 

American public opinion while heing "palatable to the Arab world." Nasser assured 

Roosevelt that he would not hecome a "stooge" for the Soviets and that he would follow the 

administration's advice and play down the arms deal. Roosevelt reported that Nasser was 

quite reasonahle and added that "Nasir remains our best, if not our only, hope here." 

Roosevelt helieved that Nasser did not want to use the deal as a propaganda weapon and 

hoped that publicity could he kept to a minimum. In addition, it seemed that Hoover's 

distrust of Byroade was misplaced. The only prohlem arose when the British leaked the news 

of the arms deal to the press the following day. This again irritated Nasser since he correctly 

helieved that Byroadc had told the British everything. Nasser reacted by hastily announcing 

the deal during a photo-op in Cairo on 27 September. This turned out to be a mild 

anti-Western speech that chided the Western powers for refusing to sell him weapons. Nasser 

12Dulles to Eisenhower, 23 Sep 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 509-10; Eisenhower, Malldate, 
635-7; Dulles Telephone Conversation with Allen Dulles, 24 Sep 55, Dulles Papers, 
Telephone Call Series, Box 4, Telephone Conversations-General, I Sep 55-30 Dec 55, (1). 



180 

argued that the deal was one of necessity and survival.23 

Dulles took stock on Roosevelt's information and met with MacmiIlan, Russell and 

Shuckburgh in New York on the 26th to discuss the Egyptian situation. The British arrived in 

no mood to accept Nasser's deal. Macmillan suggested to "reward the good boys [Iraq] and 

punish the bad rEgypt]." Dulles objected and said that would create an "expensive process" 

of competing with the Soviets who had loads of obsolete equipment with which they could 

dole out at cut-rate prices. As to East-West relations, he said that this "transaction will go far 

to shatter the spirit of Geneva." Macmillan then suggested that "we could turn to the stick," 

give Nasser an ultimatum, "make life impossible for" him, and "ultimately bring about his fall 

hy various pressures." It was the typical British example of imperialist thought, keep the 

wogs in thdr place. It was also an example of the growing British thinking that they might 

have to get rid of Nasser. Dulles avoided commenti~g on such talk and just agreed that the 

Alpha team should draw up a list of more appropriate suggestions?1 

That evening Macmillan and Dulles agreed on the proper reaction to the arms deal. 

They decided to approach Molotov the ttlllowing day and warn him that "the whole Spirit of 

Geneva would he seriously jeopardized" and that the deal would "intlame Arah-Israel 

relations" and undermine Dulles' attempts to hring peace to the region. Unwisely bowing to 

British pressure, Dulles decided to make "simultaneous" approaches to Nasser. It turned out 

:!3Copeland, Game, 133-43: Heikal, Cutting, 76-78; State Department to UN 27 Sep 55, 
FRUS 55-57, 14: 520-1; Ibid., 522-3; NIT, 28 Sep 55: 1 and 4. 

~4Memo of Conversation, 26 Sep 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 516-7. 
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to be a big mistake. Dulles should have followrAl his plan to ignore the arms deal. Russell 

drew up an oral message and a letter with Dulles' approval and instructions for Byroade to 

personally deliver it to Nasser. The message was more like a bit of advice and lament rather 

than an attempt to dissuade Nasser. It was a warning to Nasser that the Russians were up to 

no good and that playing the Russian game was dangerous. Also, it hoped that Nasser could 

still take the lead on Alpha before an arms race that would lead to a "greater disaster in the 

future." war with Israel. Furthermore, Dulles warned that further deals with the Soviets 

might jeopardize the Aswan Dam pruject.:!.~ 

Back in Cairo. Nasser threw a dinner party at the home of Ambassador Hussein for his 

American friends, Roosevelt, Copeland, Byroade, and Johnston. In fact, Nasser and 

Rllosevdt arrived arm in arm laughing and telling jokes. Drinks were poured, cigarettes lit, 

hut the convivial atmosphere was suddenly broken. For some unknown reason, Byroade lost 

his temper and began criticizing Nasser for operating a "police state" run by "juvenile 

delinquents. He complained that a Mr. Finch, an economic officer of the embassy, had heen 

heaten up by some trade unionists in Suez. This was not the first time Finch had been 

harassed nor the tirst time that Byroade had complained to Nasser. The previous month, 

Nasser had assured him that it would never happen again. Whatever the circumstances, 

Nasser took the behavior as an insult, snuffed out his cigarette, and stormed out of the party. 

A shocked Roosevelt and Johnston cabled Secretary Dulles complaining of "Byroade's 

extraordinary behavior" and suggested that maybe he should be recalled since his relationship 

with Nasser might jeopardize their respective missions. Unbeknownst to Roosevelt and 

:!.~Dulles to Hoover. 27 Sep 55. FRUS 55-57, 14: 524-6; Ibid., 527-8. 
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Johnston, Nasser did not take the matter too seriously and was surprised that they were so 

upset. He later remarked to Copeland that "Hank's always blowing up like that" and he 

hoped that they "didn't make too much of it. "26 

Not knowing of Nasser's level of forgiveness, Dulles and Hoover decided to rush 

Assistant Secretary of State George Allen to Cairo to deliver the letter since they believed that 

Byroade could not now "effectively deliver those notes." They did not want to recall Byroade 

sinl:e that would give the impression of over real:tion. Hoover cabled Byroade instructing him 

not to deliver the message. Dulles also told Allen to "find out" about the "relationship 

between Byroade and Nasser." Dulles and Hoover I:reated yet another cover story. This 

time, they desl:ribed the mission as a "routine" trip to the Middle East. Such a story fooled 

no one, and the press implied that Dulles sent Allen there to stop the arms deal if possible. 

On the other hand, Nasser interpreted the press reports that Allen was delivering an ultimatum 

and threatened 10 deport Allen onl:e he arrived. The Dulles brother's tactic of using different 

diplomatic wntal:lS I:reated a seriocomic situation that fortunately had no serious negative 

I:onsequenl:es. ~7 

LUl:kily, Nasser, Roosevelt, and Byroade straightened out their misunderstandings 

before Allen arrived. Allen's meeting with Nasser was subsequently anticlimactic and 

unnel:essary. Allen was careful to insure that Nasser could not interpret Dulles' warnings as 

an ultimatum. Although, an oftidal response to Nasser was necessary, by making it public, 

26Copeland, Game, 135-43; Copeland, Game Player, 199-200; Heikal, Sphinx, 60-3; 
Cutting, 76-78; Byroade to State Department, 11 Aug 55, 611.74/8-1155 

27Hoover to Dulles, 28 Sep 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 533; Ibid., 534-5; NIT, 29 Sep 55: 1 
and 10; Ihid .. I 01:155: 2. 
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Dulles played into the hands of the Soviets who were hoping to gain much notoriety and 

prestige in the Middle East. As Allen left Nasser's office he noticed the Soviet Ambassador 

Daniel Solod waiting in the anteroom. Hoping to capitalize on the American miscues, Solod 

informed Nasser that the United States would cut off all aid with Egypt, and he offered that 

the Soviet Union was "prepared" to take the Americans' place as the biggest patron of Egypt. 

This would include financing of the Aswan dam. Accepting such an offer, however, would 

upset Nasser's policy of playing one side off against the other. He was not about to acquiesce 

to the Soviet proposal. Copeland later aptly described the affair as "Allen's Lost 

Weekend. "~H 

Subsequent Egyptian public announcements remained restrained and retlected 

Roosevdt's advice tll Nasser. Angry over all the press leaks, Nasser decided to leak some 

news himself. He told the New York Times that he had informed the Eisenhower 

administration in June that he was contemplating buying arms from the Soviets. Saying that 

"it seems they thought it was a bluff," the dictator again repeated his need to counter Israel's 

mounting superiority and revealed that France had sold Israel large amounts of tanks and jet 

aircraft and blamed France ti.lr aggravating the situation. In a speech to the Nation on 2 

October, he described Western arms policy towards Egypt as "nothing but a trick and a bid 

tor domination" to keep Egypt weak and manipulative; an assertion that was basically correct. 

Yet, in his interview in the New York Times, he hoped for better relations with the United 

States. Referring to the Arab-Israeli conflict, he "insisted that Egypt had no aggressive 

~MCopeland, Game. 140-3; Heikal, Cutting., 77-8; Allen to State Department, 1 Oct 55, 
FRUS 55-57. 14: 537-40; Allen to State Department, 3 Oct 55, Ibid., 551-2; See Note 6, 
Ihid .• 552. 



intention toward Israel." As to peace with Israel, Nasser said that "no Arab is saying now 

that we must destroy Israel" and added that Israel must allow the refugees to return home if 

they wished. He said that reduction of tensions and resolution of outstanding issues would 

take time. Nasser was obviously willing to continue to explore the Alpha initiative.29 

Back in Washington, Dulles and Macmillan continued their discussions concerning 

Egypt. In an astute ohservation, Dulles warned Macmillan not to take any "threatening or 

drastic step at this time" that might turn the entire Arab world against the West. Dulles 

argutXl that Nasser "wishtXl to adopt a position similar to that of Tito's in Yugoslavia" and 

remarktXl that "Egypt as a neutralist would he more tolerahle than as a Communist satellite" 

and argued that they should "temporize" their policy to Egypt. The plan was to continue to 

persuade Nasser to make peace with Israel and agree to the Johnston Jordan River 

development plan. The alternative, trying to depose Nasser, would probahly lead to further 

Arah hostil ity and Soviet gains in the area.;l() 
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For Dulles. the serious prohlem. was change in Soviet policy. The secretary 

complaintXl that since Geneva, the Soviets have adopttXl a new spirit of good relations with 

all. He lamented that "if we consider ourselves entitled to go visiting Moscow, talking to the 

Russians, dealing hetween East and West, how can we complain about small countries like 

Egypt doing the same?" Dulles admitted that "we cannot he very stern with Nasser for 

accepting the fruits of change in Soviet policy." He argued that the United States could not 

compete with the easy terms of Soviet arms deals. Unlike the United States, the Soviet Union 

~9NIT, 6 Oct 55: I and 4; Ibid., 4 Oct 55: 4. 

;l(IMemo of Conversation. 3 Oct 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 542-50. 
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could pick and choose its targets and "subvert other countries one by one." For example, he 

said that American commitments to Korea and Japan alone amounted to $1 billion a year. 

Dulles commented that "if it were not for these commitments, we could take $100,000,000 

and buy Egypt off." There was, however, reason to hope. Egypt's huge purchases from 

Russia could "create heavy economic burdens" that the Egyptians may later regret. 

Furthermore, if the Soviet Union developed a mutual security program like America's, the 

Russians ~ould run into the same prohlems as the United States. In the end, the Soviets could 

not afttlflJ it and would hankrupt themselves. Moreover, the Russians might find dealing with 

Egypt just as difficult as the West had. The other big problem was Israel. 

Dulles recounted his conversation with Ambassador Eban concerning the Egyptian arms 

deal. Eban said that the "lines in the Near East were now clearly drawn." According to 

Dulles, Eban wanted a security pact and military assistance. Eban warned that Israel would 

"not sit here like a rabbit waiting for the kill." Dulles worried that Israel might start a 

preventive war. Macmillan added that the Tripartite Declaration was now dead since the 

Soviets had entered the scene. If there were to be peace, America would have to act 

With the Soviets in the game, the problem of doing business ill the Middle East became 

the main item on the agenda at the NSC on 6 October. Nixon asked it the "time had now 

come for a thorough re-examination of U.S. policy in the Middle East?" Dulles replied 

affirmatively but added that "events were moving so fast in this area" that he had to make 

decisions without consulting the NSC. Written plans and policies were just too inflexible to 

31Memo of Conversation. 3 Oct 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 542-50; Shuckburgh, 287; Dulles to 
Amman, 2 Oct 55. FRUS 55-57, 14: 540-1. 
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react to the constantly changing political landscape of the region. The only hope was an 

agreement on Alpha. Understanding the obstinacy of all involved, Allen Dulles correctly 

pointed out that "neither side to the Arab-Israeli dispute desired a permanent solution" since 

they wanted to keep "their quarrel alive" for domestic political reasons. Despite such gloom, 

the administration decided to act unilaterally if war broke out in the Middle East through the 

use of economic sanctions, the UN, a naval blockade, or military intervention. If the United 

States could not force the warring parties to make peace, it could at least quickly put a stop to 

any major hostilities and thus protect the vital oil resources. Although unknown at the time, 

these actions would be the blueprint for reacting to the Suez crisis of 1956 and would not only 

he appl ied to the nations of the region but to American allies as well. 32 

In his puhlic speech on 2 October, Nasser descrihed the Czech arms deal as the 

"turning point in Egyptian history." If Bandung had introduced Nasser to the international 

community. the arms deal had tinally made him a legitimate Arab leader. Seeing the beauty 

of multilateral ism. a surprised Nasser discovered that the transaction had made him a popular 

man not only in Egypt hut in the entire Arab world. He had accomplished a feat that made 

him appear that he was "scoring off the British and Americans," an always popular thing in 

the Middle East. The Soviet Union also reaped the dividends of popularity. Eisenhower's 

"Spirit of Geneva" designed to lessen East-West tension had the opposite effect in the Third 

World. With their new image of respectability, it would now be more difficult to contain the 

Soviet Union. Allen Dulles commented that he "was inclined to fear that current Soviet 

activities were more insidious and more difficult to combat than they had been before" the 

J2NSC Memo. 17 Oct 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 592-603; Memo of Discussion, 20 Oct 55, 
Ihid., 616-30; NSC Memo, 24 Oct 55, Ibid., 639-41. 
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Geneva Conference. With a touch of histrionics, Prime Minister Eden viewed the arms deal 

as the "most sinister event in East-West conflict since the Soviets took over Czechoslovakia." 

The Israelis were much more forthright. Prime Minister Sharett said that "Nasser had 

returned from Bandung with a swelled head and an inflated idea of his position and 

importance." Now, the arms deal had shown that he "was unreliable and a troublemaker." 

Sharett concluded that "Nasser must go" or "be destroyed." Ben Gurian told Cyrus 

Sulzberger of the New York 1imes that be(;ause of the arms deal "we would have to smash 

them." Dulles worried that the" Arab-Egyptian problem ... was filled with danger and we 

(;ould lose the whole Arab world." He told Nixon that "it could be as dangerous as the loss 

of China was." In the United States. Dulles and his advisors in the State Department and 

CIA decided that Alpha remained the best hope of defusing the time bomb of the conflicting 

goals of the various players now involved in the Middle East.)) 

)) Allen to State Department, 3 Oct 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 551-2; Trevelyan to Foreign 
Office, PREM 11/859; 262nd Meeting of the NSC, 20 Oct 55, Eisenhower Papers, NSC 
Series, Box 7; Record of Conversation, 23 Sep 55, FO 800/689; Lawson to State Department, 
14 Oct 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 590-1; See Note 2, Ibid., 591. Dulles Telephone Conversation 
with Nixon, 17 Oct 55, Dulles Papers. Telephone Calls Series, Telephone 
Conversations-General, I Sep 55-30 Dec (3), Box 4. 



CHAPTER 8 

THE ALPHA AND OMEGA AND THE VICIOUS CIRCLE 

Well, Senator, we are working very, 
very hard, on it [peace], and I would 
not want to put any estimate on the 
l!hanl!es of SUl!l!ess. They seem to vary 
from day to day ... lone dayj you may 
feel you are set back somewhat, and then 
the next day you will get a little more 
hopeful, but ever sinl!e last summer we 
have made that a very major aspect of our 
polky. 

Secretary Dulles before the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, 
January 19561 

The fall of 1955 marked the dedine of traditionall!ontainment policies in the Middle 

East based on the Tripartite Dedaration of 1950 and the Baghdad Pal!t. The Middle East's 

tendenl!Y towards multilateralism coupled with the "Spirit of Geneva" and Moscow's new 

interest in the Third World made obsolete the ring of alliances built up under two different 
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presidential administrations. Such alliances looked good on maps, but in practical terms could 

not stem Russian intluence. Peaceful coexistence meant competition and the history of the 

Eastern Question insured that the countries of the region would invite competition in the name 

of neutralism. The introduction of Soviet arms was a good example of the "quick grab" and 

IExecutive Sessiolls of the Sell ate Foreign Relations Committee, (Historical Series), vol. 
8, (Washington: GPO, 1978), 32. 

------.--------- -
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initiated a series of events that turned the United States against Nasser. In 1956, Secretary of 

State John Foster Dulles implemented the Alpha plan in one final attempt to bring peace to the 

region. He hoped that the appeal to regional concerns would break the psychological gridlock 

of the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

A group of United States senators led by Leverett Saltonstall of Massachusetts visited 

Egypt in October and got a taste of the intricacies of Middle Eastern politics first hand. On 

their way to a meeting with Nasser, the Senators ran across an Egyptian midget collecting 

alms. Believing that the midget was soliciting money ostensibly for a children's charity 

society, the senators gave him some money. Later, it turned out that it was "Armaments 

Week" in Cairo, and the midget was collecting money fiJI' an Egyptian arms fund raising 

lfrive. The local press proclaimed that the senators had given "all the money they had" to the 

milfget. The embarrassed senators later pleaded ignorance to the midget's cause. In the 

Middle East. things were not always what they seemed to be to Western eyes. One could 

argue that this incidt!nt typified relations with the Third World. The "little people" who 

received the senators' largesse, interprett!d the Westerners' good intentions dift'erently.~ 

In the context of such cultural differences, Dulles pushed for a comprehensive peace in 

the region The warint!ss of Egypt and Israel to any peace plan reflected the tendency in the 

region towards homeostasis. Dulles required the proper incentives and punishments to pull it 

off. The problem was that the State Department had few cards to play. With the Soviet 

Union in the game, tht! United States could not just bribe the Egyptians with military or 

economic assistance. since the Russians could match them and give the best payment terms. 

In October, the Soviet Ambassador to Egypt, Daniel Salad, publicly announced that the 

WIT. 18 Oct 55: 4. 
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Soviet Union had offered Egypt equipment and technical assistance to build the Aswan Dam. 

With Israel, the United States had not sold them any arms, but weapons were flowing freely 

from France, and even the Soviets offered them arms. Despite this, the Israelis wanted 

American arms to strengthen their ties to America. The thinking was that if the United States 

gave Israel arms once, it would be easier to pressure them in providing more. It would be 

the thin edge of the wedge. But arms to Israel would throw Nasser into a frenzy. The 

United States could threaten a Western embargo, but that might lead to Israel's destruction. 

Relying on unilateral military action to force a dictated peace was a last resort that had few 

hackers. The only incentive was the self-interest of all for peace. However, the inclination 

of Middle Eastern leaders to view every solution as a zero-sum game made peace negotiations 

difficult. Dulles would rely on hluff which proved to he a tricky proposition. He would go 

tll the hrink with the countries involved as he had done with the Suez base negotiations with a 

secret Alpha mission as his instrument.' 

Personally. Dulles was in a quandary concerning the Middle East. In his personal 

notes. Dulles worried that much of "United States policy runs counter to the ... desires of 

the Arahs." Furthermore. the Middle East area was a "natural one for exploitation by the 

Soviet Union." On top of that, the Spirit of Geneva was undermining American policy in the 

region. If the United States worked toward the "peaceful liberation of European satellites," 

then the "Soviets now feel that they can move in the Middle East with less danger of this 

provoking a general war because of Geneva." Dulles believed that the "stakes" were 

"immense" in that "two-thirds of all the known oil reserves of the world" were the prize. He 

'NIT, I I Oct 55: I and 5; Ibid .. 14 Oct 55: 9; Memo of Conversation, 11 Oct 55, FRUS 
55-57. 14: 570-6. 
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considered options such as dealing direct with the Soviet Union in a sphere of influence 

agreement, scuttling the Spirit of Geneva that might lead to war, backing Iraq "to split the 

Arab world," isolating Egypt, or compelling Israel to accept the return of Arab refugees and 

surrender a piece of the Negev desert in exchange for peace. Dulles decided to pursue the 

last option despite possible pressure from Congress and the Zionist lobby. 4 

Meanwhile, a panicky Macmillan urged Dulles and the State Department to back the 

Aswan Dam project hefore the Soviets moved in. He worried that the Russians would replace 

the Western allies as the great power in the region. They agreed that they must push forward 

on the Aswan project het()re the "Kremlin will capitalize on it." Dulles commented that 

Nasser wanted to he another Tito hut worried that unlike Tito who was a "past master at 

dealing with tht! Kremlin." Nasser was "unversed" in Moscow's game of domination. 

Macmillan viewed the bendits of the dam as long term saying that when Nasser was long 

gllne the dam will remain "for generations" as an "outstanding symbol" of Western good will. 

They worried that if they financed the dam, Nasser might think that his policy of playing off 

the East and West was working. Thus. they agreed to inform Nasser that the Aswan project 

would be a reward for not buying any more arms from Russia and settling with Israel. ~ 

Hoover briefed the president on the Aswan Dam saying that they would commit in a 

week or so on the "largest single project yet undertaken anywhere in the world." On 1 

December, Hoover presented the details of the Aswan project to the National Security Council 

meeting at Camp David. Secretary Dulles argued that thinking behind the project was that if 

4Dulles Notes, 17 Oct 55, FRUS 55-57, 12: 172-3. 

~AJdrich to State Department, 20 Oct 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 633; Memo of Conversation, 
26 Oct 55, Ibid., 650-6. 
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the "Egyptians accepted, it would certainly be highly impractical for Egypt to switch to a 

Suviet satellite status." Although he did not reveal the details, Dulles added that a quid pro 

quo for peace with Israel was implicit. Secretary of the Treasury George Humphrey objected 

to the whole project and described it as "completely Communistic." He argued that the 

United States should not be involved in developing such a "socialized economy in Egypt for 

all the world to look at." Eisenhower replied that government financing of huge public works 

projects such as the Hoover Dam was a "traditional" American practice. The NSC approved 

the project. On 16 Del.:ember, Hoover and British Ambassador Roger Makins officially 

tendered the offer to tinanl.:e the Aswan Dam to Ambassador Ahmed Hussein in Washington.6 

Without intllrming the British, Dulles dedded to go forward with an American plan to 

bring peal.:e to the region. Hoover and Dulles had decided in late October to send a secret 

emissary to the Middle East to reach a settlement between Israel and the Arab states. Dulles 

wanted Dean Rusk. a Demol.:rat and president of the Rockefeller Foundation, since the 

"situation ... calls f()r bipartisanship," to act as the go-between. In fact, both Arabs and 

Israelis had approached Rusk to act as a mediator. However, Rusk declined the invitation, 

and Dulles decided to send Robert Anderson, the former Deputy Secretary of Defense and 

close friend of Eisenhower. Dulles made this dedsion during the Paris talks but kept it highly 

seaet. Byroade. who was at the talks, went back to Egypt to sound out Nasser. 7 

Also in late October, the CIA produced its analysis of the current situation in Egypt 

that reinforl.:ed the plan of Dulles and Hoover. According to CIA sources in Cairo, Nasser 

6Hoover Memo, 28 Nov 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 809-10; Memo of Conversation, I Dec 55, 
Ibid., 812-17; Hoover to Cairo 16 Del.: 55, Ibid., 869-70. 

1Huover to Dulles, 29 Ol.:t 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 674-5; See also notes 2,3 and 4, Ibid., 
675. 
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was "reportedly anxious to reach an earliest possible settlement with Israel." Allen Dulles 

also sent his brother a cable arguing that "negotiations with Nasser would be long, difficult 

and uncertain." However, if they decided to "isolate and destroy Nasser [an argument 

promoted by some of the British1, this presents grave danger." Israel might launch a 

preventive war. He concluded that no reasonable solution existed unless America and Britain 

were willing to use military force in the area to enforce their policies. CIA and State 

Department planners recommended that "we should have one more good go-around with" 

Nasser.H 

Back in Cairo. Byroade had a two and a half hour discussion with Nasser on the 

evening of I Novemher to lay the groundwork for the Anderson Mission. He told Nasser that 

Secretary Dulles "had no punitve feelings toward him" and that American concerns over the 

Sllviet arms deal was not with Egypt. since "under his management" there was little threat of 

Soviet penetration, hut with the other "weak and leftist-ridden governments" in the area. 

Furthermore, he maintained that a peace with Israel was in everyone's hest interest. He 

urged Nasser to make peace since he was now in a position of strength and added that it was 

"impossible to separate the High Dam" from the greater question of peace. The expensive 

and long-term project required peace if Egypt was to prosper. Egypt could not afford both an 

arms race and the dam. Byroade assured Nasser that they would not encourage expansion of 

the Baghdad Pact as long as Nasser cooperated with the peace plan. Then Byroade told him 

what he really wanted to hear. If Nasser was willing to negotiate with Israel, the United 

States "would then be in a position behind him" and pressure Israel to compromise on land 

HHoover to Russell, 28 Oct 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 674; Allen Dulles Memo, 29 Oct 55, 
Dulles Papers, WHite House Memo Series, Box 8, Conversations with Allen Dulles (2); 
Hoover to Dulles, 29 Oct 55. FRUS 55-57. 15: 677-9. 
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concessions. Nasser agreed to secret negotiations. Further talks were conducted between 

Byroade and Fawzi to discuss the timing, tactics, and personalities of the approach. Like the 

Suez talks, Byroade presented Fawzi with the plan of the Anderson Mission as an outline. 

Fawzi then presented it as the Egyptian proposal, and Nasser later approved it. It appeared 

that the Egyptians were now firmly on board. Still recuperating from his heart attack, 

Eisenhower was finally informed on 9 November of the proposed Anderson mission. Hoover 

told the president that they would send Anderson to the Middle Ea'it to "get Nasser back on 

track." The president expressed his agreement with the plan and, in November and 

Decemher, made a few public pronouncements urging a peaceful settlement. 9 

While in Paris attending the Foreign Ministers' Conference, Dulles met with Prime 

Minister Moshe Sharett of Israel to lay the groundwork with the Israelis. Sharett warned 

Dulles that Israel might em hark on a "preventive war" unless the West matched the Soviet 

arms deal with Egypt. Dulles replied that the United States viewed the current situation in the 

Middle East as the "most serious situation to arise since World War II, more far-reaching in 

consequence than Korea." However, he argued that the "only way to deal with the situation 

is for Israel to work out a settlement with the Arahs." Reminding Sharett that the Tripartite 

Dedaration of 1950 stipulating all ied intervention "works hoth ways," he told him in no 

uncertain terms that America would act to stop any "preventive war" no matter how 

"emharrassed" it would be to have to act against Israel. A few days later, Israeli Cabinet 

decided to purchase $50 million in weapons from France. Shortly thereafter, the hardliner 

9Byroade to Dulles, 2 Nov 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 693-96; Byroade to Dulles, 9 Nov 55, 
Ibid., 724-5; Dulles to Byroade, 11 Nov 55, Ibid., 732; Byroade to State Department, 17 
Nov 55, Ibid., 781; See editorial note 393, Ibid., 725; Byroade to State Department, 27 Nov 
55, Ibid., 807-8. 

---- - ----~------
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David Ben Gurion became the new Prime Minister. Despite Dulles' warnings, the Israeli 

government began preparing for war. 10 

On his return to Washington, Dulles met again with Sharett, who was now acting as 

Foreign Minister in the Ben Gurion cabinet. It was supposed to be just a courtesy call by 

Sharett, who was in America to rally American public support for Israel. Dulles took the 

opportunity to bare his plans. He bluntly told Sharett that if the United States was to push for 

peace in the area, he "must know that there is flexibility" on Israel's part over land 

wncessions. mainly giving up some land in the Negev. Nasser wanted a land connection to 

the rest of the Arah world to the east. Sharelt replied that "giving up its sovereignty over 

present Israel territory to meet a whim of Nasir's ... would he the beginning of a slippery 

slope." Dulles retorted that "we are not talking ahout a whim" but "about the continued 

existence of Israel." He argued that a settlement would hring Israel peace and rollback Soviet 

intluen~e in the area. Israel would not he giving up something for nothing. Dulles believed 

that a settlement was possihle and only wanted to know if Israel would be flexible. Although 

Dulles "was against peace at any price." the only alternative would be general war. Sharett 

sait! that it might he possihle to accept small geographical concessions but not vital points 

such as the port at Elat or cutting Israel in two. As Sharett departed, Dulles demanded a 

written answer. II 

Sharett delivered his detailed reply on 6 December. In a roundabout way, the Israelis 

tirst declared that they did not think it was fair for Israel to give up any territory but later said 

IOMemo of Conversation, 28 Oct 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 670-2; Dulles to State Department, 
26 Oct 55, Ibid., 657-9; Hoover to Dulles, 5 Nov 55, Ibid., 713-16; Dulles to State 
Department, 10 Nov 55, Ibid., 728-32; White to State Department, 28 Oct 55, Ibid., 673. 

II Memo of Conversation, 21 Dec 55 FRUS 55-57, 14: 793-6. 
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that they were "prepared to discuss mutual adjustments of the armistice frontier" that did not 

chop up Israel. Sharett obviously was not happy with Dulles' plan but added that flexibility 

wuuld be there "provided the cession of territory is not made the starting point." Although 

the Israelis would make things difficult, Dulles believed they would be willing to compromise 

if they could obtain peace and recognition. Dulles instructed Byroade to inform Nasser of the 

Israeli position. To display their willingness to negotiate to the entire world, the Israeli 

government issued a public white paper outlining their desire for peace and addressing the 

issues Dulles spoke of in his 26 August speech. Thus, like the good lawyer he was, Dulles 

had brought all the players together as he had done in the Suez negotiations. The only trick 

now was to get Egypt and Israel to the peace tahle.l~ 

Now that he was fully recovered from his heart attack, Eisenhower decided to 

reevaluate American policy to the Third World. He was unhappy with the events in Egypt 

and the Middle East. During his I1rst NSC meeting since his heart attack, foreign aid, the 

Russians, and the Third World were high on the agenda. Secretary Dulles said that the 

"scene of the battle between the free world and the Communist world was shifting" to 

economic competition in the Third World. Nixon asked that why with less money the Soviets 

were making great inroads in the Middle East and Asia? CIA Director Dulles replied that the 

Third World had an "inferiority complex" with the United States. On the other hand, the 

Russians cleverly avoided the use of words such as "backward and unuerdeveloped." Also, 

they exercised greater flexibility in not requiring any quid pro quo and in accepting almost 

any kind of repayment, and barter arrangements to handle the surplus commodities, for 

I~Israeli Aide-Memoire, 6 Dec 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 823-5; Memo of Conversation, 6 
Dec 55, Ibid., 826-32: Dulles to Byroade, 6 Dec 55, Ibid., 835-6; State Department to Cairo, 
10 Dec 55, Ibid., 843-4; NIT, 19 Oct 55, I. 
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~xample cotton from Egypt or rice from Burma. He concluded that Soviet prestige was much 

higher than America's. Eisenhower suggested that they create a superfund to use at the 

pr~sident's discretion without congressional approval. He remarked that for "the want of a 

few million hucks had put the United States into a war in Korea. "13 

One prohlem was quite evident. The Eisenhower Administration's New Look policy 

relied on nuclear w~apons and political alliances. In fact, they had lowered spending on 

fl)reign aid and conventional forces. That could be solved with more spending. Since the 

Arabs desired to avoid any alliance with the Western powers, the problem of political 

alliances had no equivalent solution. Three days later, at the weekly NSC meeting, 

Eis~nhoweJ' again ~mphasized a long term plan and remarked that America must "realize that 

we are playing this game of trying to outwit the Russians on something like a 40-year basis." 

In a private discussion that same day at Camp David, Eisenhower, Dulies, and other cabinet 

officers viewed Congressional restrictions on foreign aid as a major impediment to flexibility. 

Congress approved a detailed list of every economic and military aid program in each year's 

Mutual Security Program. Specific proposals often became political foothalls especially in 

election y~aJ's. Having the unpopular in mind, they all agreed that the president should 

mer~ly ask for g~n~ral authority in foreign aid. In the next budget for FY 1957, the 

administration asked for $100 million in discretionary foreign aid and an overall $1 billion 

illcreas~ in th~ for~ign aid budg~t to $3.7 bill ion:4 

13M~mll of Discussion, 21 Nov 55, FRUS 55-57, 10: 32-7. 

14Eisenhower to Dulles, 5 Dec 55, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, Dulles-Herter 
Series, Box 5; Memo of Discussion, 8 Dec 55, FRUS 55-57, 10: 44-64; Memo of 
Conversation, 9 Dec 55, Dulles papers, White House Memo Series, Box 3, Meetings with the 
President. 1955 (I): NIT, 18 Dec 55, I. 
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As to the military situation in the Third world, Special Assistant to the President and 

member of the Operations Coordinating Board, Nelson Rockefeller, gave the President a 

paper entitled, "Action Program for Free World Strength." In it, Rockefeller argued that the 

nation needed a "Mobile Ready Force," a forerunner of the Rapid Deployment Force of the 

1970s and 80s, to "put out brush-tire type wars" that nuclear deterrence could not deal with. 

This suggestion of fighting a "limited war" predated John F. Kennedy's policy of "flexible 

response" in the 196Os. The administration quietly implemented Rockefeller's suggestion in 

1957. 

To counter Soviet propaganda and popularity in the Third World, Dulles and Macmillan 

came up with an idea, during the Paris talks in October, of a "Bandung Conference in 

Reverse." The idea was for the old colonial powers to organize and plan independence 

programs tbr their wlonies in an attempt to regain the initiative in the Third World. Dulles 

contacted Dean Rusk to organize an unofficial group, and Macmillan got the Chatham House 

in London to work on it. Eisenhower approved the idea in late November. Dulles hoped that 

it "would capture the imagination of the peoples of the world." This interesting idea 

apparently became a casualty of the events of 1956. Once Macmillan left the Foreign Office, 

the British lost interest. Years later it would be part of Macmillan's "Winds of Change" 

policy, the decolonization of Africa. Events and personalities in Egypt led the Eisenhower 

administration to rethink their Third World foreign policy towards an emphasis on economic 

aid and military involvement that eventually came to grief in Vietnam.l~ 

ISRockefeller to Eisenhower, 5 Dec 55, Eisenehower Papers, White House Central File, 
Confidential File Subject Series. Box 45. National Security (3); Dulles Memo, 23 Nov 55, 
Dulles Papers, Subject Series, Box 6, Policy of Independence for Colonial Peoples; 
Macmillan to Dulles, 21 Dec 55, Ibid. 
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While planning for the Anderson Mission and the Aswan Dam project was moving 

forward in the United States, Eden made two particularly stupid moves concerning the Middle 

East. First, on 9 November, Eden delivered the annual speech to the representatives of the 

City of London at Guildhall. He took the opportunity to address the Arab-Israeli conflict 

without adequately consulting Dulles. The result was a speech that ended up embarrassing 

many. In the speech, Eden unwisely mentioned the territorial disputes between the 1947 UN 

resolutions that the Arabs now supported and the 1949 armistice agreement that the Israelis 

stood tirm on. He suggested that the negotiate to "bridge" the "gap." Although the Arabs 

received it well, the Israelis objected to such a public statement urging Israel to cede large 

tracts of territory. Sharett privately told Dulles that Eden "had disqualitied himself as a 

mediator" in the conflict. Dulles "expressed some distaste" for it during an NSC meeting and 

maintained thai Eden "tried to drag him into supporting this speech at the very last minute. " 

He was angry that Eden had not thoroughly discussed it with him and remarked that it could 

have brought "down the whole house. "1(, 

Next. the British attempted to persuade the young King Hussein of Jordan to join the 

Baghdad Pact. Although warned by Dulles, Nasser. and the Jordanian government not to do 

it. the Foreign Oftke sent General Sir Gerald Templer, Chief of the British Imperial General 

Staft· and the famous Tiger of Malaya, to Amman to pressure the king. Within days of his 

arrival on 6 December, Nasser inspired and Saudi financed riots forced the King to dissolve 

parliament and call for new elections that later elected a pro-Nasser government. The 

Templer mission ended in complete failure and embarrassment for London, arguably their 

ItWYF, 10 Nov 55, I; Memo of Conversation, 6 Dec 55, FRUS 55-57, 14: 833; See 
Editorial Note 422, Ihid., 897. 
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worst setback since Abadan. Nixon called the move "stupid," and Eisenhower remarked that 

the "British have never had any sense in the Middle East." Nasser described the incident best 

by saying that it "was like a man who had a watch safely in one pocket and in trying to 

transfer it to the other pocket, lost it." The United Kingdom already had a treaty with Jordan 

and subsidized their army. To force them to join the Pact was redundant and dangerous. 

Thus, in the space of a month, the British had antagonized both the Israelis and the Arabs. In 

consultation with Russell, Dulles wisely decided not to inform the British of the Anderson 

Mission until the very last minute so that they would not have an opportunity to mess things 

up.J7 

Anderson's Mission. the last act of Alpha, revealed the incredible offers that the 

Eisenhower administratiLm was ready to make to gain peace in the Middle East. Secretary 

Dulles decided again to avoid normal diplomatic channels and use the CIA in what Miles 

Copeland descrihed as "cryptodiplomacy." He put Allen Dulles in charge of the operation 

ami all communications ran through the CIA. The two covert operators were the pro-Arab 

Kim Roosevelt. who would coordinate the mission with Nasser, and James Angleton, the pro-

Israeli heau of counter intelligence. who woulu coordinate it with Ben Gurion. One of Allen 

Dulles' cryptodiplomats traveleu to the Middle East in mid Decemher to gain the agreement 

between Egypt and Israel on the timing and agenda of the talks. In fact, Nasser was probably 

hriefed on the different stages of the peace plan. Anderson spent early January being briefed 

by State Department officials over the details of Alpha. On 11 January, Anderson and 

17See Editorial Note 88, FRUS 55-57.12: 214; Eisenhower Note, 16 Dec 55, Eisenhower 
Papers, Whitman File, Whitman Diary Series, Dec 55 (3) Box 7; Memo of Conversation, 13 
Jan 55, FRUS 55-57, 12: 231; Russell to Dulles 28 Dec 55, Ibid., 14: 888. 

--------------
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Secretary Dulles met with the president to discuss the crucial and historic mission. 18 

During the meeting, Dulles outlined the many negotiating cards that the United States 

was willing to play. Months before, Dulles told a surprised Eisenhower that the price of 

peace would be literally enormous costing around $1 billion. Dulles said that the "question of 

money ... would not be an obstacle." Dulles informed the president that Anderson would 

offer Egypt the Aswan Dam (they already had), the other Arab countries and Israel the 

development of the Jordan River, and the Israelis the costs of settlement of the Arab refugees. 

Politically, the United States would back Egypt in "maintaining its hegemony of the Arab 

~ountries" at the expense of the Baghdad Pact and give Israel security guarantees. As to the 

major problem of territorial adjustments, namely the Negev, the State Department had various 

plans from ~onverging triangles across the Negev to building a causeway across the Gulf of 

Aqaba that would unite Egypt to the rest of the Arah world while protecting the Israeli access 

to the Rt'.d Sea through the port of Elat. That day, Eisenhower noted in his diary that he had 

high hopes for Anderson and maintained that "we are ready to do anything within reason to 

bring" peace to the region. In many respects, the Anderson mission proved to be the 

forerunner of the more successful Camp David Accords of the 1970s that did result in peace 

between Egypt and Israel. 19 

On his historic trip, Anderson encountered a region of the world wedded to a zero-sum 

game that was more willing to maintain the status quo of no war, no peace rather than a 

18For different versions of the mission see William Bragg Ewald, Jr., Eisenhower the 
Presidellt: Crucial Days, 1951-1960 (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1981), 193-7; Heikal, 
Cutting, 91-4; Heikal, 77w Cairo Documents: 111l! Inside Story of Nasser and his Relationship 
with World Leaders, Rebels, and Statesmen (Garden City: Doubleday, 1973),55-7. 

1')Memo of Conversation. II Jan 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 20-2; Eisenhower Diary Entry, 11 
Jan 56, Ibid., 23. 
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resolution. Each side had their own bargaining positions that tended to transcend the goal of 

peace. For Israel, they refused to give up any part of the Negev Desert that would restrict 

their access to the Red Sea port of Elat and would insist on face to face meetings. For Egypt, 

they wanted a defensible land bridge to Jordan and Saudi Arabia and would not agree to face 

to face meetings until they resolved the land issue. The two sides could not have come up 

with more contradictory positions even if they had colluded with each other beforehand. 

Arriving in Egypt in mid January accompanied by Kim Roosevelt, Anderson had a 

series of secret meetings with Nasser at the home of Zakaria Moheiddin, the Egyptian Interior 

Minister and intelligence chief. During the initial meeting, they discussed many generalities 

concerning the problems of peace. Nasser argued that his major problem in a settlement was 

puolk opinion. Comparing it to the Naguio problem when he deposed the old general back in 

1954. Nasser saill it took him six months to recover from that, making peace with Israel 

would take at least that long. With Naguib. he only had to worry aoout Egyptian opinion. 

With Israel. he had to convince the entire Arab world. He would need every bit of help from 

the Western powers to pull it off. Anderson told him that America was willing to do 

whatever it takes to get Egypt to agree. Although Dulles was pleased with the tenor of the 

talks. Nasser's referral to six months was unacceptaole. Dulles worried that the 

administration could not maintain peace for six months with either Israel or, since it was an 

election year, the Democrats in Congress. :.1 

One of the technical problems of the talks proved to be Nasser's grasp of the English 

language and Anderson's Texan drawl. After the meetings, Nasser told Kim that he had 

::'IJAnderson to State Department. 19 Jan 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 28-36; Dulles to Anderson, 
19 Jan 56, Ibid., 36-7. 
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difticulty uuderstanding Anderson. Nasser had the habit of nodding his head whenever 

anyone explained something to him. Anderson took it as concurrence while it was actually 

incomprehension. From then on, Roosevelt would debrief both Nasser and Anderson after 

each meeting to make sure they understood each other. Another problem was Nasser's lack 

of a competent staff. During the meetings, Nasser had no staff support to analyze the 

negotiations or prepare briefing papers. Nasser worried that someone would leak the 

negotiations to the press. Only a few of his closest advisor knew of the mission. Again, it 

was left to the CIA to provide Nasser with staff assistance. Naturally, with such assistance, 

the CIA kept Dulles well informed of Nasser's positions. 

In the second meeting, Nasser and Anderson discussed the other two problems 

impeding peace, the refugees and territory. Nasser proposed a re.asonable plan to resettle or 

repatriate the refugees over a period of five years. Although many would not return, Nasser 

believed that they must at least be given a "choice." Then he dropped a bombshell. Nasser 

pwposed that Israel give up the Negev Desert south of Hebron. Both Anderson and 

Roosevelt emphatically told him that it was "impossible" for any Israeli government to accept 

such a concession. A "visibly shaken" Nasser replied that he would rethink his demands (he 

later said he would accept south of Beersheba). Anderson threatened Nasser that if they could 

not reach a settlement, the administration would have to rethink its Middle East policy without 

Egypt. Nasser then explained that if they could solve the refugee and Negev problems, the 

other problems such as the status of Jerusalem, the economic blockade of Israel, and the 

disputes over Lake Tiberias would be easy. Then Anderson dropped his bombshell and 

mentioned that he hoped he could later arrange a meeting between Nasser and Ben Gurion. 

Nasser retorted that such a meeting was" impossible." Although Byroade had discussed this 
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issue before, it seemed that the suggestion of a face to face meeting unbalanced Nasser.21 

At their final meeting, the mood visibly changed. Nasser made it clear that "any Arab 

who proposed a settlement at this time would be regarded as a traitor and would face loss of 

power or the threat of assao;sination." He reminded them of the fate of King Abdullah of 

Jordan, who was murdered in 1951 for negotiating with Israel. He said that no amount of 

economic aid would change his mind as to a quick settlement. According to Nasser, Egypt 

has done without domestic improvements for "1000 years and can continue to do without 

thtlm for ttln years mortl if necessity requires it in ordtlr to preserve the independence of our 

action." He admitted to being tlexible on the Negev issue. Undaunted by Nasser's "fatalistic 

approach," Anderson asked if Nasser would be willing to draw up a "Heads of Agreement" 

arrangemtlnt used in the settlement of the Suez dispute with the British. Nasser refused but, 

on Anderson's suggestion, was willing write a letter to Eisenhower outlining his views on a 

possible settlement. Since Nasser had at least agreed to continue negotiations, Anderson's 

first visit had been a success.~~ 

After Anderson's departure, Roosevelt and the CIA continued private discussions with 

Nasser. Clearly agitated, Nasser told Roosevelt that he "had made the most tremendous and 

difticult dedsion of any Arab leader of this generation; that is he resolved to make peace with 

Israel." He told Kim that "this is a firm dedsion" but that Anderson was moving too fast. 

Nasser said that in December they had dedded on a three-phase process: (I) a narrowing the 

issues and differences with Israel, (2) getting the other Arab nations to agree, and (3) direct 

21Anderson to State Department, 21 Jan 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 43-7. 

22Anderson to State Department, 22 Jan 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 47-50; Dulles to Anderson, 
23 Jan 56, Ibid .. 50-I. 



205 

negotiations with Ben Gurion. Since December, he had been "feeling out his own supporters 

and other Arab leaders" and had not been successful. Also, he maintained that in December 

when he agreed to a settlement, he thought Egypt and America would set up a "Secret 

Committee" to plan policy and programs together. "Working with a Presidential 

representative for a few days" would fail, while his "approach to the problem would 

succeed." Nasser remarked that the American plan with his taking the lead would just "give 

Nuri Said lof Iraq, his greatest rival] a weapon with which to destroy him." 

In his cable to Dulles, Roosevelt observed that Nasser had difticulty understanding any 

position but his own. This was an understatement. Many have criticized Dulles and the State 

Department for a failure to understand the complexities of the Middle East. However, one 

could make an argument that Nasser had almost complete ignorance of the complexities of the 

Western world. He had no concept of Western style democracy. He did not comprehend a 

free press. He was a third world dictator who viewed his own politics as those of everyone 

or the only politics that mattered. Despite this, Roosevelt commented that "we have a chance 

of solving the Palestine problem provided we are able to give Nasr the capability of doing 

so." If not, Roosevelt predicted that the "Palestine problem will not be solved for many years 

to come." In the end, the United States did give Nasser all he needed, but he did not come 

through. c.1 

Arriving in Israel on 22 January, Anderson met with Ben Gurion and Sharett outlining 

Nasser's positions and willingness to show tlexibility on the territorial issues, wisely not 

tell ing him that Nasser wanted all of the Negev. Then, Anderson asked for Israeli conditions 

:?1Message to Washington, 24 Jan 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 60-3; See Townsend Hoopes, the 
Devil and John Foster Dulles (Boston: Litle Brown, 1973) and Herman Finer, Dulles Over 
Suez (Chicago: Quadrangle, 1964). 
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for a settlement. Setting the stakes high, Ben Gurion wanted direct negotiations with Egypt. 

Ben Gurion questioned Nasser's desire for peace and worried that he was only playing for 

time so that he could absorb his Soviet weapons and then destroy Israel. In their second 

meeting, Ben Gurion objected to taking in any of the refugees and was willing to make only 

minor territorial adjustments. He thought it would take a "miracle" to reach a settlement but 

was willing to try. Before Anderson departed, Den Gurion told the president's envoy that "he 

was willing to concede things that Nasser never dreamed of but only if he could discuss 

matters with him [Nasser) personally." Anderson notitied Dulles that he doubted that 

American assurani:es of sei:urity would deter the Israelis from possibly embarking on a 

preventive war. Israeli leaders feared that the West would force a settlement that would 

emasculate them. He concluded that they were "obsessed with the idea of a direct meeting" 

and that anything less would not be conducive to a settlement. They did not want to negotiate 

through a third party. After receiving the details of the meetings, Dulles cabled Anderson 

commenting that he doubted they could accomplish much other than "alienating" Nasser from 

the Arab world.~J 

Under such gloomy circumstances, Anderson returned to Cairo to resume discussions 

with Nasser. He tried to convince Nasser to consider some sort of direct but secret 

negotiations. He even suggested a clandestine meeting on an American aircraft carrier in the 

Mediterranean. Nasser was reticent and reminded Anderson, that Egypt and Israel had 

opened "direct secret channels of i:ommunication" in 1954, and he was "deceitfully misled." 

24Anderson to State Department, 23 Jan 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 51-6; Anderson to State 
Department, 24 Jan 56, Ibid., 63-6; Anderson to State Department, 25 Jan 56, Ibid., 68-70; 
Dulles to Anderson, 25 Jan 56, Ibid., 71; Anderson to State Department, I Feb 56, Ibid., 
122-4; Anderson to Dulles, 29 Jan 56, Ibid., 94-6. 



207 

This was a reference to discussions in Paris that came to a halt after an Israeli sabotage ring 

attempted to disrupt the Anglo-Egyptian discussions on the Canal Zone. He worried that the 

Israelis might use new negotiations to embarrass and destroy him. Although he was willing to 

continue negotiations with Anderson, the mission had reached an impasse. 25 

As for the status of the Aswan project, Eugene Black of the IBRD traveled to Cairo 

attempting to conclude the deal. Finance Minister Kaissouni presented Black with a new list 

of demands ranging from "engineering changes" to "loan agreements." In line with their 

polh:y of playing one side off against the other, the Egyptians wanted a free hand to accept 

assistance from any country including Russia. They wanted they own flexibility on the 

project. An irritated Black believed that the Egyptians were merely stalling to get better 

terms and notified Hoover that the negotiations were "on the verge of collapse." A more 

likely explanation was that Nasser wanted to de-link the Aswan project from peace with 

Israel. Hoover cabled Black not to withdraw the bank's support since it would jeopardize the 

Anderson Mission. :(, 

Back in Washington. Eden arrived at the end of January seeking a rapprochement 

between America and Britain since the British blunders of late 1955. There was a consensus 

that fighting could break out any time in the Middle East. After days of discussion, 

Eisenhower decided to move the Sixth Fleet into the eastern Mediterranean as a "show of 

force" and begin joint military planning with the British. As to the current Anderson 

~~Anderson to State Department, 28 Jan 56, FRUS 55-57,15: 88-91; See Shimon Shamir, 
"The Collapse of Project Alpha" in William Roger Loius and Roger Owen, eds., Suez 1956: 
The Crisis and its Consequences (Oxford: Clarendon, 1989), 75-6. 

UlMessage from Allen Dulles, 29 Jan 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 92-4; Hare to State 
Department, 30 Jan 56, Ibid., 98-100; See Notes 3 and 4, Ibid., 117; Hoover to Cairo, 31 
Jan 56. Ihid .. 117. 
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negotiations (the British had been informed in early January), Dulles remarked that "events of 

the next week or two might be revealing." If the settlement talks and Aswan negotiations 

broke down, "we might have to consider a revision of our whole policy." Eden remarked 

about the unreliability of Nasser and his "limitless ambition." Dulles jumped in and said that 

"he did not mind ambition, which was a healthy thing that could be played upon." Although 

Nasser's arms deal had let the Soviets into the Middle East, Dulles and Eisenhower did not 

view Nasser as the "Mussolini" of the Middle East as Eden described him. The problem was 

that the Russians could use Nasser and his amhition as a "tool" against Western interests. 

This was the real issue for Eisenhower and Dulles and the driving force behind a closer 

working relationship with the British. At the conclusion of the meetings, both parties 

reiterated that they would intervene in the Middle East in case of war on the basis of the 1950 

Tripartite Declaration. ~7 

In late January, the State Department received a number of reports describing the new 

Soviet threat to the Third World. One report figured that in the past year the Soviets had 

poured almost $1 hill ion worth of capital goods and weapons into the Third World with the 

vast majority of it going to Egypt, India, Afghanistan, and Syria. A cable from Ambassador 

Charll!s "Chip" Bohlen in Moscow fc)und its way to the desks of Eisenhower and Dulles. 

Outlining the new Soviet policy towards thl! Third World, Bohlen maintained that since the 

Geneva Conference the Soviets "now feel able to step out into and exploit diplomatically" the 

Third World and compete with the West. Bohlen then digressed on Soviet history. Under 

Stalin, thl! Soviets divided the world into two camps, friends under Soviet control and enemies 

27Memo of Conversation, 30 Jan 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 101-7; Memo of Conversation, 31 
Jan 56, Ibid., 109-12; Memo of Conversation, 30 Jan 56, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, 
International Series, Box 20, Eden Visit, 30 Jan-l Feb 1956 (4); Shuchkburgh, 327 . 

. _---_._ ... -.--.. 
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that included everybody else. Now they recognized a third "camp," the "neutral" one or 

Third World. Bohlen warned that Soviet diplomacy would now concentrate on these "more 

fertile fields in underdeveloped areas," specifically the Middle East, Asia, and Africa. 

Accurding to Bohlen, the Soviets would now pose as the "champion of neutrality" and would 

support them with economic and military aid. He warned that America must challenge this 

long term policy. Bohlen's telegram confirmed the administration's worst fears about Soviet 

penetration in the Middle East. Although Nasser was not a communist, the Russians could 

exploit him for their own ends, namely the disruption of Western control over Middle Eastern 

uil.~M 

Back in the Middle East, Anderson described the situation as a "vicious circle" where 

the Israelis would discuss details only with Nasser or his representatives and the Egyptians 

refused any such talks. The State Department sent out Francis Russell to help Ali Sabri, who 

Nasser had appointed to draw-up a document on the points of agreement. Under Russell's 

and the CIA's "tutelage," Sabri drew up a letter and a statement on Nasser's views. The 

secret letter, signed hy Nasser and delivered to Eisenhower, declared that Egypt understood 

the need for peace and would work "earnestly" to achieve it. After further discussions, 

Russell cahled Dulles arguing that Nasser would probably agree to something less than the 

entire Negev but would insist that Israel not keep the port of Elat but would agree to transit 

rights for Israel. This would be the best that could be hoped for. Agreeing with the 

2M" Soviet Bloc Economic Activities in the Near East, Africa, and Asia," 31 Jan 56, 
Eisenhower Papers, U.S. Council on Foreign Economic Policy, Office of the Chairman 
Records, 54-61, Intelligence Report Series, Box 2, International Cooperation Administration 
Reports (2); "General Estimate of Soviet Objectives and Policies with Particular Reference to 
Colonial and Underdeveloped Areas," Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, International Series, 
Box 20, Eden Visit, 30 Jan-I Feb, 56 (3); Bohlen to Dulles, 27 Jan 56, Eisenhower Papers, 
Whitman File, Dulles-Herter Series, Box 5. 
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Egyptians, Russell believed that Nasser would probably need the six-month period he 

requested. During this period, guerrilla activities along the Israeli-Egyptian border would 

have to cease. They needed to achieve the status quo ante of the Gaza incident in February 

1955.~ 

Later, Ali Sabri agreed to a more detailed seven-step timetable for peace. The 

timetable acquiesced to Egyptian desires concerning a meeting with the Israelis, a face to face 

meeting would be the last step. The new timetable also emphasized giving Nasser time to 

ease tension on the border and to bring the other Arab states around. A big sUPP0l1er of the 

UN, Dulles decided to use the UN Secretary General to bring about a reduction of "tensions" 

with Israel. As to the Arab world, Nasser agreed to "refrain from any action--diplomatic, 

propaganda. mil itary, clandestine or otherwise--to change the present alignment of States in 

the area." Nasser would layoff criticizing Iraq, if Iraq would stop its efforts at subverting 

Syria and if the British stop trying to expand the Baghdad Pact. Cleverly omitting any 

reference to Western concerns, this sophisticated plan addressed all the local interests that 

needed addressing to achieve a settlement. The proposal clearly showed that the Eisenhower 

administration understood the rules of the Eastern Question game. With the superb assistance 

from Russell and the CIA, the Egyptians had produced a serious settlement plan. Patience 

was now needed. It had taken the military regime two years to settle with the British. Nasser 

would need more than six months to make peace with Israel. 30 

29Anderson to State Department, 3 Feb 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 133-5; Message to 
Anderson,4 Feb 56, Ibid., 138-40; Russell to Dulles, 5 Feb 56, Ibid., 143-5. 

30Message to Washington, 7 Feb 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 147-8; Memo to Washington, 8 
Feb 56, Ibid., 152-6; Message to Washington, 8 Feb 56, Ibid., 157-8; Message to 
Washington, 21 Feb 56, Ibid., 198-202. 
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While progress was being made in Egypt, the Israeli lobby and the Democrats in 

Congress mounted pressure in Washington to sell Israel weapons. To complicate matters, on 

16 February, the administration announced its plan to sell tanks to Saudi Arabia, part of a 

quid pro quo arrangement for the Dhahran air base. This infuriated Israel, pro-Israeli 

Americans, and Egypt. Roosevelt warned that if Anderson brought up the idea of direct 

negotiations, "there is no sense in his Anderson coming." As to weapons for Israel, the 

Egyptians maintained that they would terminate the Anderson mission, let the Soviets finance 

the Aswan Dam, and encourage other Arab countries to arrange arms deals with Russia. 

Apparently during a meeting with Anderson and Allen Dulles on 23 February, Dulles decided 

that Anderson should now push for a commitment from Egypt for face to face meetings 

hetween Nasser and Ben Gurion. Although he was ignoring the advice of the CIA, Dulles 

probably hoped that if Nasser agreed, Israel would drop the incessant demand for American 

weapons. J1 

In Cairo, Nasser had gotten word through the CIA of the emphasis on direct meetings. 

An angry Nasser told Roosevelt that the United States had "been conducting a comic opera in 

the Middle East" during the last few weeks with the talk of selling arms to Israel, then to 

Saudi Arabia, and the meetings with Eden had combined to thoroughly confuse everyone in 

the Middle East. Nasser again argued that they needed a "statement of common 

Egyptian-American objectives." This proposal ft!vealed the whole crux of Nasser's thinking 

on foreign policy. What did Nasser want? Ever since Bandung, he wanted to be a big player 

in world affairs, the Nehru of the Middle East. This would mean that if the United States 

J1See Note 6, FRUS 55-57, 15: 194; OCB Progress Report, II Oct 55, 262nd Meeting 
of the NSC. RG 273; Memo of Conversation. 2 Mar 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 275-6; Message 
to Cairo. 22 Feb 56, Ibid., 202-3; Message to Allen Dulles, 22 Feb 56, Ibid., 209. 
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wanted something in the Middle East, they should come to him. His vision was to create his 

own Arab bloc of countries separate from the East and the West but equal to them on the 

world stage. Since the Czech arms deal, Nasser had been requesting top level visits for this 

very purpose. He had an invitation from the Soviets but none from the Americans. It was all 

part of what he called his "independent pol icy." Although ignored by historians, the proposed 

settlement with Israel did, in fact, fit in with Nasser's Arab policy. Nasser already had a 

military alliance with Syria and Saudi Arabia and had helped prevent Jordan from entering the 

Baghdad Pact. A settlement with Israel would create difticulties with these Arab countries. 

That is why he insisted on the "creation of a defensible land link" with the Arabian 

peninsula. J~ 

According to Parker Hart the Counselor at the Cairo embassy, the land link would 

allow Egypt to project its power on Arab states east of Suez. Since her army was the largest 

in the Arab world. control of the Negev would give him the necessary leverage to control the 

foreign policies of his Arah neighhors. This was a goal of all Egyptian leaders dating from 

the pharaohs. As to Israel. the ceding of the Negev would "ensure Arah containment of 

Israel irrespective of future immigration," an explicit demand of the army leadership. The 

Negev was a "strategic necessity" if Egypt was going to make peace with Israel and maintain 

her leadership in the Arah world. Also, in view of this thinking, Nasser's decision to buy a 

massive quantity of Soviet arms was not just aimed at Israel, hut also at the other Arab states. 

In a short time, he had made Egypt the strongest Arab nation and a hero to the Arab masses. 

The problem with Nasser's Israel policy was that "there was relatively little enthusiasm in the 

nMessage to Allen Dulles, 22 Feb 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 209; Message to the CIA, 22 
Feh 56. Ihid .. 205-7. 
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other Arab states for Egypt's requirement of a land link," let alone Israel's objections to 

ceding the Negev. The leaders of Iraq, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, and Jordan fe.ared Nasser's 

growing popularity. Since Israel wao; a rallying point for talk of Arab unity, Nasser could 

maintain his leadership with the Arab world by doing nothing. Either way, Nasser would 

gain in this zero-sum gameY 

During the last week of February, Nasser did make some moves to lessen tensions in 

the area. First, Nasser clarified Egypt's objections to the wording of the Aswan Dam 

tinandng proposals. According to Byroade, the Egyptians just wanted some rewording of the 

agreement because "they do not want to appear to be begging the British and American 

Governments for money," and they did not want any political conditions set on future 

funding. Byroade considered the Egyptian conditions reasonable and recommended that tbe 

Department reword the agreement. Second, Nasser again backed the Johnston plan for the 

development of the Jordan River. ~~ 

However, in Israel the Ben Gurion government had decided to rethink its policy toward 

the United States and Egypt. Sharett had staked his hopes on arms from the United States to 

counter the Soviet arms to Egypt. The Israelis now believed that they would receive nothing 

from the present administration. Edward Lawson, the American Ambassador, reported that 

Israel might be planning "military measures" to restore the balance. As to the peace plan, 

Lawson now believed that the "Israelis would tight rather than acquiesce to a truncation of 

33Cairo to State Department, 2 Jan 56, 674.00/1-256. 

J4Byroade to State Department, 23 Feb 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 230-2; Byroade to State 
Department, 27 Feb 56, Ibid., 245-6. 
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Israel's territory. "3~ 

To attempt to deter the Israelis, Dulles read Ambassador Eban the riot act. Although 

Dulles told him that the "preservation of Israel remains a goal of American policy," he was 

not going to do anything that "would destroy the Anderson mission and our influence with 

Arab countries." Dulles scolded Eban and said he was upset that "Israel appeared to be 

carrying on a form of political warfare against this Administration," requesting arms during 

the secret and sensitive peace negotiations, and accused the Israelis as being "entirely 

self-centered." Furthermore, Dulles questioned Israel good faith in the Anderson 

negotiations. Eban replied that Nasser was simply untrustworthy. Dulles agreed saying that 

"Nasser is trying to get the hest of hoth worlds." Although he ohjected to such tactics, Dulles 

was "prepared to live with it if that is the necessary price to achieve peace in the Middle 

East." After such rough talk, Dulles assured Ehan that if the mission failed, the United States 

would take steps to prevent war either through the UN or a "Formosa-type resolution," an 

early reference to the future Eisenhower Doctrine.)~ 

Following the theory that even hig powers get caught up in the diplomatic culture of the 

region, an event in Jordan created a great stir in the Foreign Office and vividly displayed the 

reactive nature of British policy towards the Middle East. On I March, King Hussein 

dismissed General John Bagot Gluhh, the British commander of the Arab Legion for the past 

17 years. Also known as Glubb Pasha, his dismissal coincided with Foreign Secretary 

Selwyn Lloyd's visit to Cairo. The British wrongly believed that Nasser's hand was behind 

:\~Lawson to State Department, 1 Mar 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 269-72. 

3~Minutes of Cabinet Meeting, 2 Mar 56, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, Diary 
Series, Box 14, Mar 56, Misc. (6); Memo of Conversation, 2 Mar 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 275-
6. 
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the decision and that the action was a deliberate attempt to embarrass Lloyd. According to 

Shuckburgh, Eden had now become "violently anti-Nasser," whom he repeatedly referred to 

as Mussolini. Eden told Shuckburgh to begin considering a "reoccupation of Suez as a move 

to counteract the blow to our prestige." This remark clearly showed that Eden was looking 

for any excuse to eliminate the Egyptian dictator. Later, the nationalization of the Suez Canal 

Company gave Eden the excuse he was looking for. The prime minister even told his 

assistant, Anthony Nutting, that he wanted Nasser "murdered." This error of historical 

interpretation apparently went unchallenged in the Foreign Office. Although Nasser would 

have liked to have Mussolini's power, he did not have the military or industrial power to 

inlluence world politics. Eden's pathological hatred of the Egyptian leader drove him to 

sean:h fbr a way to bring Nasser down. The Foreign Office had no long term policy on how 

tLl maintain their intluence in the region and had fallen into the trap of reacting to situations 

on an almost daily basis. A few days later. the British leaked to the press that the America, 

Britain. and France were conducting joint military planning concerning intervention in the 

Middle East in case of war. An irritated Hoover told Eisenhower that they might have to 

cancel these talks if the British continued to publicize them. Such British tactics disrupted the 

Anderson mission and relations with the Arab states. It was another case of the British doing 

what was perceived to be in their interests rather than the long term American interest of 

peace and stability. n 

Anderson returned to Cairo during Nasser's summit meeting with his allies, the Saudis 

and Syrians. Anderson wisely spoke first on general policy matters such as the Glubb 

37Shuckburgh, 339-41; Brian Lapping, End of Empire (New York: St. Martin's, 1985), 
262; Byroade to State Department. 4 Mar 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 287-9; Hoover to Dulles, 5 
Mar 56. Ibid., 292-4. 
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situation in Jordan, the Baghdad Pact, and tJle Jordan River plan. Nasser expressed concern 

over Iraq and his enemy Nuri Said and the Baghdad Pact saying that he could not make peace 

with Israel until "this danger was removed from his back." Asking too much, he wanted 

America to repudiate the Pact. 3M 

When Anderson brought up the touchy subject of a direct meeting with the Israelis, 

Nasser objected to the Israeli" insistence" on direct negotiations before they eliminated the 

sources of friction. He correctly maintained that a meeting "was simply an effort on our part 

to please Ben Gurion and was not really directed toward the solution of his problem." 

Anderson then asked him to help reduce the tensions along the borders. Turning ugly, Nasser 

replied that he was not concerned with the border violence since it had become "a part of my 

daily ruutine." He said that when he ran across t11ese incidents in the newspaper he just 

turned the page. The retal iatory strikes back and forth across the border were a normal 

aspect of Middle Eastern politics that seemed illogical to Anderson's Western mind. Then, 

Anderson suggested that he consider a meeting with an American jew. An exasperated 

Nasser retorted that "he would still be a Jew." Refusing to talk to anyone but the United 

States. he rejected any discussions with the Israelis. Once t11ey worked out a complete 

proposal, he would take it as "his job" to convince the other Arab leaders to accept it. Nasser 

added that he would not present the proposal as Egypt's or sponsor it. Knowing that a big 

power initiative would never stand a chance, the Egyptian dictator had all but buried the 

initiative. 

This revelation caught Anderson off guard. The Americans believed that Egypt would 

sponsor the talks, that was the whole point in supporting Nasser behind the scenes. Nasser 

~HAnderson to Dulles, 5 Mar 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 295-300. 
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bluntly told him that "you continue to talk of the problems with Israel as if they were my 

problems which I have to settle." He argued instead that "they are, in fact, your problems 

and you must settle them." He concluded saying that "my only part is to be helpful in trying 

to sell an agreed plan to other Arab states." The usually reasonable Nasser proved 

unreasonable. Talking to King Ibn Saud and Syrian President Shukri Kuwalty about a 

possible settlement that week, Nasser received a negative reaction. Nasser admitted that "I 

cannot lead the other Arab states or I would end up leading myself alone. " He told 

Anderson that the Israeli problem "has heen going on for 7 years and cannot be resolved in 

the near future." Displaying the Arah penchant for supporting the status quo, Nasser 

maintained that the hest that could be hoped for at this time was a strengthening of the 

existing armistice with Israel. :I" 

Later. Nasser realized that he had perhaps went too far with Anderson in their last 

meeting. Hoping to repair some of the damage, he apologized to Byroade for making the 

"mistake in being too honest as ttl what he thought he could and could not do" and hoped 

there was no misunderstanding. The dictator admitted to being "very jittery about the entire 

project" but was still willing to "do his best" in continuing his discussions with the other Arab 

leaders. He again reiterated his position that he would not start a war with Israel. He said he 

hall given his word to the president anLl that was tinal. Nasser spoke slowly so that Byroade 

could write down his exact words. More adept at words than any other Arab leader, Nasser 

pressed all the correct buttons: 

It must he apparent to you anyway that we could 

:19 Anderson to Dulles, 6 Mar 56, Ibid., 302-7. 



not really win a war if we were foolish enough 
to start one. Under these conditions you would 
feel you had to move in. I would then in effect 
be tighting the U.S. and Britain as well as the 
Israelis. In such an impossible position I 
might be compelled to take Russian help and then 
where would I be going, and where would my 
program to build my country end up. I do not 
want another Korea here. I do not want to see 
a world war. I do not want to gamble so 
foolishly with the future of my own country. 

Nasser added that the Russians had offered Egypt and some other Arab states "Moslem 
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volunteers" to assist their armies. Nasser's relationship with the Russians had been growing 

stronger since the summer of 1955. Although Nasser was not pro-Soviet, many in his 

government were. This was only natural since the Russians now backed the Arabs against 

Israel, against the Baghdad Pact, and against European imperialism. More important, tlley 

supported Egypt by selling them weapons and offering to finance the Aswan Dam with no 

political strings attached. Byroade interpreted Nasser's frankness as a symbol of the difficult 

position he found himself in with the Israeli contlict but still a willingness to continue to 

negotiate. Nasser's apology was really a tactical maneuver to keep America talking and in the 

game,'") 

Nasser's apologetics fell on deaf ears. While attending the SEATO meeting in Karachi, 

the Dulles brothers decided to reassess American policy in the region. They sent a 

speCUlative exercise to Hoover outlining possible new approaches. The available options as 

they saw them were as follows: join the Baghdad Pact, split Saudi Arabia from the Egyptian 

4OByroade to Dulles, 14 Mar 56, FRUS 55-57,15: 348-51; Byroade to Dulles, 14 Mar 56, 
611.74//3-1456; Memo for Admiral Radtord, 18 August 55, JCS Chariman's File, Radford, 
1953-57. Box 8 •. 091 Egypt (I954-Aug 1956) RG 218. 
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orbit, formulate a "Congressional resolution" that would guarantee peace, and/or sell weapons 

to Israel. There was nothing new in these proposals, but the approach would prove to be 

more sophisticated. When Eisenhower read the telegram, he wrote Dulles saying that "for 

some time now I have been talking to some of my friends in a general and rather hazy sort of 

fashion along similar lines." In his private diary, Ike wrote that "Egypt, under Nasser, is 

going to make no move whatsoever to meet the Israelites in an effort to settle outstanding 

differences." He now believe.d that the Saudis would "see that their best interests lie with us, 

not with the Egyptians and with the Russians." He tigured that" if Egypt finds herself thus 

isolated from the rest of the Arab world, and with no ally in sight except Soviet Russia, she 

would very quickly get sick of that prospect and would join us in the search for a just and 

decent peace in that region." Commenting on the intransigence of Nasser and Ben Gurion, 

Ike lamented that it was a "very sorry situation." The State Department would soon designate 

this change in pol icy as the Omega plan. In a letter to the president, Eden argued that the 

"policy of appeasement" of Egypt must end. 41 

The NEA staff in the State Department hegan working on the Omega plan almost 

immediately. Fraser Wilkins and William Rountree headed the Omega group. NEA planners 

took Nasser's advice on how to operate in the Middle East and decided to use an indirect 

approach and playa psychological isolation and delaying game. Ironically, the upshot was 

that the new plan was aimed at Nasser. The United States would delay financing the Aswan 

Dam. Puhlic Law 480 (the program of wheat sales in soft currencies). commercial purchases, 

41Dulles to Hoover, 8 Mar 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 325-6; Eisenhower to Dulles, 10 Mar 56, 
Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, Diary Series, Box 14, Mar 56, Misc. (4); Diary Entry, 8 
Mar 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 326-7; Diary Entry, 13 Mar 56, Ibid" 342-3; See Note 6, FRUS 
55-57, 15: 294. 
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and the CARE program for Egypt. America would work to improve relations with Saudi 

Arabia, the Sudan, Libya, and Ethiopia at the expense of Egypt. Also, the United States 

would jam Egyptian propaganda broadcasts. Finally, the administration would use the UN to 

limit the possibilities of war between the Arabs and the Israelis. Secrecy remained the key to 

the plan. The United States would not publicize any of these actions and continue to conduct 

normal relations with Egypt. The purpose was to convince the Egyptian government that the 

Eisenhower administration was serious without giving Nasser material or reasons for 

propaganda attacks on America. They wanted to show Nasser that "friendly relations between 

countries are redprocal." It would be a covert squeeze to pressure Nasser to abandon his 

neutralist polides.~~ 

Dulles' gamble to confront Egypt and Israel with peace did not payoff. Notorious for 

bringing the United States to the brink of war without actually initiating one, Dulles had 

brought Nasser and Ben Gurion to the brink of peace without concluding peace. It truly was 

a vidous circle. The ambitious Anderson mission failed not because it did not allow for the 

diplomatic culturt.! of the Middle East, it did, but because Nasser and Ben Gurion refused to 

compromise on bargaining points. Sometimes even the best laid plans come to naught. In the 

aftermath of Alpha, the Eisenhower administration indulged in their version of reactive 

dedsion making with the Omega plan. The Alpha and Omega play on words was deliberate. 

If Alpha marked the beginning of a quest for peace using Nasser, Omega signified the final 

attempt of the Eisenhower administration to influence Nasser before the end of Eisenhower's 

tirst term in office. Since there was no guarantee that Eisenhower would win in November, 

they planned Omega as the administration's last shot at bringing stability to the Middle East. 

4:NEA Memo. 14 Mar 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 352-57. 
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Dulles and Eisenhower were now thinking only in the short term. If they won in November, 

they would then have time to formulate a new approach. The Omega plan dated from 

October 1955 when Dulles and Macmillan discussed various options following the Czech arms 

deal. Since the peace plan fell through, the administration now believed it was time to get 

tough with Nasser. Like Alpha, Omega was highly secretive and addressed regional 

concerns. Unlike Alpha, Omega's goal, to bring Nasser back to the Western fold, was only 

an American interest. This was its Achilles' heel. Describing it as an imperialist plot, Nasser 

could undermine the new policy. Nasser always said that he never acted only reacted. A 

cornered Nasser would indeed react, but not along the desired lines of the administration. By 

the spring of 1956, Nasser found himself in a difficult position. Dulles hoped to isolate him. 

The Russians hoped to use him to undermine the West. The Israelis hoped to defeat him on 

the tield of hattIe. And, Eden still wanted him dead. 



CHAPTER 9 

CAIRENE CHESS 

I am convinced that events in the Mid 
East are rapidly moving towards a climax 
which could be very favorable or 
unfavorable towards our long term 
interests. 

Admiral Radford, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, December 
1955 1 
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In July 1955, Miles Copeland returned to Washington after a two-year stint in Cairo as 

a consultant to the Nasser regime and ofticially rejoined the CIA as the head of the Political 

Action Staff. Once there, he joined the "Games Center," an organization he helped develop 

in 1948, where the CIA and State Department could get together and play out international 

problems on an "international gameboan.l." The thinking behind the center was that American 

policymakers could anticipate or predict the actions of foreign leaders through roleplaying. 

With problems concerning the Middle East, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles would call 

in Copeland to "do the Nasser act." From this point forward, relations with Gamal Abdel 

Nasser took on the characteristic of an international chess game between the conspirator 

Nasser and the lawyer Dulles. They were both naturals for such a game. Copeland believed 

IRadford to Wilson, 23 Dec 55, JCS Geographical File, 1954-56, Box 12, CCS EMMEA 
(11-19-47), Sec. 25, RG 218. 
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that "Nasser seemed all along to be essential to the drama." Like Nehru in Asia, whom 

former Secretary of State Dean Acheson remarked "that if he did not exist ... he would have 

to be invented," Nasser would playa similar role in the Middle East. According to 

Copeland, the gameplayers correctly predicted the Soviet arms deal in 1955. To capitalize on 

it, Kermit Roosevelt suggested to Nasser that he "take advantage of the sudden popularity to 

do something really statesmanlike." This was one of the first moves of the Alpha peace 

mission in 1956. To sweeten the deal, the administration offered to finance the Aswan Dam. 

All went well until Dulles pushed Nasser to open direct negotiations with the Israelis against 

the CIA's better judgement. With Nasser's rejection of any face to face meetings, Omega 

came into play, initiating a "Game of Conflict" with Nasser. Overlooked by scholars, the 

Aswan tiast:o proved to be an example of the Eastern Question system at work. Both Dulles 

and Nasser attempted to maneuver the other into a position that they could exploit. In the 

end, Nasser got the upper hand and intlicted on Dulles a most embarrassing defeat. 2 

Writing years later, Miles Copeland remarked that the "CIA's honeymoon" with the 

Nasser regime ended in 1956 because Nasser "persisted in believing that the CIA was 

misleading them for some sinister ulterior motive." Nasser's paranoid behavior during 

Anderson's last Alpha mission trip to Egypt t:ontirmed Copeland's analysis. Nasser wrongly 

believed that the Eisenhower administration was trying to set him up by using the Israeli 

peat:e discussions to dist:redit him in the Arab world. He knew that the British were a 

constant threat to his regime as long as they still maintained troops in the Canal Zone, the last 

of the troops would not leave until Jane. Although the British did have ideas of destroying 

2Copeland, Game Player, 172, 196-205; Copeland, Game, 15-21, 133, 171; Acheson, 
336; None of the major studies on Egypt link the Eastern Question and the Aswan Dam. 
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Nasser, the administration r~jected such action, at least for the time being. Even some 

Egyptians agreed with the view of an unstable Nasser.3The author Tawflq AI-Hakim 

described Nasser's behavior after the Soviet arms deal as one of "excitation and reaction" that 

"revealed his emotional and agitational nature." He maintained that Nasser did not exercise 

"calm, composed and serious thought built on the basis of a long-term view of things." Thus, 

Nasser made many "mistakes whose results we still reap." By March 1956, Nasser had lost 

his grip on his policy of positive neutralism, that is, playing the superpowers off one another. 

Although, he had received a massive shipment of Soviet arms, his relations with the United 

States had deteriorated. He badly mishandled the Anderson Mission. After agreeing to the 

agenda, he should have strung out the negotiations and put the onus on Israel to come up with 

concessions. He erred in refusing to meet with Israeli or Jewish representatives and in 

r~jecting sponsorship of the talks. If Israel had balked, Nasser's stock in both the West and 

the Arab world would have risen appreciabl y. Furthermore, his unnecessary footdragging in 

the Aswan deal gave the administration the opportunity to reevaluate the whole deal after the 

failure of the Anderson mission. If he had publicly accepted the Aswan deal in December or 

January. the Eisenhower administration would have found it extremely diftkult to renege on 

the deal. Under the circumstances. Nasser knew that American aid would soon end. 

Anderson and Roosevelt had warned him that the United States would change its attitude 

toward Egypt if he did not cooperate with the Alpha project. With America's growing 

exasperation with Nasser's tactics, his game of playing off the superpowers for his own 

advantage was slipping away. In the following months, the game of high stakes diplomacy in 

3Copeland. 171l' Real Spy World (London: Sphere, 1978), 222. 



225 

the region would reach new levels of skill, daring, and danger.4 

By mid March, Eisenhower and Dulles had already decided that Nasser's leadership of 

the Arab world was inimical to American interests. The State Department had drawn up the 

Omega plan designed to pressure Nasser. If Omega failed to change Nasser's behavior, 

Eisenhower entertained the idea of promoting a new Arab leader. Eisenhower remarked to 

Admiral Arthur Radford, chairman of the JCS, that the "time may be coming when we will 

have to serve some notice on certain of the Middle Eastern countries," namely Egypt. Ike 

suggested that "perhaps (King] Saud could be the (new) leader" of the Arab world since Saudi 

Arabia was already the religious center of Islam. This would become the often repeated 

refrain from Ike. The administration would dump Nasser in favor of King Saud. Eisenhower 

held hopes that he could use Islam as a weapon against godless communism. However, it 

would be months hefore the administration made its move to woo the king. A few weeks 

later, Ike told his military chiefs to draw up the necessary plans for intervention in the Middle 

East just in case "difticulties" arose. This unilateral military planning for the Middle East 

sowed the seeds of the future Eisenhower Doctrine. Disturbing news from London confirmed 

the administration's changing position. 5 

Since January, the Foreign Oftice worried that the American policy towards Egypt 

would eventually destroy the British position in the Middle East. Assistant Under Secretary 

of State Evelyn Shuckburgh complained of the administration's "disposition to favor a long-

4Tawtiq AI-Hakim, 711e Return of Consciousness (New York: New York University 
Press, 1985), 21-2. 

SMemo of Conference, 16 Mar 56, Eisenhower Papers, White House Office, Office of the 
Staff Secretary, Subject Series. Department of Defense Subject Series, Box 4, JCS (2) Jan
Apr 56; Memo of Conference, 2 Apr 56, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, Diary Series, 
Box 15, Apr 56. Goodpaster. 
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term policy of encouraging Arab unity under Egyptian leadership" and the American belief 

that we must "learn to live with neutralism." Although the Foreign Office preferred a policy 

of slow strangulation, Prime Minister Anthony Eden wanted Nasser out. He reminded 

Shuckburgh, "It is either him or us, don't forget that." In March, to convince their American 

friends to abandon Nasser, the British government bombarded the administration with 

evidence of Nasser's evil intentions. 

First, Eden sent Ike a personal letter with an attached secret note of Egyptian 

intt!ntions, suppost!dly agrt!t!d upon during a mt!eting of Egyptian Ambassadors and Ministers 

to Arab states on 30 January. For months, M16, tht! British equivalent of the CIA, had an 

agt!nt, code-namt!d Luc;":)' Break, within Nasser's private circle, who had been feeding them 

information. According to the document, the Nasser regime wanted to create a system of 

Unitt!d Arab States that he would lead. The immt!diate goal was an "anti-monarchical po/il.y" 

dt!signt!d to overthrow the royal governments of Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Jordan, and Libya. The 

nott! added that the Soviets were "sending so-callt!d technicians to help in the organisation of 

intelligenct! services throughout the Arab World." Already, Egypt had dispatched intelligence 

agents under the guise of "t!ducational missions" to begin undermining the monarchies/' 

Next, Britain jumpt!d on the Omega bandwagon. According to their intelligence 

sourct!s. tht! Soviets offert!d Nasser cartt! blanche on weapons and aid. In return, Nasser 

would give the Russians a free hand in the region. Also, Sir Humphrey Trevelyan, the 

British Ambassador to Egypt, reported that Nasser might even launch his own preventive war 

against the Israelis. In March, the British Cabinet decided to "seek Anglo-American 

6Shuckburgh to Foreign Office, 16 Jan 56, FO 371/121270/ VI075/16; Shuckburgh to 
Foreign Office, 20 Jan 56, Ibid., /G3; Shuckburgh, 346; Keith Kyle, Suez (London: 
Weidenfeld and Nicolson. 1991),84 and 102; Eden to Eisenhower, 15 Mar 56, FRUS 55-57, 
15: 364-5. 
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agreement on a general realignment of policy towards Egypt." Not coincidentally, the British 

policy was nearly an exact duplicate of the Omega plan. Dulles and Foreign Minister Selwyn 

Lloyd had earlier discussed the problem at the SEATO meetings in Karachi where they 

decided that they might have to "ditch" Nasser. However, the administration needed little 

prodding after the failure of the Anderson mission.' 

In a White House meeting on 28 March, Eisenhower officially approved the Omega 

plan. The main points of the plan were to slow all economic transactions with Egypt, 

politically isolate Egypt from the other Arah states. and "encourage" King Saud to assume 

greater leadership. Although the United States would not join the British in the Baghdad 

Pact, Ike ordered his administration to coordinate their activities with the British and send a 

high level oftidal to attend the Pact meetings as an observer. Also, Dulles requested Admiral 

Radford to study the world oil situation. With the failure of Alpha, the administration was 

now most concerned with the free tlow of Middle Eastern oil and the preservation of Israel, 

hoth now threatened with entrance of the Soviets into the region. To deter any domestic 

partisan attacks. Dulles hriefed Senators Walter George and Mike Manstield of the Foreign 

Relations Committee on the new plan. He emphasized the threat to Europe posed by any 

stoppage of oil through the Suez Canal or the pipelines through Syria. He argued that such a 

disaster would send the "Marshall Plan and NATO ... down the drain." Both of the 

Democratic Senators expressed their general support. The plan to squeeze Nasser was what 

7Memo of Conversation, 15 Mar 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 366; Cabinet Meeting, 21 Mar 56, 
CAB 128/30, CM (56) 24; Makins to Dulles, 21 Mar 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 383-87; Selwyn 
Lloyd, Suez 1956 (London: Cape, 1978), 33-4; Eden to Eisenhower, 19 Mar 56, FRUS 55-
57. 15: 378. 



228 

the Democrats had been demanding ever since the arms deal. 8 

Shortly thereafter, Dulles chose Douglas MacArthur II, the Counselor of the State 

Department, to head the Omega team. In order for the plan to work, absolute secrecy would 

be the key. The idea was to "keep Nasser guessing." If he remained unsure, Nasser would 

have nothing to react to. Dulles gambled that Nasser would follow his normal pattern of 

behavior and refrain from overt action. If Nasser learned of the new plan, he could take steps 

to discredit it as an imperialist plot. Already, there were grumblings against Nasser among 

Arab leaders. King Saud was having second thoughts about Nasser's ambition and his 

dealings with the Soviets. In Jordan, King Hussein realized that Nasser was fomenting 

trouble in his beloved Arab Legion. And in Syria, the dubious ally of Egypt, political chaos 

was the order of the day. The British and the Iraqis were already planning a coup to topple 

the pro-Nasser Syrian government (Operation Straggle). Of course, the pro-British 

government in Iraq was currently conducting its own propaganda campaign against Nasser. 

Despite such pressures, Dulles held only a "slight" hope that "Nasser might be swung away 

from his present course of action." In his talks with the British to coordinate Omega, Dulles 

advised them to draw up "contingency plans" for bringing oil around Africa or from 

Venezuela in case Omega failed and the whole region went up in flames. He emphasized 

secrecy "since leaks involving public knowledge would be disastrous. "9 

Although the Foreign Office was pleased with Washington's new position, Eden wanted 

Nasser eliminatt',d and not just coerced and isolated. He instructed the British intelligence 

services to begin working on it. During the last week of March, officials from the CIA and 

8Memo of Conversation, 28 Mar 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 423-24; Ibid., 421-23; Memo of 
Conversation, 30 Mar 56, Ibid., 430-3. 

()Memo of Conversation, I Apr 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 435-45. 
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MI6 met in London to discuss intelligence operations in the Middle East. James Eichelberger 

and Bill Eveland represented the CIA and George Young, the deputy director, MI6. 

Unfortunately, Eveland and Eichelberger, just arriving from the Middle East, had not been 

briefed on Omega. They thought they were there for only normal liaison purposes and were 

waiting for the arrival of Kim Roosevelt. Both were quite surprised by Young's presentation. 

Opening the meeting, Young postured that Nasser would have to be "eliminated," the Syrian 

government "overthrown," and perhaps even King Saud deposed as part of the new joint 

policy between Britain and America. He complained that the CIA had "created a monster in 

Nasser" and that the American view of a neutral Nasser was "pure rubbish. "10 

Aeting on his own, an alarmed Eichelberger leaked the British plan back to Nasser in 

Cairo. Nasser's paranoid fears had been wntirmed. Ali Sabry immediately notified the CIA 

station in Cairo that Nasser was "extremely upset" that the United States and Great Britain 

had embarked on "some secret policy dedsion to destroy" him. The Omega plan had been 

compromised. In an attempt to prevent further leaks, Dulles belatedly informed Byroade and 

the CIA station chief in Cairo of the Omega plan. He urged them to conduct business as 

usual as to not tip off the Egyptians. Despite this, the word was out, and Nasser and his 

advisors knew that Dulles was slowly putting the squeeze on Egypt. It was the beginning of a 

see ret war of nerves, a sort of psyehological chess game between Nasser and Dulles. In 

response, Nasser tried to dispel American fears. II 

In an exerdse of the big lie, the Egyptian dictator told Byroade that he "had no plan to 

try to assume leadership of the area" and "regretted" his undeserved "reputation of 

IOEveland, 168-73. 

"Heikal, Cutting, 103-7; Message to Washington, 3 Apr 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 448-49; 
Dulles to Byroade, 3 Apr 56, Ibid., 453-55; See Note 2, Ibid., 455; 
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interference in others' affairs." However, contradicting this assertion, he added that he had 

ordered his teachers in the Arab world to refrain from political activities. Nasser's comment 

confirmed LucJ..:y Break's sinister information that the Nasser regime had embarked on a 

covert campaign of subversion. Byroade reported to Dulles that he believed that Nasser was 

clearly worried and might "be more susceptible now to influence than at any time since I have 

been here." The contrary proved true. Nasser believed that the pro-Israeli factions in the 

American government had gained the upper hand and that further reliance on America would 

prove to be unwise. I~ 

By the tirst week of April, the covert Omega plan had been compromised. The 

secretive CIA had trouble keeping secrets from Nasser. Instead of abandoning Omega, at 

least temporarily, Dulles unwisely pressed on. Dulles only worried that the Foreign Office's 

"drastic plans" could upset everything. He advised British Ambassador Roger Makins and 

Air Chief Marshal William Dickson that military actions against Egypt were inadvisable even 

if Nasser threatened the Suez Canal. Since he did not think that the British nad a case for 

intervention even if Egypt nationalized the Canal, Dulles argued that the "present struggle" 

with the Russians over the Middle East would be "won by political, economic, and counter

subversive actions." The British ignored his sound advice. Dulles did not want Nasser 

toppled. at least not yet. However. on 5 April, Dulles received news that "new orders for 

arms had been placed by Egypt in Czechoslovakia" that "far exceed Egyptian requirements." 

Evidt!l1tly Nasser intended to use these arms to equip other countries in the area as part of his 

plan to become the leader of the Arab world. Allen Dulles described the total situation as 

I~Byroade to Dulles 7 Apr 56, 611.74/4-656. 
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"pretty grave." Secretary Dulles was at a loss about what to do next. l ) 

Since all else failed, Dulles turned to the UN to at least try to stabilize the area. 

Sporadic violence again had broken out along the borders of Egypt and Israel. The threat of 

war had reared its ugly head. With American support, the Security Council adopted a 

resolution to authorize the Secretary General Dag Hammarskjold to go to the Middle East and 

mediate a cease fire. Eisenhower sent personal messages to Nasser and Israeli Prime Minster 

David Ben Gurion urging cooperation. Hammarskjold arrived ill the Middle East on 9 April. 

By the 18th, the stoic Dane secured a cease fire hetween the two parties. Under Dulles' 

urging, Hammarskjold also explored the possibilities of peace similar t 0 Alpha. He ran into 

the same obstacles as Anderson and got nowhere. Hammarskjold achieved only a temporary 

respite. To help prevent another Arah-Israeli war, the administration toyed with a new 

unilateral approach. 

III late April, the NEA drew up an operation called Stockpile. The plan called for 

delivering jet tighters to Israel and tanks to Egypt if war hroke out. The United States 

stockpiled the equipment in the Middle East for immediate delivery. Of course, only the 

victim of aggression would receive the weapons. The respective countries would be notified 

of the plan. Policymakers hoped that the plan would be an "effective deterrent" to war, in 

that the aggressor would know that the United States would intervene on the side of the 

victim. During the Suez crisis, the administration quietly shelved this imaginative plan and 

returned the equipment to stocks. The importam:e of the plan rested in its completely 

I~elephone Call from Lodge, 4 Apr 56, Dulles Papers, Telephone Call Series, Box 4, 
Memos of Telephone Conversations, General, 3 Jan 56-30 Apr 56, (3); Telephone Call from 
Allen Dulles, 9 Apr 56, Ibid.; Memo of Conversation, 4 Apr 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 457-61; 
Memo of Conversation, 5 Apr 56, Ibid., 462-6; Telephone Call from Allen Dulles, 9 Apr 
56. Dulles Papers, Op. Cit., (2). 
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American approach. Knowing that the Tripartite Agreement of 1950 had little strength in 

preventing a war, the administration began looking for a unilateral solution that did not 

require consultations with its problematic allies. 14 

Part of the logic of Omega entailed the pressuring of Nasser to push him into making 

the first move toward any reconciliation with the United States. During the NATO meetings, 

Dulles and Lloyd had decided to let the Aswan project "wither on the vine." It was 

unpopular in both countries anyway. The move was to "keep Nasser in play for some time." 

Dulles hoped that the silent treatment would get the hetter of Nasser, and he would eventually 

come hegging tiJr hetter relations. Having grown weary of Nasser's game and Byroade's 

apologies, Assistant Secretary of State George Allen and his NEA staff decided to deal with 

Nasser through Hussein in Washington and not with Byroade whose effectiveness with 

Nasser, ever since the Czech arms deal, was questionable. The pro-American Hussein had 

earlier threatened to resign if Nasser did not do something to improve relations. On 9 May, 

Nasser instructed Hussein to initiate a dialogue with Dulles in Washington on his behalf to 

resolve any "misunderstandings" hetween the two governments. However, the administration 

uecided to playa waiting game with Hussein and would not arrange a meeting with Dulles 

until the 17th. On the 14th. Rountree turned up the pressure and informed Hussein that 

hecause Egypt had taken no action on the Aswan offer and the end of the fiscal year was 

approaching, the State Department had "diverted" the funds earmarked for the Aswan project 

to other projects. He added that the new funds might be availahle the following year. It was 

a cloaked admission that the administration was not going to foHow through with the offer. 

14See Editorial Note 206, FRUS, 55-57, 15: 381-2; Jerusalem to State Department, 20 
Apr 56, Ibid., 563; MacArthur to Dulles, 14 Apr 56, Ibid .• 532; Paper on Stockpile, 25 Apr 
56, Ibid .. 575-77. 
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This was of course part of the Omega delaying tactics to keep Nasser guessing. Although the 

maneuverings of Dulles and Nasser are often overlooked, the events of April and May set the 

stage for the coming Suez crisis. 15 

In a strange turn, the Soviet Union announced on 17 April that they would back the UN 

measures for peace in the Middle East. The thinking in the State Department was that the 

Soviets had realized that they had perhaps gone too far in fomenting strife in the Arab world. 

A few days later, the Soviet leaders, Nikita Khrushchev and Nicolai Bulganin, arrived in 

London for a ten-day visit. Eden bluntly told the pair that England would "fight for oil" if 

neL:essary. In reply, the Russians hinted that they might be agreeable to limit arms shipments 

to the Middle East. The Soviet leaders also proposed to purchase close to $3 billion worth of 

British goods over the next five years. These Soviet moves alarmed the Egyptians. 

Nasstlr feared that thtl Soviets might use their new influence in the Middle East to strike 

a deal in the Middle East with the Wtlstern powers. This would severely limit Nasser's desirtl 

to become the leader of the Arab world. To make matters worse, Senator George announced 

on 27 April that he would OppOStl the Aswan Dam project calling it "ill-advised" and 

"inconsistent" to support Egypt while Nasser seemed to be the instigator of all the troubles in 

the area. There was also talk of dumping AmeriL:an cotton on the world market at low prices 

to undermine the Egyptian eL:()J1omy. In addition, during the NATO meetings in Paris in 

early May, the North Atlantic powers decided that the French should continue to supply Israel 

with weapons. The Americans and British preferred the French to act as their proxy to 

protect their own positions with the Arabs. Nasser now believed that both superpowers had 

bewme unreliable. AL:cording to the Middle East game rules, Ii was time for the dictator to 

15L1oyd. 68-9; Progress Report, 2 May 56, FO 8001723; Dulles to Cairo, 26 Apr 56, 
FRUS 55-57, 15: 583-4; Draft Telegram, undated, Ibid., 588; Heikal, Cutting, 102-3. 
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On 16 May, Nasser formally recognized Red China to buttress his flagging neutralist 

policy and add a new power to the multilateral wilderness. According to his confidant 

Mohammed Heikal, Nasser decided to recognize the communist state "so Peking could be an 

alternative source of arms." Nasser worried that the Soviet Union might join the Tripartite 

powers in restricting arms sales to the Middle East. Nasser refused to let Russia and the 

West get the upper hand with arms or with the dam. Byroade also reported that an angry 

Nasser knew objected to the Paris decision to continue to sell French arms to the Israelis. 

However, the move to recognize Red China proved to be a public relations disaster for Nasser 

in the United States. The following day. Hussein paid his visit to Dulles before leaving for 

Cairo for consultations with Nasser. 17 

To begin the meeting. Hussein repeated the Egyptian mantra that Nasser "wants good 

relations with the United States and that the existing misunderstandings ... could be 

resolved." According to those present at the meeting, a "steamed up" Dulles "threw the book 

at him [Hussein) twice." The Secretary began his diatribe saying that "there is no use of our 

shutting our eyes to the fact that a deterioration (of relations) has occurred." He proceeded to 

read to the amhassador portions of the so-called ultimatum that he had sent to Nasser in 

1~"lmplications of the Soviet Statement of Apr 17," 19 Apr 56, FRUS 55-57,15: 549-53; 
Moscow to State Department, 19 Apr 56, Ibid., 555-6; Memo of Conversation, 30 Apr 56, 
Dulles Papers, General Correspondence and Memo Series, Box I, Memos of Conversation
General, L-M (2); Telephone Conversation with Frances Bolton, Dulles Papers, Telephone 
Call Series, Box 5, Memos of Telephone Conversations, General, 1 May 56-29 Je 56, (4); 
NIT, 28 Apr 56: I; See Editorial Note 300, FRUS 55-57, 15: 507-8; Heikal, Cutting, 102-3; 
NATO Delegation to State Depal1ment, 6 May 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 615-19; Memo of 
Conversation. 10 May 56, 61 1.74/5-1056; Memo of Conversation, 14 May 56, FRUS 55-57, 
15: 635-7. 

17Hdkal. Cutting. 102-3; Byroade to State Department, 16 May 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 
643. 
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September 1955 following the Soviet arms deal. He explained that the warnings that the arms 

deal would undermine American-Egyptian relations had been confirmed. Dulles maintained 

that the administration's policy towards Egypt was "alienating the Zionists and Israel" and 

that, now, even "Egypt was turning against the United States." He complained that the 

recognition of Red China created "an almost impossible situation." Furthermore, Egypt's 

policy of "stirring up the area against the United States" might force a change in policy. 

America could not "continue to follow a policy condemned by both sides." The secretary 

angrily added that "everything Egypt says and does is a slap in the face of the United States." 

The harangue continued. 

Dulles stated that he "had yet to see Nasser do anything in the last six to nine months 

de~iigned to preserve any vestige of friendship with the United States." In fact, publicly, 

Nasser "had shown no restraint in leading the mob against the West." He correctly argued 

that the administration had taken an unpopular course in supporting Egypt (Israel was much 

more popular in America) and that "if Nasser attaches importance to U.S.-Egyptian 

friendship. as we do, he must be willing to pay a domestic political price for such friendship." 

Referring again to China, Dulles argued that "now, an American had only to be anti

Communist to condemn our policy toward Egypt." Hussein mentioned Egypt's internal 

problems, and Dulles quickly "inquired whether there was any internal demand in Egypt for 

the recognition of CommtlOist China." Hussein then brought up the Aswan dam negotiations. 

Dulles exclaimed that the "Dam was about as unpopular a thing as could be done in the 

United States" and that "Egypt was not doing the United States a favor by accepting assistance 

toward the Dam." Congress "was boiling over." He warned Hussein that Congress could 

easily cut off the plan by attaching a rider to the Mutual Security Act prohibiting funds for the 
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Dam. As to the hope of better relations, Dulles concluded that "he was in no position to 

negotiate with Nasser at this stage through the Ambassador or anyone else" and reiterated that 

"there was already a certain price that Egypt would have to pay because of actions she had 

already taken," a move away from the Soviets and a move toward peace with Israel as 

outlined in Alpha. Dulles' tirade was the worst dressing down of an Egyptian diplomat in 

history.IN 

In fact, the secretary of state carefully choreographed the incident for maximum effect. 

Dulles knew the pro-American Hussein would report his anger to Nasser that America meant 

business th is time and make a strong case tbr reconcil iation on Dulles' terms. As tor 

Nasser's recognition of Communist China, it was just another justification for the Omega 

plan. Allen, Rountree, and others in the State Department must have smiled quietly at 

Nasser's puhlic relations hi under. Nasser had few friends in the State Department other than 

Byroade. and now most Americans viewed him as just another Communist dupe. Roosevelt 

spoke with the Ambassador shortly after the meeting. In an understatement, Hussein 

remarked that he "had a most interesting conversation" with the Secretary. Roosevelt 

remarked to Dulles that Hussein probably only" listened to what he wanted to hear" and 

added that Nasser did not have a "high opinion" of Hussein. The Hussein meeting marked a 

sharp reversal in diplomatic relations hetween the two nations. Byroade had lost the 

contidence of Allen and the State Department, and Hussein had lost the confidence of Nasser. 

Meaningful discussion between the two countries had reached an impasse. '9 

That same day, in a gesture towards Anglo-American solidarity on the secret Omega 

INNIT, 17 May 56: I; Memo of Conversation, 17 May 56, FRUS 55-57,15: 645-49. 

"'felephone Conversation with Allen Dulles, 18 May 56, Dulles Papers, Telephone Call 
Series, Box 5, Memos of Telephone Conversations-General, 1 May 56-29 Je 56, (3). 
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plan, Dulles cabled the American embassies in the Middle East telling them that America and 

Britain "generally see eye-to-eye on the major problems of the Middle East." Ordering all 

diplomats to stop complaining about the British, he maintained that "neither British nor 

American interests are served by assisting the many Near Easterners who traditionally attempt 

to play one country against the other." He added that the Foreign Office had sent out similar 

instructions. :.'0 

Ironically, the purpose of Omega to force Nasser back into the Western fold had an 

alternate effect. With little hope that Hussein would have any influence on Nasser, the NEA 

staff worried that perhaps they had pushed the Egyptian dictator too far. They, rather than 

Nasser, decided to make the tirst move towards hetter relations. Rountree recommended to 

Dulles that the administration should send Anderson back to Egypt to "have another frank talk 

with Nasser." With the ineffective Byroade in Egypt, the administration needed an 

"independent assessment of Nasser's intentions." He figured that they had three possible 

courses of action if Nasser retilsed to cooperate: (1) appease Nasser by outhidding the 

Soviets, (2) continue the Omega operation, or (3) attack Egypt head-on. None of the courses 

of action were positive moves. Dulles approved the new Anderson mission on 23 May.21 

The next day, Dulles finally informed Byroade that it was "unlikely" that the United 

States would finance the Aswan project but that the administration wanted to avoid giving the 

Egyptians an opportunity to turn to the Soviets. Byroade was to string along the Egyptians 

until Washington made a firm decision. A frustrated Byroade objected to this entire strategy 

and notified Dulles that this Omega approach was hecoming public knowledge in Egypt. 

:.'OState Department Instruction, 18 May 56, 780.00/5-1856. 

~lRountree to Dulles, 23 May 56, FRUS 55-57, IS: 658-67; Memo of Record, 28 May 
56. Ibid .. 667. 
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Furthermore, earlier attempts to influence the Sudan in delaying an agreement on the division 

of the Nile waters would lead to an "all-out [Egyptian] effort to subvert any government in 

Sudan going along with suggested scheme." It would be better to admit Congressional refusal 

than to mislead the Egyptians. He argued that the "honorable position" of blaming Congress 

would give Nasser less to react and worried that the Omega approach would only inflame the 

Egyptian reaction. He was right. If the Omega plan failed to change Nasser's behavior, the 

administration was left with only confrontation or concession, and Dulles wanted neither. 

Although his advice was sound, no one in the State Department was listening to Byroade 

anymore.~~ 

A cable from Ambassador Edward Lawson in Tel Aviv reinforced the growing 

animosity towards Nasser in the State Department. Sharett told Lawson that arms had nothing 

to do with Nasser's decision to recognize Communist China. Sharett argued that Nasser's 

decision "underscored his constant assertions of his capacity to defy the West." He 

maintained that it was the same for the arms deal in 1955. Nasser wanted to create an "Afro-

Asiatic bloc" of Nehru, Chou En Lai, and himself. With such information, Washington 

began taking Israeli intelligence seriously. Earlier in the year, the Mossad had supplied the 

CIA with one of its greatest coups, Khrushchev's speech denunciating Stalin at the Twentieth 

Party conference. Within the CIA, Angleton led the charge for closer relations with Israel. 

The Mossad had contacts inside the Soviet bloc that were invaluable to the CIA. Roosevelt 

~Dulles to Cairo, 24 May 56, Ibid., 671-3; Byroade to State Department, 26 May 56, 
Ibid., 680-2; Byroade to State Department, 611.74/5-3056; Dulles to Cairo, 21 May 56, 
611.74/5-2156. 
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and Copeland's contacts in Egypt could never supply such valuable information.23 

Running out of options and patience, Dulles did not want to give in to Nasser and 

canceled the new Anderson mission. As for Omega, the delaying tactics only hardened 

Nasser's attitude. This should have been no surprise. Nasser already knew that the United 

States would withdraw the Aswan deal. Like the arms deal in 1955, Nasser believed that he 

could always turn to the Soviets to finance the dam. He decided to sit tight and see what 

happened. The administration continued to negotiate with Egypt over the Aswan deal but 

with no intention of consummating the deal. Outright withdrawal of the offer was contrary to 

the covert tactks of Omega. It was a slow waiting game between the two adversaries. 

Following Dulles' instructions. Rountree drew up a draft statement of withdrawal to use in an 

emergency. that is if Egypt accepted the deal or if they let the Russians in. Also part of the 

delaying tactics, was an attempt to call a conference of the riparian states in trying to engage 

Egypt in negotiations over the division of the Nile waters. The plan never came to fruition. 

The whole problem with these delaying tactks centered on purpose. To what end were they 

striving for? It now was obvious that Dulles would cancel the deal, and, in his monologue 

with Hussein. he had told him so. It was only a question of time when the confrontation 

would occur. Meanwhile, the war of nerves and words escalated. ~ 

At a commencement address at Iowa State College on 9 June, Dulles embarked on a 

public campaign designed to preface the cancellation of the Aswan Dam deal. He described 

neutralism as an "immoral and shortsighted conception." This public attack on Nasser's 

23Lawson to State Department, 30 May 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 698-70; Ian Black and 
Benny Morris, Israel's Secret Wars: A History of Israel's Intelligence Services (New York: 
Grove Weidenfeld, 1991), 168-9. 

~4Rountree to Dulles, 6 Je 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 717-19. 
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brand of international opportunism was just another step in the eventual repudiation of the 

Aswan Dam deal. Dulles put the neutrals on notice that the United States was no longer 

willing to compete with the Soviets over their hearts. That same week, Congress debated the 

foreign aid bill threatening to limit aid to neutrals. Dulles was throwing a bone to Congress 

and showing Nasser that he could also play the Middle East rhetoric game.25 

In Cairo, Nasser celebrated Evacuation Day marking the official end of the 

seventy-four-year British occupation of the Suez Base. To avoid any more public 

humiliation. the last British troops had departed a few days beti.lre. In an oblique reply to 

Dulles, Nasser raised the Egyptian flag over the base and declarecl that Egypt had made a 

"rendezvous with destiny when it saw the remnants of the foreign invader sneak out, back to 

where they came from." The following day, he announced that "we must strengthen 

ourselves to liberate all Arahs ... so that the Palestine tragedy may not be repeated." A few 

days later, Nasser ended military rule, proclaimed a new constitution, and was elected 

president with 99.8% of the vote. He had finally hecome the new pharaoh, and was ruling, 

for all practkal purposes. with despotic powers. The old RCC and rule hy consensus 

disappeared. Without tlle British army in Egypt, he was now totally free from Western 

imperialism. To add insult to injury. the Egyptians had invited Dimitri Shepilov, the former 

editor of Pravda and the new Russian Foreign Minister to attend the celebrations marking the 

end of Western imperialism. It was his first trip abroad as Foreign Minister and in many 

ways was a replay of Dulles' visit in 1953 .~t, 

The State Department worried that Shepilov might be bringing with him an offer to 

'!.WYr. 10 Je 56: I. 

~~NYr. 19 Je 56: I; Byroade to State Department, 12 Je 56, FRUS 55-57,15: 725-6. 
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finance the dam. Dulles did not want it to appear that they were reacting to Nasser or the 

Soviets. However, the secretary of state appeared pleased that Shepilov would make an offer. 

It would make things easier for the administration with the Congress and would preempt a 

public clash with Nasser. Dulles hoped to catch the Soviets into the same morass of Egyptian 

politics that Britain and America were trying to extricate themselves. 27 

According to a CIA report from Cairo, the Soviets offered to finance the dam with an 

interest free loan payable in sixty years, purchase Egypt's entire cotton crop with hard 

currency, cancel payments on arms sold to Egypt since September 1955, and construct a steel 

mill and many other types of factories. During the discussions, Shepilov asked for no quid 

pro quos against the West and did not tlven mention Israel. The Soviets were offering Nasser 

a hlank check. However, for Nasser to receivtl such a package deal would mean severing ties 

with the West and putting Egypt's economy into Russian hands. He had just rid himself of 

the British and was not yet willing to replace them with the Soviets. Yugoslavia's Marshal 

Tito had warned him not to hecome economically dependent on the Soviets. In his usual 

fashion. NasStlr made no tirm commitmtlnts to the offers and vainly hoped "for some 

halancing offer from the West." According to the CIA, Nasser hoped to avoid a hreak with 

America. Howevtlr, Nasser's long term goal of settling thtl "Israeli issue on Arab terms" and 

eliminating the last vestiges of imperialism in the Arab world would take precedence over his 

relations with the United States. For that, he needed Soviet support. In Dulles' eyes, Nasser 

had already gone too far.~M 

In a belated attempt at damage control bef()re the Shepilov visit, Nasser sent an 

27Memo of Conversation, 13 Je 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 726-7. 

2HHeikal, Cutting, 108-9; Memo from the DCI, 27 Je 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 751-4. 
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invitation, through the CIA, for Hoover to visit Cairo after the Freedom Week festivities. He 

told the CIA that he was "determined to turn a deaf ear to any blandishments of' Shepilov. 

Hoover did not accept the invitation. There would be no more special missions to Egypt. 

However, Eugene Black, of the IBRD, did arrive in Cairo for talks on the Western financing 

of the Aswan Dam. Probably the only character who did not know the deal was dead, Black 

hoped to convince the Egyptians to drop their conditions. Nasser did not mention his talks 

with the Russians, and Black commented to Byroade that the "conversation proceeded just as 

though Shepilov had never appeared on the scene." Nasser worried that the Dulles had 

dedded to cancel the offer and asked for Black's help in convincing Washington to the 

contrary. In a later meeting, Dr. Kaissouny, the Egyptian Finance Minister, pleaded with 

Black not to "force us to take aid from Russia." The performance was not convincing. 

Byroade cabled the State Department arguing that the Aswan deal "may be about to be 

completed on a similar pattern" as the arms deal the previous year. He hoped that the 

administration would not repeat that history. Again, Nasser was putting himself into a 

position where he could blame everything on the West. ~C) 

Although Black was still willing to follow through with the financing, Dulles told him 

that any commitment would have to wait. Congress was poised to attach a "rider" prohibiting 

funds for the dam if the project were pushed today. Also, there was talk in Congress of 

calling the "bluff of certain countries threatening to turn to the Soviet bloc." Dulles figured 

that if Nasser was truly a neutral, he would not strike another deal with Soviets for fear of 

becoming tOll enmeshed with Moscow. Dulles wanted to call that bluff.JO 

~9CIA Memo, 18 Je 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 735; Byroade to State Department, 21 Je 56, 
Ihid .• 742-3: Byroade to State Department, 16 Je 56, Ibid., 731-4. 

JI)Memo of Conversation, 25 Je 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 748-51. 
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On 28 June, the NSC discussed the dam issue. Dulles all but concluded that the 

Russians were "taking over the High Aswan dam project" and contemplated withdrawing the 

offer. Although Nasser would react noisily, in the long term, the results would be good. 

The economic burden on Egypt would be heavy, and the "Egyptians would blame the 

austerities on the nation which was undertaking this great project." He maintained that the 

"Egyptians would continuously ask for further financial assistance" and concluded that the 

"project of building the dam would prove a terrific headache to any nation that undertook it." 

Secretary of the Treasury George Humphrey recommended that Dulles "seize" the opportunity 

to back out of it. 31 

That same day, Dulles notitied Byroade that he would be relieved of his post in Cairo 

and transferred to South Africa. Back in January, Dulles had told Byroade that he would be 

transferred, when the conditions were right, "to a new post where you would have somewhat 

less strain than is now the case." His replacement would be Raymond Hare, a tough, career 

Foreign Service Ofticer specializing in the Middle East, a member of the Omega planning 

team, and a Ronald Colman look-alike. It was a symbolic act. Byroade had been the most 

instrumental proponent along with Kim Roosevelt and Miles Copeland in the pro-Egyptian 

policy dating back to the Truman administration. Byroade's departure marked the end of the 

special relationship with Nasser and cleared the decks for the big break. Nasser knew the 

game was entering a new phase of contlict. Hare, the new ambassador, would not be the type 

to smoke, joke, and drink cocktails at Nasser's posh suburban home. 32 

Before he learned of Byroade's recall, Nasser had already made his next move to 

31Memo of Discussion, 28 Je 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 754. 

32Dulles to Byroade, 28 Je 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 759-60; Byroade to Dulles, 12 Jul 56, 
611.74/7-1256. 
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counter Omega. On 5 luly, Nasser sent Foreign Minister Fawzi to pay a calion Sir 

Humphrey Trevelyan, the British ambassador. To Trevelyan's surprise, Fawzi proposed a 

reopening of peace talks with Israel. According to Fawzi, both Nasser and the Russians 

believed that peace with Israel was essential to preventing the reintroduction of Western 

imperialism in the region. They tigured that hostilities would give the West an excuse to 

intervene. On this point they were later proved right. Fawzi's plan bore a striking 

resemblance to the defunct Anderson Mission. Although the British Foreign Office jumped at 

the initiative, George Allen viewed it as a Soviet-Egyptian provocation to "divert us" from 

Omega.~~ 

With Fawzi's approach having failed, Nasser made his shrewdest move. He ordered 

Hussein hack to Washington with instruetions to accept the Decemher Aswan Dam offer and 

all the American conditions without reservation. He was going to force Dulles to publicly 

reject him. Although Hussein was elated, Nasser told him, "Hey wake up, Doctor! There is 

no High Dam." Nasser was turning the tahles on Omega. Nasser would deliver his own 

ultimatum anu put the onus of decision on Dulles' shoulders. Contrary to many accounts, 

Nasser and not Dulles initiated the public spectacle as part of his plan to nationalize the Suez 

Canal Company anu, in turn, use its profits to finance the Aswan Dam. The confrontation 

that the State Department wanted to avoid had arrived. J.I 

The NEA staff found itself scrambling to react to Nasser's latest initiatives. Although 

J3Byroade to State Department, 6 lui 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 778-9; Russell to Dulles, 9 
lui 56, Ibid., 789-92; Allen to Dulles, 10 lui 56, Ibid., 800-2; Byroade to State Department, 
10 lui 56, Ibid., 806-7. 

J4Byroade to State Department, II lui 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 807-8; Heikal, Cutting, 110-
11: Heikal, Cairo, 65-66; See Hahn, 204-5 and Freiberger, 155-7, for a more correct view 
see Diane Kunz, The Economic Diplomacy of the Suez Crisis (Chapel Hill: University of 
North Carolina, 1991), 69-70. 
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Allen and his staff believed that the Fawzi proposal was another ruse, they again contemplated 

sending Anderson to Cairo. It seemed that every time a problem came up, the answer was 

packing Anderson off to Cairo. The snag would be Hussein's return to Washington to accept 

the Aswan financing deal. Although Allen believed that "Na<;ser would prefer to conclude an 

agreement with the West on the Aswan Dam," he told Dulles that "in view of Hussein's 

return it is no longer possible to avoid" a final decision. In this case, Dulles would not play 

the neutralist game of outbidding the Soviets. He recommended that Dulles privately inform 

the Egyptians that the United States would not finance the dam at this time, hinting that this 

attitude made change if Nasser would also. They still hoped at this time to keep the 

cancellation private and avoid a public spectacle. Dulles told Makins that "we were in an 

awkward predicament," that "our policy towards Egypt was unsettled," and that "if we said 

no it would involve quite serious risks." The deal would be canceled. The question was 

how. J~ 

On a stopover in London on his way to Washington, Hussein forced Dulles' hand. At 

the airport. Hussein plIblh:ly annollnl.:ed the Egyptian decision to accept Western financing. 

Back in Cairo, Nasser feigned anger with Hussein's public statement. Nasser's behavior was 

part of his orchestrated show. He knew that Hussein was not a man who could keep a secret. 

Now. the Egyptians had left Dulles with few alternatives. The acceptance was now public 

knowledge, and Dulles would have to publicly repudiate it. For Nasser, the propaganda value 

of a punlh: humiliation would be enormous. Southern senators, representing cotton interests, 

reacted quickly and threatened to attach a rider to the Mutual Security Bill of 1957 prohibiting 

the use of funds for the Aswan Dam. Dulles assured the Senate that he would make no move 

J~NEA Staff paper, undated, FRUS 55-57, 15: 817; Allen to Dulles, I3 Jul 56, Ibid., 
828-30: Memo of Convversation, 13 Jul 56. Ihid., 830-2. 
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toward approval without "prior consultation" with the appropriate committees. 36 

In a memo to Dulles on the 17th, Allen outlined the possible Egyptian reactions to the 

canceling of the deal. He posed that Nasser would react with public "fury," and that Egypt 

could probably accept a deal with the Soviets. Furthermore, Nasser would "step up" 

activities against Western positions in the Middle East, namely the Wheelus and Dhahran 

airfields, the Suez Canal, and the oil fields. He did not go into any specifics. The 

administration hoped that Nasser would limit his reaction to propaganda, his normal behavior, 

and not some overt action. They guessed wrong. Upon his arrival in Washington, Hussein 

scheduled a meeting with Dulles for Thursday the 19th.37 

The State Department kept the British thoroughly informed on the decision to cancel. 

In fact, on 17 July. Lloyd told the British cabinet that the "United States government were 

Isicllikely to share our view that the offer of tinancial aid for the building of the High Dam 

at Aswan should now be withdrawn." They were quite willing, however, to allow the 

Americans to take the initiative and take all the criticism. Dulles met with Ike on the 

morning of the 19th to brief him on the decision to cancel. In a short meeting, the president 

gave his approval. Before his meeting with Hussein, Dulles telephoned his brother for a last 

minute consultation. The secretary told his brother that if he does not cancel it the "Congress 

will chop it off tomorrow and ... would rather do it himself." He briefed him on the 

reasons he would give to Hussein. Both agreed that the decision was "hazardous," but Allen 

36Heikal, Cutting, 113-4; Heikal, Cairo, 65; Dulles to Hayden, 17 jul 56, FRUS 55-57, 
15: 848-9; Memo of Conversation, 19 Jul 56, Ibid., 863. 

37Allen to Dulles. 17 Jul 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 849-53. 
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Dulles commented that "it was wise in the long run. "38 

Hussein arrived at the State Department at 4 P.M. for his rendezvous with Dulles. The 

secretary spoke first so as not to allow Hussein to accept the deal. Unlike his last meeting 

with Hussein, Dulles spoke kindly and without anger. Dulles went through a laundry list of 

reasons why the administration was withdrawing the December offer: the project 

"represented a heavy burden upon the Egyptian economy," the Egyptians would resent the 

burdens that the United States would demand, Egypt had done little "to generate goodwill" 

with America over the past six months. and Congress was against the project. Dulles added 

that he "hoped that this situation was not a permanent one." Hussein was clearly disappointed 

and asked somewhat sheepishly if this meant that the offer was "terminated." Dulles said yes 

and commented that "our two countries seemed to be out of step in many respects." Dulles 

reiterated that "successful implementation" of the massive project "would be impossible 

without the existence of the right kind of relationship." Hussein argued his case strenuously 

and warned the Russians would "take advantage of the present situation." The secretary made 

only one minor wncession. He maintained that "for the time being the Dam project should 

be pur 011 the .I'he(fwhile we tried to develop a better atmosphere." The special relationship 

between Nasser and the United States had reached a new low, and the Omega chess game had 

reached the crisis point. Dulles' withdrawal of the offer was his check mate. The problem 

was that Dulles had gambled. He had ignored that traditional advice of any court room 

lawyer. always know the response of your query to a witness. 39 

A few minutes after the meeting with Hussein, Dulles telephoned Senator Knowland, 

38Cabinet Minute. 17 luI 56, CAB 128/30, CM (56) 50; Memo of Conversation, 19 lui 
56, FRUS 55-57. 15: 861-2; Telephone Call to Allen Dulles, 19 luI 56, Ibid., 866. 

J9Memo of Conversation, 19 Jul 56, FRUS 55-57. 15: 867-73; 
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the Republican leader, telling him that he had just canceled the Aswan deal. Dulles added 

that "it would be interesting to see what happens." Lunching the following day with Henry 

Luce and C.D. Jackson of nme, a triumphant Dulles exclaimed that the cancellation was "as 

big a chess move as US diplomacy had made in a long time." He argued that Nasser was 

now "in a hell of a spot." He maintained that if the Russians refuse to finance it, they will 

"undermine the whole fabric of recent Soviet economic carpet-bagging allover the world." 

In their next issue, the nme editors proclaimed that "Chessmaster Dulles already had his 

opponents Ithe neutralists and Soviets] in check." Dulles' move was widely interpreted as a 

notice to the Third World that the game of playing one superpower off the other was over. A 

few days later, Shepilov announced that the Soviet Union had no intention of financing the 

dam at this time. There was reason to believe that Nasser and Shepilov had worked out such 

a reply to emphasize the drama of the occasion. Regardless, America had put itself into the 

unenviahle position as a whipping hoy for Nasser.oII) 

Nasser received word of the cam:ellation on his flight hack from Brioni, Yugoslavia, 

where he had heen meeting with Tilo and Nehru. The "big" three of the non-aligned 

movement were picking up where the Bandung Conference had left off the previous spring. 

They humbly viewed themselves as the answer tn the problems of Europe, the Middle East, 

and Asia, with each of them representing their respective areas. Despite their lofty rhetoric, 

the three agreed on little of substance. Nehru accompanied Nasser on the plane back to 

Egypt. Near the end of the flight, one of Nasser's assistants handed him a note describing 

Dulles' withdrawal of the offer that had just come over the radio. According to Heikal, an 

4O'J'elephone Call to Knowland, 19 Jul 56, Dulles Papers, Telephone Call Series, Box 5, 
Memos of Telephone Conversations-General, 12 Jul 56-29 Sep 56, (5); Kyle, 130; nme, 21 
Jul 56: 7. 
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angry Nasser exclaimed that "this is not a withdrawal ... it is an attack on the regime and an 

invitation to th~ people of Egypt to bring it down." Of course, Dulles' decision was no such 

thing. A shaken Nehru added, "Those people, how arrogant they are." However, he advised 

Nasser to "think ahout" his reaction "carefully." Despite Nasser's histrionics, Byroade 

reported the following day that "Nasser was not surprised having expected all along that the 

United States would not follow through on the offer." Now the question was how Nasser 

would react. 41 

Nasser had h~en planning a reaction to the Omega policy for months. His decision to 

send Huss~in to Washington with an acceptance of the dam offer was part of his plan to turn 

the tables on Dulles and force America's hand. It was a gamble since Nasser had put much 

of his puhlh.: prestige into the Aswan project that would supposedly revolutionize the Egyptian 

economy. Nasser hoped that hy winning this round he could extract ev~n greater 

commitments later. Dull~s' id~a that the canc~lIation would discredit Nasser at home was a 

mistake. Nasser c(lultl now blame Egypt's economic ills on the United States. However, he 

still wanted the tlam built regardless of American financing. To maintain his positive 

neutrality, he could not very well accept Soviet financing since accusations of being a Soviet 

puppet would then prohably stick. He had decided before he sent Hussein back to 

Washington to nationalize the Suez Canal Company and use its toll profits as an alternative to 

accepting Russian assistance to build the Aswan High Dam. His rash moves typified the 

Middle East's reliance on the "quick grab" as an accepted diplomatic tactic. 

Theoretically such a financing scheme was indeed possible. Dulles' cancellation cleared 

the way for Nasser's Gordian solution. This time, Nasser hoped to checkmate the West and 

4'NYr, 21 Jul 56, 2; Heikal, Cutting, 114-6; Heikal, Cairo, 67-8; Byroade to State 
Department, 20 Jul 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 878. 
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become the man to be reckoned with in the Arab world. Egypt did not have oil but would 

now control its movement. According to Heikal, Nasser personally drew up a staff paper on 

possible courses of action for his British, French, and Israeli enemies. Nasser did not include 

the United States on the list but he did believe that the Eisenhower administration would back 

the British in a crisis. The support of the Soviets would of course be "decisive." He figured 

that the "tirst few days after nationalization" would be the "period of maximum danger for 

Egypt." Thereafter, the military threat would gradually decline until by November, with 

"world opinion" behind him, the "risk would virtually evaporate." His analysis later proved 

incorrect on two counts, the British, French, and Israelis attacked despite world opinion 

against them, and the Soviets provided little help. Sometimes Nasser was too smart for his 

Back in the State Department, the Omega team continued to contemplate Nasser's 

possible reactions. Although the State Department was not caught napping as is popularly 

accepted. American policymakers were not quite sure what Nasser would do next. Rountree 

and the State Department believed that Egypt would demand the withdrawal of Point Four 

personnel from Egypt. Word had it in Cairo that would be the case. On the other hand, 

during a meeting of the Middle East Policy Planning Group, Frank Wisner, the CIA Deputy 

Director of Plans, remarked that Nasser might nationalize the Suez Canal Company. His 

advisors, Roosevelt and Copeland, disagreed and the State Department view carried the day. 

The Nasser skillfully kept a tight lid on all information and cleverly disseminated 

disinformation, no small feat in Cairo. As to American aid, the Egyptian press attacked the 

Point Four program as a "danger to our independence and a dagger in our backs" and accused 

42Byroade to State Department. 30 Jul 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 57; Heikal, Cutting, 116-22; 
Heikal, Cairo. 86-9. 
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its personnel of "spying for the Pentagon." In a speech in Cairo, Nasser declared that "I look 

at Americans and say: may you choke to death on your fury." The day before the 

announcement, Nasser laid another smokescreen. He had Fawzi again talk to the British 

about the possible reopening of peace discussions with the Israelis as a way to "improve 

relations between Egypt and the West. "43 

On 26 July, the anniversary of Farouk's abdication, Nasser revealed his secret plan to 

a mass audience in Alexandria. In a dramatic flair, Nasser chose the name De Lesseps, the 

huilder of the canal. as the code word for his assault teams to takeover of the Canal facilities. 

When he mentioned it during his speech. it would he the signal for the takeover. In fact, he 

referred to De Lesseps ahout ten times to make sure that the assault teams did not miss it. At 

the conclusion of the speech, he officially announced the nationalization of the Suez Canal 

Company. According to Heikal, "pandemonium erupted and scenes of wild excitement broke 

out in towns and villages" throughout Egypt. AI-Hakim remembered it differently. He 

recalled that" after nationalization all hell hroke loose." Byroade descrihed the two and 

one-half hour speech as "sarcastic, condescending, and occasionally facetious." Nasser's big 

move completely overshadowed Dulles' supposed checkmate. On the advice of Copeland, 

Nasser wisely added that Egypt would honor all international agreements concerning the canal 

and compensate the shareholders of the company.oI4 

At the time, it appeared that Nasser had stolen the crown from chessmaster Dulles. Far 

from leading Nasser to reconciliation with the West, the Omega game had led Nasser to 

43Rlluntree to Hoover, 25 Jul 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 896-7; Copeland, Game Player, 170-
1,200; Byroade to State Department, 24 Jul 56, 15: 890; TIme, 6 Aug 56: 19; NIT, 22 Jul 
56: I; Byroade to State Department, 26 Jul 56, FRUS 55-57, IS: 90S. 

oI4Heikal, Cairo, 91-2; Heikal, Cutting, 126-7; AI-Hakim, 33; Byroade to State 
Department, 26 Jul 56, FRUS 55-57, 15: 906-8; Copeland, Game Player, 201-2. 
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recklessly gamble on a "quick grab" that could lead to war. Although Dulles cared little what 

Nasser nationalized, the British and the French cared much, since they owned most of the 

Suez Canal Company shares. Nasser was well aware that they could violently react. Dulles 

would now have to muster all his tactical talents just to prevent America's allies from setting 

the Middle East ablaze. 



CHAPTER 10 

THE WAR Of OPPORTUNITIES 

This has been a policy [stand against 
Anglo-french-Israeli agressionJ which 
has evoked greater international 
support for the United States than 
we have secured at any time in our 
history. 

Secretary Dulles, Novemher 19561 
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In retrospect, the second half of 1956 could hest be described as the year of the "quick 

grah" in the Middle East, Secretary of State John foster Dulles' withdrawal of the Aswan 

Dam offer, Gamal Ahdel Nasser's nationalization of the Suez Canal Company, and the Anglo-

French-Israel i attack on Egypt. Both hig and regional powers resorted to crude actions in 

attempts to further their own interests. One grah led to another until the United States put an 

end to the show in the United Nations. In the last chapter, Nasser initiated the entire process 

hy forcing Dulles' hand over Aswan. In typical Eastern Question fashion, Nasser's 

nationalization of the Suez Canal Company led to a series of shifting alliances in ever 

increasing multilateralism. By the end of the tiasco, the Eisenhower administration found 

itself hacking Egypt at the expense of its traditional allies. Throughout the Suez crisis, Dulles 

employed a bewildering variety of diplomatic weapons including international conferences, 

IMemo of Discussion, I Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 905. 
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Third World intermediaries, and covert contacts that brilliantly kept the United State) above 

the fray. 

Naturally, the first reactions to Nasser's Suez move came not from Dulles, who was in 

Peru at the time, but from the British and French. The British Cabinet met late into the 

evening in an emergency meeting to discuss what should be done. Prime Minister Anthony 

Eden argued that "Nasser must not he allowed to get away with it" and ordered the British 

military chiefs to draw up the necessary plans to seize the canal. French Foreign Minster 

Christian Pineau compared Nasser's nationalization to Hitler's "seizure of the Rhineland" in 

1936. He told Ambassador Douglas Dillon that France was prepared to support the British in 

any military action and sell more jet tighters to Israel. Eden immediately attempted to enlist 

Am~rican support for military action against Nasser." 

Arguing that Nasser had detied international agreements and now threatened the oil 

supplies to Western Europe, Eden wrote President Dwight D. Eisenhower recommending 

military action in hope that Britain, France, and the United States could "align our policies 

ami concert together." Eden's pathological obsession with Nasser led Britain to embark on a 

reactive policy that only increased the stakes and made any solution more difficult to attain. 

With Dulles in South America, Eisenhower delayed making any rash decisions concerning 

military action. As a stop gap, Eisenhower ordered Deputy Under Secretary of State Robert 

Murphy, a veteran diplomat with long experience in working with the European allies, to 

London to "hold the fort." Also, State Department legal experts scrambled to figure out 

whether Nasser had broken any international laws or agreements in nationalizing the Suez 

"Foster to State Department, 27 Jul 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 4-5; Dillon to State Department, 
27 Jul 56, Ibid .. 7-9. 
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Canal Company. Their conclusions, that Egypt's decree was legal, convinced Eisenhower 

that military action was out of the question despite forceful JCS arguments that the United 

States should support Anglo-French military plans to seize the canal. Eisenhower's only 

action was to freeze Egyptian assets until the whole matter of nationalization was settled.3 

Believing that any Anglo-French attack on Egypt would throw the entire Third World 

into the arms of the Soviets, the administration had to prevent the British and French from 

taking any rash actions. Upon his return from Peru, Dulles quickly took control of the 

situation. He told Eisenhower that for the British and French the issue was not the canal but 

their prestige. Subsequently, he decided that negotiation with Nasser was the only option 

since military threats would only make Nasser even more difficult to deal with. Dulles 

correctly believed Nasser would never back down and lose face as long as threats continued. 

Dulles hoped that summoning an international conference could force Nasser to "disgorge his 

theft." America's emphasis on negotiations brought a sigh of relief from many Egyptians 

who now believed that America was again the friend of Egypt. However. Dulles avoided any 

direct approach to Egypt. not wanting to give him any more prestige than Nasser had already 

Back in London, Murphy reported that the Eden government had firmly decided "to 

drive Nasser out of Egypt." The main problem for the British was that any large operation 

3Eden to Eisenhower. 27 Ju156, FRUS 55-57,16: 9-11: Memo of Conference, 27 Ju156, 
Ibid., 11-12: Rohert Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors (New York: Doubleday, 1964), 
379; Meeker Memo, 27 Jul 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 16-18; See Editorial Note II, Ibid., 21-22; 
Hoover to Dulles, 28 Jul 56, Ibid., 24-5; Memo of Conversation, 28 Jul 56, Ibid., 27-8. 

"Telephone Call from the President, 30 Jul 56, FRUS 55-57, ]6: 46-7; Dulles to 
Murphy, 30 Jul 56, Ibid .. 48-50; Memo of Conference, 31 Jul 56, Ibid., 62-7]; Lakas to 
State Department, 31 Jul 56, 611.74/8-956. 
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would take six weeks to mount. Although Macmillan admitted that they could not afford it, 

this time England would not "do another Munich." The whole British position proved to be 

rather pathetic. First, any government that could not invade a third-rate military power like 

Egypt in less than six weeks let alone pay for it had no business embarking on such a risky 

enterprise. Second, Nasser was not a Hitler who had reoccuppied the Rhineland contrary to 

an international treaty. The Suez Canal was an integral part of Egypt and the company was 

chartered in Egypt. In addition, the whole Arab world publicly supported Nasser. Any 

military action would jeopardize the vital oil resources which was exactly what the West did 

not want to happen. In the tradition of the Eastern Question, the administration preferred a 

multilateral indirect approach through negotiation. Rather than making the quarrel with Egypt 

one hetween the West and a small Third World nation, the idea was to tie Nasser down in 

talks until they could mobilize world opinion to pressure Nasser to compromise. Ironically, 

in the end, the British and French proved more reluctant to negotiate than Nasser.s 

Eisenhower descrihed the British approach as "out of date in thinking." Dulles warned 

the president that the British might attempt to drag us into a war by provoking an Israeli 

attack on Jordan as an excuse to intervene in the Middle East. From the beginning, the 

administration feared that the British and French would devise some sort of cover for 

intervention. Such a strategy would be a complete disaster for the West. The flow of oil 

would stop and the Western imperialists would he forever identified with Israel and Zionist 

expansionism. Even worse, the Soviets would move in and set up shop. However, the 

administration could use the threat of force to pressure Nasser to compromise. The problem 

~Murphy to Dulles, 31 Jul 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 60-2. 
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was twofold: to prevent the British from taking military action while maintaining public 

solidarity with them. If Nasser perceived the split, the negotiations would get nowhere. 

Nasser would know that in the end we would prevent the British from attacking him. 

Likewise, if the United States supported Britain too strongly, the Eden government might take 

it as a tacit approval for invasion. 6 

In the first week of August, Dulles traveled to London and convinced Eden "to give a 

try to the conference method." Dulles' thinking was to call an international conference of 

countries who relied on the canal. He believed that the conference would conclude that some 

sort of international control would be necessary. If Nasser refused, then Dulles could portray 

Nasser as an international troublemaker. Only then, Dulles argued,could military force could 

be considered. It was finally decided to hold a conference of interested countries in London 

beginning on 16 August. The conference invited twenty-four countries including the USSR, 

Egypt and India. Dulles addressed the nation on television on 3 August to garner public 

support for negotiations. 7 

Nasser immediately objected to the makeup of the conference pointing out to Byroade 

that the combination of Commonwealth countries and close friends and allies of America 

amounted to a stacked deck. At least sixteen of the countries titted Nasser's description. He 

said that he would have nothing to do with such a conference and recommended that the issue 

be brought before the UN where "Egypt would not be so a/ol/e." He advised Byroade that 

Egypt would accept no plan that infringed on Egyptian sovereignty, that is, any international 

6Memo of Conference. 31 Jul 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 62-71. 

7Memo of Conversation, I Aug 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 98-100. 
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control. Nasser especially wanted total control over the revenues and assets of the Suez Canal 

Company. A few days later, Foreign Minister Mohammed Fawzi told Byroade that Egypt 

would be willing to "formalize some sort of consultive body representing users of the canal." 

Meanwhile, Roosevelt and Copeland kept in close touch with Zakaria Moheiddin, the 

Egyptian interior minister and head of intelligence. The idea of some sort of user's 

association originated during their discussions. They advised Moheiddin and Nasser to 

moderate their propaganda, "keep the Canal running, compensate the former owners and do 

all the other things our lawyers considered the minimum by way of legal settlement in 

nationalization disputes." CIA cryptodiplomacy remained the most reliable and effective 

conduit to the Egyptians during the crisis. With the lame duck Byroade in Cairo, Nasser 

preferred to work with the CIA. Although the conference went ahead on schedule, Dulles 

knew that without Egypt's attendance it had little leverage to settle the dispute. R 

Meanwhile in Washington. the Omega team, led by Francis Russell, outlined the long-

term approach in dealing with Nasser regardless of the outcome of the Suez crisis. Russell 

described Nasser as an "international political adventurer of considerable skill with clearly 

defined objectives that seriously threaten the Western world." Although "Nasser does not 

wish to becomt.! a stooge of the Kremlin," The Egyptian dictator did cherish higher goaJs that 

could serve Soviet ends. Nasser wanted to be a "third force" who would be "able to do 

business on equal terms with both the West and the East." This was never the role that the 

Eisenhower administration hoped Nasser would play. Although, the report implied that the 

elimination of Nasser would serve American interests, Russell recommended the continuation 

MByroade to State Department, 4 Aug 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 133-5; Byroade to State 
Department, 15 Aug 56, Ibid., 200-2: Copeland, Game Player, 201-3. 
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of Omega's strategy of slow isolation. Politically, the United States would work with Iraq, 

Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, and Lebanon to counter Nasser's ambitions in the area, and, 

economically, it would cut off all trade and tourism with Egypt. Russell concluded that the 

"possibility of our establishing a cooperative relationship with Nasser no longer exists." With 

this in mind, Dulles refused to deal direct with Nasser during the crisis.9 

During the London Conference in August, Dulles performed brilliantly presenting his 

legalistic plan for international control of the operation of the canal designed not, at least in 

theory, to threaten Egypt's sovereignty. The company would be internationalized with half 

the profits going directly to Egypt. Soviet Foreign Minister Dimitri Shepilov even told Dulles 

privately that Russia would help in achieving a peaceful solution. Although eighteen of the 

countries supported his plan. in a turn ahout. Shepilov violently attacked it as a "guise" for 

colonialism. The day after the conference concluded, Russian First Secretary Nikita 

Khrushchev declared that he would send "volunteers" to Egypt in case of Western attack. An 

angry Dulles viewed the Soviet tactics as duplicitous and "deliberately calculated to make it 

difticult for Nasser now to accept our program." Despite this shameful Soviet performance, 

the conferees dispatched Australian Prime Minister Robert Menzies to lead a delegation to 

present Nasser with the Dulles plan. Dulles decided to send the veteran Middle East hand 

Loy Henderson to accompany Menzies. 10 

During the conference, solidarity of the Arabs behind Nasser began to slowly crumble. 

9"U.S. Policies Toward Nasser," 4 Aug 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 140-3; Notes, 6 Aug 56, 
Eisenhower Papers, Whitman Diary Series, Box 8, Aug 56 (8). 

/UNIT. 16 Aug 56: I; Ibid., 18 Aug 56, I; Ibid., 24 Aug 56, I; Dulles to Eisenhower, 21 
Aug 56. FRUS 55-57. 16: 253-4. 
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Although recent studies downplay or omit the role of Third World countries, the Eisenhower 

administration knew that Nasser would be more open to counsel from his peers than from the 

West or East. The Saudi Ambassador informed Hoover that tJle king objected to Nasser's 

actions and would cooperate with America in solving the Suez crisis. Hoover commented that 

this "may ultimately prove to be the break we have been looking for." Although the Omega 

plan had been implemented months before, no Arab country other than Iraq had come forward 

to help counter Nasser. King Ibn Saud was Eisenhower's often suggested choice to replace 

Nasser as Arab leader. Roosevelt, who was now coordinating the anti-Nasser orchestra in the 

CIA, suggested tltat the ubiquitous Robert Anderson be sent on anotlter covert mission to do 

some arm twisting with the Saudis. Eisenhower quickly agreed and dispatched Anderson to 

Saudi Arabia without informing the British. Anderson arrived in Saudi Arabia on tlte 23rd 

accompanied by Bill Eveland of the CIA. During his conversations, Anderson learned tltat 

although the Saudis were adamant that force should not be used against Egypt, tlte devout 

Saudis were also fearful that Nasser's actions would promote tlte intiltration of atlteistic 

communism throughout the Middle East." 

Playing on these fears, Anderson delivered a veiled tltreat tltat if Nasser did not 

compromise, the West would lose "confidence" in the canal and the oil resources of tlte 

Middle East and be forced to search for "alternative" sources of energy that would not only 

aipple Egypt's economy but Arabia's as well. The alarmed king asked what were tltese new 

alternatives. Anderson replied, "nuclear energy." Although Prince Faisal, tlte Saudi Foreign 

"Kunz, Hahn, and Freiberger make no mention of tltese initiatives but see Heikal, 
Cutting, 156-59 for an Egyptian version of these events; Hoover to Dulles, 17 Aug 56, FRUS 
55-57, 16: 220; Copeland, Gaml' Player, 207-8. 
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Minister, seriously doubted that such alternative sources of energy would ever replace oil, he 

agreed that a peaceful solution was necessary to prevent the closing of the canal and the 

subsequent loss of Saudi oil revenues. Anderson assured the prince that the Eisenhower 

administration would not support any Anglo-French ultimatum to Nasser. Faisal added that 

he was sure the Egyptians would negotiate directly with America as long as no military threat 

hung over them. Faisal agreed to send an emissary. The plan was simple. Deputy Foreign 

Minister Shaikh Yusuf Yasin would go to Cairo and propose that Nasser negotiate on the 

hasis of the London Conference in return for the withdrawal of British and French military 

ti.lrces recently sent to the Mediterranean and the lifting of economic sanctions. 12 

Yasin arrived in Cairo a week hefore the Menzies mission but failed to get Nasser to 

agree to the proposals. Nasser demanded an immediate lifting of economic sanctions before 

agreeing to any negotiations. The Eisenhower administration was not willing to make such a 

move until Nasser agreed to negotiations. Nasser should have accepted the deal, but he was a 

greedy gamhler and desired a complete victory against the British. Yasin's only success was 

convincing Nasser that America would not support any Anglo-French military intervention. 

thus, reinfc)rcing Nasser's intransigence and undermining the negotiations. Meanwhile, Eden 

told Dulles that Britain would invade if the Menzies mission failed. Nasser bluntly told 

Menzies that any internationalization of the canal was merely a form of "collective 

colonialism." The Menzies mission proved to he a complete wash. Furthermore, the Yasin 

mission inadvertently undermined any chance for success. The Egyptian press even reported 

12Andersoll to State Department, 23 Aug 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 273-5; Eveland, 211, 
Anderson to State Deaprtment, 24 Aug 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 282-3; Memo of Conversation, 
24 Aug 56, Ibid .. 289; See Editorial Note 136, Ibid., 301-3. 
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that the United States had already lost any hope in the London Conference proposals. 

Eisenhower further complicated matters during a news conference on 31 August when he 

implied that the canal was not an international waterway. An avid peruser of the foreign 

press, Nasser figured that the longer he held out, the better terms he would get. He would 

replay the Suez Base negotiating tactics that he had employed in 1953-54Y 

Even hefore the failure of the Menzies mission, Dulles had been contemplating an 

alternate strategy. He latched on to the Fawzi plan, the creation of some sort of user's 

association to deal with the Egyptian government. Historians have completely missed the 

Egyptian origins of this approach. During the London Conference, Ali Sabry, Nasser's 

unofficial representative in London, told an American oilman that Egypt would be willing to 

recognize the rights of the ship owners and would welcome a permanent committee to develop 

a plan of Canal operation under Egyptian control. Copeland and Eichelberger had already 

heen working with the Egyptians on such a plan. Although Eisenhower was interested, he 

suggestetl that they bribe Nasser hy huying up all the shares of the old Suez Canal Company 

anti giving Egypt 49% of them thus insuring that Egypt would have controlling interest. 

Dulles argued that Nasser could not he hrihed and that neither the British nor the Egyptians 

would go along with such an idea. Knowing that the Egyptians would be more amenable to 

compromise on their own initiative, the secretary proposed the development of a user's 

'~Byroade to State Department, 28 Aug 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 310-11; Memo of 
Conversation. 24 Aug 56, Ibid., 285-6; Henderson to State Department, 6 Sep 56, Ibid., 399; 
NIT. I Sep 56: I: "Summary of Developments in the Suez Situation," 5 Sep 56, FRUS 55-
57. 16: 375. 
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association. 14 

Dulles personally drew up the plan of the Suez Canal Users Association (SCUA) on 9 

September. Although the plan was sound, the user's association would not consist of 

interested private companies but governments whose ships used the canal. The problem was 

that the Egyptians, with advice from Copeland, had in mind a consortium between shippers 

and the Egyptian government similar to American railroad commissions. The Egyptian 

government publicly announced on 10 September that it would be willing to form such a 

ntlgotiating body. Howevtlr, on thtl 12th, Eden presented the SCUA plan in a speech to 

parliament as a British plan. The timing of thtl announcement and presentation of it as a 

British plan all but sealed its fattl. Upset with the Eden blunder, Dulles admitted at a press 

conference that the United States did not plan "to shoot our way through" the canal if the 

SCUA plan failed, a direct slap at Eden's warmongering. Although Nasser would not go 

along with the SCUA plan as it was prestlnted, thtl British and French did postpone any 

military inttlrvtlntion for the timtl btling. In a lattlr conversation between Macmillan and 

Dulltls. thtl stlcrtltary rtlqutlsted that thtl British refrain from any "drastic" action that might 

hindtlr Eistlnhowtlr's chanctls of reelection. Htl sptlcif1cally reminded Macmillan that the best 

way of deflating Nasstlr's prtlstigtl was through economic and political means and not force. 

Macmillan assured Dulles that thtly could and would hold any military "action in abeyance," 

14Eistlnhower to Dulles, 6 Sep 56, Dulles Papers, White House Memo Series, Box 3, 
White House Correspondence-General, 1956 (2); Copeland, Game Player, 208-9; Telepone 
Call from the President, 7 Sep 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 405; Ibid., 418-9. 
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at least until after the elections. IS 

Dulles' handling of the London Conference and SCUA revealed the secretary of state at 

his best. Like the Suez base negotiations of 1953-4, Dulles hoped to keep all sides talking 

long enough to extract compromises. To complicate matters, the USSR continued to counsel 

the Egyptians to hold fast describing the SCUA plan as a "great provocation against Egypt." 

Again, Dulles turned to a Third World nation for help. Nehru wrote to the president in early 

September urging the United States to seek a negotiated settlement. In reply, the 

administration implied that they hoped that Nehru would urge Nasser to negotiate before it 

was too late. Nehru dispatched his personal envoy, the often disagreeable Krishna Menon, to 

Egypt. Menon urged Nasser to compromise with the West. Menon told Nasser that it was 

Nehru's personal view that the British cared little about the canal and were only using the 

crisis to "get rid of Nasser." This was not new, hut coming from Nehru, it did have its 

effect. Nasser repeated what he had told the Saudis and informed Menon that he would be 

willing to negotiate directly with the United States. On the 23rd, Nehru puhlicly criticized 

Nasser's methods in nationalizing the Canal and the suhsequent crisis it created. India relied 

heavily on the canal and wanted nothing to interfere with safe transit. On that same day, 

Nasser met with King Saud in Riyadh tbr consultations. Saud told Nasser that altho\lgh he 

supported Egypt's sovereignty over the canal, he echoed Nehru's plea that it was now time 

fiJr Nasser to compromise. Upon Nasser's return to Cairo, Raymond Hare, the new 

American Ambassador, presented his credentials. In their first meeting, Nasser avoided any 

15"Proposal for a Voluntary Association of Suez Canal Users," 9 Sep 56, FRUS 55-57, 
16: 451-55; NIT, 11 Sep 56: 1; Ibid., 13 Sep 56, 1; Memo of Conversation, 25 Sep 56, 
FRUS 55-57, 16: 580-1. 
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discussion of the Suez crisis. Hare described the meeting as a "preliminary warming up 

before the real game begins."'6 

Meanwhile, the British and French decided to bring the whole matter before the UN 

Security Council as a tinal effort of negotiation before they used force. Although Nasser 

would have really wanted direct negotiations with the United States, the UN would be the 

next best thing. Since the Egyptian government was having serious difficulties in their 

balance of payments, the Jordanian Ambassador told Dulles that the Egyptians would now be 

"prepared to take all easy attitude" towards negotiations. In a move to motivate the Egyptians 

to negotiate, the Eisenhower administration approved an International Monetary Fund (lMF) 

loan of $15 mill ion to Egypt. Despite the wee!<s of confrontation, it appeared that Fawzi was 

indeed prepared to negotiate through the UN Security Council, knowing that he could always 

rely on the Soviet veto. In disl!ussions with the CIA in Cairo, Ali Sabry confirmed that 

Egypt would accept "international agreements" regulating the canal operations. Since Nasser 

had saved face in rejecting the Menzies Mission, he was now in a position to negotiate. 

Dulles' tactics were paying off. 17 

By this time. Eisenhower had hecome fed up with all the players concerned. Amid his 

reelection campaign, Ike grew weary of the obstinacy of his allies and Nasser. Dulles 

I WIT, 16 Sep 56: I; Eisenhower to Nehru, 15 Sep 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 502-4; NIT, 18 
Sep 56: I; "Summary of Developments in the Suez Situation," 20 Sep 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 
540-1; NIT, 24 Sep 56: I; Heikal, Cutting, 158-9; Summary of Developments in the Suez 
Situation." 27 Sep 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 592-3; Hare to State Department, 20 Sep 56, Ibid., 
586-8. 

I7"Summary of Developments in the Suez Situation," 24 Sep 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 569; 
NIT. 28 Sep 56: 4; Memo of Conversation, 28 Sep 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 603-5; Summary of 
Developments in the Suez Situation," 2 Ol!t 56, Ibid., 624. 
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complained to the president that the British and French were blaming all their troubles on the 

United States. Forgetting their own support for Dulles' move, they blamed Dulles' 

cancellation of the Aswan for igniting the crisis. The secretary doubted "whether the British 

and French really wanted a peaceful solution." In fact, Dulles maintained that the Eden 

government could not make up its mind to use force or to negotiate. Ike agreed and said that 

he would "have nothing to do with any project for a covert operation" or military operation 

for that matter. As f<.)r Nasser. Eisenhower said that "Nasser had indicated dangerous 

tendencies that needed to he curbed." The president told Dulles that he "did not think that the 

Canal issue was the one on which to undermine Nasser." Building up King Saud as the 

alternative for Arab leadership was the way to detlate Nasser. The Baghdad Pact 

ambassadors had echoed this idea. On the other hand, building up King Saud as a rival for 

Arab leadership was an indirect and local approach that often worked well in the Middle East 

rather than a "frontal attack." Dulles aired his frustrations on 2 October when he told the 

press that America and the Europeans did not always see eye to eye on the Suez crisis 

especially on the "so-called problem of colonialism." 1M 

At the NSC meeting that week, Dulles announced that the Egyptians were finally 

prepared to compromise, and it was now up to the British and French. One problem was that 

"never before in recent years ... had we faced a situation where we had no clear idea of the 

intentions of our British and French allies." The other unmentioned problem was that the 

administration was not willing to take the lead in forcing a peaceful settlement. By constantly 

working behind the scenes or in conjunction with its allies, the administration had forfeited 

IMEisenhower, Waging, 52-5; Memo of Conversation, 2 Oct 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 625-7; 
NYT. 3 Oct 56: I. 
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the initiative to the British, French, and to a lesser extent the Egyptians. Ironically, when it 

came to negotiations, the United States had more influence on Egypt than on its two strongest 

allies. 19 

At the UN in early October, Dulles made one more effort to convince his allies not to 

use military force. He warned Lloyd and Pineau not to use the UN as merely a cover for 

action and urged them to negotiate in good faith. Any use of force, said Dulles, would be in 

Eisenhower's words "extremely difficult to hring to an end" and would turn the whole Third 

World against the West. After a lengthy and sometimes acrimonious discussion, Pineau and 

Lloyd agreed to sincerely negotiate directly with the Egyptians. However, with an air of 

fatalism, Dulles informed the president that the British and the French were bent on using 

tbrce despite what the f(]reign ministers had told him. Dulles also spoke to Fawzi, who again 

requested direct negotiations with the Eisenhower administration. Dulles declined hut would 

discuss the prohlem informally. A day later, Helmi Badawi, the head of the Egyptian Canal 

Authority, met with Herman Phleger, the State Department Legal Advisor, to discuss the 

details of a possihle settlement. Badawi suggested that they create a "TVA type of operation 

to run the canal." This so-called Egyptian plan not coincidentally sounded like the plan that 

Copeland and Eichelberger had proposed to Mohieddin. Three days later, Rountree, Sabry 

and representatives from the CIA met at the Waldorf Astoria. Sabry again reiterated that 

Egypt wanted to settle the crisis as soon as possible. In an interesting change of tactics, 

Sahry said that Egypt wanted to exclude the Soviet Union from any negotiations. Despite the 

Anglo-French attitude, Dulles finally got all the parties together. Direct negotiations between 

19Memo of Discllssion, 4 Oct 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 633. 
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Lloyd, Pineau, and Fawzi began on 9 October under the direction of Secretary General 

Hammarskjold. :>0 

The private meetings produced an agreement on six principles to govern operations of 

the canal: (1) free transit, (2) Egyptian sovereignty, (3) insulation of the canal from politics, 

(4) agreement on tolls between Egypt and the users, (5) a proportion of the dues should go to 

development, and (6) arbitration in case of disputes. The Egyptians continued to request that 

Dulles "inject himself more directly into the situation in order to prevent the collapse" of the 

discussions. Dulles continued to refuse. The talks adjourned on the 12th without further 

progress. although the Security Council voted to approve the Six Principles. Dulles believed 

that. given enough time. the parties could find a solution.~1 

Ike agreed and commented to the NSC that "if the United States could just keep the lid 

on a little longer. some kind of compromise plan could be worked out." In a telephone 

conversation later that day after the approval by the Security Council, Dulles told the 

president that now the "responsihility is entirely theirs [British and the French]" in reaching a 

solution with the Egyptians. In retrospect, Dulles had succeeded in convincing Nasser to 

compromise and avoiding a showdown. In fact, Nasser wanted a military confrontation that 

he knew he would lose. The problem was with the British, French, and Israelis who wanted 

Nasser destroyed. Lloyd, Pineau, and Fawzi decided to return to their respective countries 

:>OMemo of Conversation, 5 Oct 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 639; Dulles to Eisenhower, 5 Oct 
56, Ibid .. 648-50; "Summary of Developments in the Suez Situation," 9 Oct 56, Ibid., 666; 
Memo of Conversation, 9 Oct 56, Ibid., 668-70; Telephone Call from Hoover, 9 Oct 56, 
Ibid., 674. 

~ISee Editorial Notes 337 and 338, FRUS 55-57, 16: 712-4; Memo of Conversation, 11 
Oct 56. Ihid .. 695-7. 
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for consultations and reconvene in Geneva at the end of the month. 22 

During the next few weeks, despite the continuing build up of British and French forces 

in the Mediterranean, Nasser believed that his original analysis back in July would be correct 

that, at such a late date, there was little chance for an Anglo-French invasion. With the 

United States and world opinion behind him, Nasser figured that the upcoming negotiations in 

Geneva would lead to a resolution to the crisis on Egyptian terms, mainly the control over 

Suez Canal revenues."~ 

In Washington Dulles was not so optimistic. He telephoned his brother on the 18th and 

said that he was "quite worried" about the Middle East and that he did "not think we have 

really any picture as to what the British and French are up to." He complained that "they are 

deliberately keeping us in the dark." A few days later, the secretary told Ike that he was 

baffled as to British intentions hut was confident that they would do nothing drastic until after 

the Novemher elections. Unbeknownst to Eisenhower, Dulles, and Nasser, the British, 

French. and Israelis had already struck a deal to topple Nasser with military force. 24 

In a series of secret meetings in London and Paris from the 14th to the 24th of 

October. Eden, French Prime Minister Guy Mollet, and Ben Gurion decided that Israel should 

attack Egypt on the 29th as a cover for European intervention to protect the canal. They 

gambled that such an arrangement would convince the world into bel ieving that the British 

and French were protecting legitimate international interests of the canal. It proved to be a 

22Memo of Discussion, 12 Oct 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 701-3. 

~Heikal, Cutting, 175-6; Heikal, Cairo, 105. 

"4S ee Editorial Note 352. FRUS 55-57, 16: 745; Memo of Conversation, 21 Oct 56, Ibid., 
764-5. 
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ridiculous plan that fooled no one. Despite this, Eden argued that doing nothing would result 

in their entire position in the Middle East being "undermined." He knew that the Eisenhower 

administration would not approve military force and that collusion with Israel would be 

dangerous. Ignoring such facts, Eden decided to act. 25 

As election day drew near, news and intelligence poured in that something big was 

brewing in the Middle East. Contrary to many published accounts, the war was no surprise 

to the Americans or the Egyptians. To begin with, for a military man like Eisenhower, the 

Anglo-Frem:h information blackout was a classic indicator for a military attack. On the 24th, 

the FBI reported that Israel was "considering the initiation of military action against Nasser." 

On that same day, Egypt, Syria, and Jordan announced the unification of their military forces 

under a single command in a last minute attempt at deterrence. On the 25th, the Israelis 

began mobilizing their army. A further report alleged that "France may be planning actions 

in conjunction with Israel against Egypt." On the 26th, Dulles cabled London requesting any 

information on possible Anglo-French "complicity" with the Israelis. Other reports indicated 

that Israel might attack Jordan. In response, Dulles alerted all the Middle Eastern Embassies 

to prepare to evacuate American citizens, and Eisenhower sent a note to Ben Gurion urging a 

peaceful approach."C> 

On the 28th, the Intelligence Advisory Committee correctly concluded that Israel would 

attack Egypt as a "diversionary threat ... in order to afford greater freedom of action for 

'!.IKyle, 296-331; Cabinet Minutes, 25 Oct 56, CAB 128/30, CM (56) 74. 

USee Hahn, 206-7, Kunz, 119-20, and Heikal, Cutting, 175-7; See Editorial Notes 369 
and 372, FRUS 55-57, 16: 773 and 775; Hitchcock 
Memo, 26 Oct 56, Ibid., 787-8; Dulles to London, 26 Oct 56, Ibid., 790; Dulles to Egypt, 
27 Oct 56, Ibid., 796-7; Eisenhower to Ben Gurion, 27 Oct 56, Ibid., 795. 
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France and the UK in the Suez situation and to relieve Egyptian pressures on France in North 

Africa." That evening Dulles telephoned the president to discuss the deteriorating situation. 

After Dulles reported the latest Anglo-French build up in Cyprus, Ike ordered the evacuation 

of American citizens from the area. He commented to Dulles that he "just cannot believe 

Britain would be dragged into this." Dulles replied that he had talked to the French 

Ambassador and the British Minister who knew nothing. He added that "their ignorance is 

almost a sign of a guilty conscience." That day, Eisenhower issued a public statement 

expressing concern over Israeli mobilization. Hoping to deter the British and French, he 

invoked the Tripartite Declaration of 1950 and urged all parties to take their problems to the 

UN Security Council. On the 29th, the JCS alerted army, marine, and air force units in 

Europe and the United States for deployment to the Middle East and ordered a carrier strike 

force into the eastern Mediterranean. ~7 

That same day, Hare warned Nasser of the imminent attack. Nasser feigned ignorance 

of the threat and asked, "What is it all ahout?" Throughout the crisis, the CIA had been 

exchanging information with their Egyptian counterparts. A few weeks earlier, American and 

Egyptian intelligem;e had reported to Nasser that the British and French were determined to 

use military force regardless of American opposition. Because of this, Nasser had moved his 

hest troops from the Sinai hack to the west side of the canal. But now, Nasser chose to 

disheliev~ the information. Secretary Dulles telephoned his brother on the morning of the 

29th and said that the pieces of the puzzle were titting together for an Israeli attack with 

~7Special Watch Report, 28 Oct 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 798-9; Memo of Telephone 
Conversation, 28 Oct 56, Ibid., 806-7; Statement Issued by the President, 28 Oct 56, Ibid., 
802: Wentworth to Radford, Ibid., 826-7. 
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French support. On the evening of die 29th, Israel launched operation Kadesh. Within 

hours, Israeli armor and paratroopers were closing in on the Suez Canal, scattering the 

Egyptian army in their wake. 2M 

Shortly after the Israeli invasion began, Eisenhower met with Dulles and other top 

advisors in the White House to discuss possible options. Dulles pointed out that the British 

and French were acting with Israel and would probably intervene. Ike quickly decided that 

"we cannot be bound by our traditional alliances, but must instead face the question how to 

make good on our pledge" to stop aggression in accordance with the Tripartite Declaration of 

1950. Although the president "did not fancy" the idea of backing Nasser, he decided to 

support Egypt by taking the whole matter to the UN. Despite tJle catastrophe, Eisenhower 

saw that the United States now had a "great chance to split the Arab world" away from 

Nasst!r. If tht! United States could stop tht! aggrt!ssion, Eisenhower could play the role of 

pt!acekt!t!pt!r and defendt!r of tht! Arabs against Israel and European imperialism. Also, at 

hornt!. Eisenlwwt!r could exploit the situation to his advantage in the presidential election just 

a few days away. America, and not Nasser. would be the big winner. In one tinal 

diplomatic act to prevent the British from intervening, UN Ambassador Lodge attempted 

tlnlist t11t! support of British Ambassador Dixon for a joint resolution. Lodge told Dulles that 

"it was one of the most disagreeable and unpleasant experiences that he ever had." According 

to Lodge, Dixon's "mask fell off and he was virtually snarling" telling Lodge that the 

~HHare to State Department, 29 Oct 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 827-8; Heikal, Cairo, 104-6; 
Telephone Call to Allen Dulles, 29 Oct 56, Dulles Papers, Telephone Call Series, Box 5, 
Memos of Telephone Conversations-General. I Oct 56-29 Dec 56, (3); Kyle, 348. 
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Tripartite Declaration was dead and that Britain would do nothing against Israel. 29 

On the 30th, Britain and France issued an outrageous twelve hour ultimatum demanding 

both the Israelis and the Egyptians to withdraw to miles from the canal so that they could 

intervene to secure the area. To require the Egyptians to withdraw from their own territory 

and not require the Israelis to withdraw completely from Egypt ended all public pretenses that 

there had heen no collusion. For those in the administration, the Anglo-French actions could 

not have come at a worse time. Not only was it a few days before election day, but a revolt 

was brewing against the Soviets in Hungary which had the potential of destroying the Warsaw 

Pact. In addition. the attack derailed a covert plan, codenamed Straggle, to install a pro-

Western government in Syria. Dulles told the president that the ultimatum was "about as 

aude & brutal as anything he has ever seen." An angry Eisenhower said that he would not 

use force to prevent any Anglo-French attack but he would not help them with money or 

anything else. He told Dr. Flemming that "those who began this operation should be left to 

work out their own oil prohlems--w boil in their own oil." When Britain and France vetoed 

an American resolution in the UN Security Council, the administration decided to take the 

matter to the General Assemhly and make a public statement condemning the ultimatum. 

Eisenhower added that sllch actions ahsolved the United States from any recriminations from 

the Arahs. J() 

~YMtlmo of Conversation, 29 Oct 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 833-39; Memo of Conference, 29 
Oct 56, Ibid., 839-40; See Editorial Note 413, Ibid., 840-2. 

JOStle Editorial Note 420, FRUS 55-57, 16: 855-6; Telephone Call from Secretary Dulles, 
30 Oct 56, Eisenhowtlr Papers, Whitman File, DOE Diary Series, Box 18, Oct 56 Phone 
Calls; Memo of Conference, 30 Oct 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 873; Telephone Call from 
Secretary Dulles, 30 Oct 56, Eisenhower Papers, Op. Cit. 
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In a rather macabre manner, the whole dreadful situation worked in America's favor. 

On I November, in what one could describe as an orchestrated performance for those present, 

Dulles put on his best moral face and told the NSC that the administration had called for a 

"Uniting for Peace Resolution" in the UN General Assembly for that afternoon. He proudly 

stated that the American peace position against the British-French-Israeli aggression "has 

evoked greater international support for the United States than we have secured at any time in 

our history." He remarked that the "whole world is looking to the United States for tirm 

leadership in this I:ritical situation." Furthermore. the Anglo-French action would mean that 

the United States would no longer have to walk the "tightrope" between supporting 

"colonialism" of the British and French variety and the nationalism of newly independent 

I:ountries. If the administration supported Egypt, the Third World would follow American 

leadership. If not. the Soviets would take over. He added that the "recent events are close to 

marking the death knell for Great Britain and Franl:e." It was quite clear to Dulles that the 

al:tion of the European allies would. in the long run, work to America's favor. The 

administration could al:t unilaterally without I:onsideration of the "straight old-fashioned 

variety of colonialism" of their friends. Harold Stassen and Admiral Radford were the only 

ones to defend the British, French, and Israelis and suggested that the administration call for 

only a cease-tire in the UN and not brand their allies as aggressors. Eisenhower asked, "How 

I:ould we possibly support Britain and France if in doing so we lose the whole Arab world?" 

Protel:ting the sentimental allianl:e with England, Ike ordered the action in the UN to be as 

gentle as possible. J1 

JIMemo of Disl:ussion. I Nov 56. FRUS 55-57, 16: 905-16. 
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In private, Dulles showed more understanding towards the aggressors. Allen Dulles 

told him that the Israelis had defeated the Egyptian army and that Nasser was "pretty well on 

the ropes." The secretary agreed and believed that "Nasser may be toppling." Asked 

whether the whole region would erupt in a war, Allen replied that it was a possibility but that 

the "military flames may not be so bright as they (the Arabs] don't have much." Under such 

l!onditions. Allen suggested that Nasser would agree to a cease fire if one was offered before 

he lost everything. At least privately, Dulles hoped that Nasser would be brought down or, at 

least, forced to negotiate on Western terms. He would receive neither wish. Eisenhower also 

leaned toward allowing the British and Frenl!h to depose Nasser. In a draft letter to Eden that 

he never sent. Ike suggested that once Britain attained "your minimum objectives" Eden could 

call for a cease-tire, reopen negotiations over the Suez based on the Six Principles, and 

evacuate once the Egyptians agreed. Eisenhower knew that the "minimum objectives" would 

indude the seizure of the entire Canal Zone and, if possible, the overthrow of Nasser. Ten 

days later, Dulles remarked to Eisenhower that "the British having gont.! in should not have 

stopped until they had toppled Nasser." Later, when Lloyd visited Dulles at Walter Reed, a 

puckish Dullt.!s 4ueried, "Sdwyn, why did you stop? Why didn't your go through with it and 

get Nasser down?" It was quitt.! dear from the beginning that Eisenhower and Dulles hoped 

that the British would be successful in, at least, deflating Nasser in the eyes of the Arab 

world. By remaining above the fray, the United States could then move in and pick up the 

At the UN, Dulles sucl!eeded in passing a mild resolution that called for a cease-fire, 

~~elephone Call to Allen Dulles, I Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 918-9; Draft Message to 
Eden. I Nov 56. Ibid., 922-3; Memo of Conversation, 12 Nov 56, Ibid., 1114; Lloyd, 219. 



276 

withdrawal of Israel to the armistice lines of 1949, implementation of a military embargo in 

the area, reopening of the Suez Canal, and a securing of freedom of navigation through the 

canal. The British and French appeared amenable to the proposals, but Eden still maintained 

that the British and French should occupy the Canal Zone until the UN could move in and 

replace them. Later, the UN accepted a Canadian resolution that would set up a UN peace 

keeping force that would move in to keep the peace until they could resolve all the issues of 

the area. The next day, Dulles told the president that the United States must keep the 

"momentum" going to insure that "we are [not] simply going back to the situation that 

formerly existetl in the area. "J~ 

Back in Egypt. Nasser summoned Ambassador Hare on the evening of 30 October to 

discuss the Anglo-French ultimatum. A rattled Nasser told him that Egypt would reject it and 

defend its territory against all aggressors. Fawzi then reminded Nasser about sending a 

message to Eisenhower. Hare reported that Nasser was too shaken by the events to answer 

intelligibly. The next day, Nasser again saw Hare. and by then, he had gotten his wits 

together. He requested American military support if the British and French attacked. Hare 

then bluntly asked him whether Nasser was just "expecting a negative answer" to give him 

"justification for turning tll the Russians." Nasser" got red in the face" and replied that he 

was "entirely sincere." He said that he wanted American support and not Russian. Nasser 

added that Khrushchev had already offered "volunteers" but that he had given no answer. 

3JSee Editorial Notes 467 and 485, FRUS 55-57, 16: 932-3 and 964; Memo of 
Conference. 2 Nov 56, Ibid., 936-7. 
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Hare forwarded the request.34 

That evening the British and French began an aerial bombardment of Egyptian military 

installations and Nasser replied by sinking block ships in the Suez Canal. Hare notified 

Nasser that the United States would not give Egypt any military support but that would 

support it in the UN. Nasser admitted that he never believed that the British and French 

would attack without Eisenhower's approval. Realizing that the Eisenhower administration 

was now playing its own game without British intluence, Nasser now confessed that the 

American "action lin the UN) had heen dear-cut and doubt had been removed." On the 

morning of the 3rd, America's lead player was temporarily removed from the game. Dulles 

became gravely ill with abdominal pains and was taken to Walter Reed Hospital for 

emergency surgery on the cancer that would eventually kill him in 1959.3~ 

With Dulles incapacitated. the president was left with no advisor with whom he trusted 

and respected as much as himself. Without Dulles at the helm of the State Department, the 

administration tloundered and lost the momentum that Dulles had created. The often 

overlooked question now was whether the administration should prevent an Anglo-French 

occupation of the Canal Zone. News from Egypt indicated that Nasser wanted a deal. The 

CIA station in Cairo reported that Nasser would "do anything" to end the hostilities including 

acceptance of a UN police force in the Sinai and the Suez Canal, agreement to a UN solution 

to the Palestine prohlem, and acquiescence to an arms embargo. The only conditions were 

34Hare to State Department, 31 Oct 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 898-900; Raymond Hare, Oral 
History. Eisenhower Library. 

3~Dulles to Cairo. I Nov 56. FRUS 55-57. 16: 929; Hare to Dulles, 2 Nov 56, Ibid., 939; 
Hoopes, 380-1. 
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the complete withdrawal of Israeli forces and the prevention of Anglo-French occupation of 

the canal. Na .... ser had once again delivered another dilemma to the administration's door. 

Was the Egyptian government desperate and about to collapse? If so, should the 

administration make the deal with Nasser and move the Sixth Fleet in to prevent its European 

allies from occupying the Canal Zone? And, how would the Soviet Union react? With the 

revolt in Hungary, the Soviets could not risk a general war and would do little to help Egypt. 

They would only threaten action and, at the most, give material and technical support to 

Egypt. J1, 

On the 4th, Nasser intormed the CIA station in Cairo that the "US has won the area 

without tiring a shot." He requested that Eisenhower send the Sixth Fleet to Egypt to prevent 

any Anglo-French invasion and to carry out the UN resolutions. Hare added that "drowning 

men grasp at straws." With Dulles in the hospital and Eisenhower campaigning in the final 

days before the election, the administration proved immobile and unable to take swift action 

on Nasser's proposals. A decisive moment had come to act unilaterally. American 

intervention at this precise moment could have prevented the British and French from 

invading and made America an Arab hero. Such an action coupled with the appropriate 

pressure on Nasser could have led to a negotiated Suez Canal settlement on Western terms 

and a possible settlement with Israel. The Sixth Fleet was in position to do so, but the order 

never came. 37 

All these options became moot when the British and French finally invaded with ground 

J
6Hare to State Department, 3 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 964-5; Middle East Planning 

Committee Report. 3 Nov 56. Ibid., 968-72. 

37Hare to State Department, 4 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 975. 
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troops on the morning of the 5th. In a letter to Eisenhower, Eden hoped that the occupation 

of the Suez Canal would lead to some sort of United Nations control. The invasion turned 

out to be a complete failure. A day after the troops went in, Eden accepted the UN 

cease-tire. For all practical purposes the Suez war had come to an anticlimactic end. The 

canal was now closed to shipping, there was a shortage of oil in Europe, Nasser still ruled in 

Cairo, and the Soviets were calling for joint Soviet-American intervention. However, by 

taking a position against the aggression of their allies, the United States found itself in the 

position for a fresh start in the Middle East, free from the baggage of the British and the 

Israelis. >K 

In many respects, the Suez War proved to be a war of missed opportunities for all. 

The British failed to depose Nasser when given the chance. Instead, Eden faced humiliation 

and resignation. Although America received accolades from the Third World, the Eisenhower 

administration missed the occasion to stop the Anglo-French landings. If Eisenhower had 

acted dedsively, he could have dictated terms to Nasser. As for Nasser, in spite of being 

crowned the hero of the Arab masses, he had lost the war and, with his intransigent 

negotiating position, any credibility he still had with the West. His policy of positive 

neutralism was bankrupt. The Soviet Union was the only major power that now willing to 

give him anything. Yet, his "quick grab" of the canal played well in the region. After 

surviving the Anglo-french-Israeli attack, the euphoria in Egypt created a false sense of 

invindbility and destiny 'within the regime. With imperialism on the run, Nasser turned to 

Arab circle to fulfill his ambitions of leadership. He would attempt to exploit the wave of 

>NKyle, 442-5; Eden to Eisenhower, 5 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 984-6; Aldrich to State 
Department, 6 Nov 56, Ibid., 1015. 
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Arab nationalism for his own ends. 



CHAPTER 11 

IN SEARCH OF A NEW ROLE AND A NEW LEADER 

President Nasser can be said to be 
literally engaged in a cold war against 
the West. 

JCS Report, February 19571 
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From the beginning in 1952, the United States supported the Egyptian military regime 

in hopes that these young officers would prove to be the progressive leaders or Third Force 

that policymakers believed the Arab world desperately required. Gamal Abdel Nasser's 

tlirtation with the Russians, and his refusal to work towards peace with Israel or work 

wnstructively with the West had finally turned the Eisenhower administration against him. 

With the coming of the Suez crisis, the Omega plan, designed to isolate Nasser, had been put 

on hold. In the immediate aftermath of the Suez War, the administration worked to revamp 

ami revitalizc the original Omega plan. The new policy, later called the Eisenhower 

Doctrinc, could be described as a public affirmation of the spirit of Omega giving the 

administration the flexibility to choose a new leader and tinance a new policy. American 

policymakers targeted Nasser's allies, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Syria, in an attempt to split 

them off' one by one from Nasser's grip. Although Malcolm H. Kerr, in his book The Arab 

I"Major Factors Pertaining to the Suez Canal Problem," 4 Feb 57, JCS Files, RG 218, 
Geographical File, 1957, Box 7, CCS .092, Egypt (7-18-56), Sec. 3. 
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Cold War: Gamal 'Abd ai-Nasir and His Rivals, 1958-1970, marked the creation of the 

United Arab Republic (the union between Egypt and Syria) in 1958 as the beginning an Arab 

Cold War, America's new stance proved to be the beginning of a cold war between America 

and Egypt over the hearts, minds, and pocketbooks of the Arab world. In addition, 

policymakers drew up a new military strategy for the region based on direct military 

intervention to protect the vital oil resources of the area. Eisenhower and Dulles attempted to 

exploit the regional Arab rivalries for their own purposes of preventing Soviet penetration. 

Al!l!ording to the Eastern Question system, any such big power attempt to line up Arab states 

in a wmmon front would prove diftkult in the long-term. America's experience confirmed 

this theory.~ 

Meanwhile, the Soviets busied themselves in "making great efforts to put themselves in 

the position of liberators." During the Suez crisis, they had even offered the Egyptians 

250,000 "volunteers" to help them in their struggle against imperialism and had mendaciously 

threatened England and France with nuclear destruction. Various Arab ambassadors at the 

UN infllrmed Lodge that mil itary all iances between the Soviet Union and Egypt and Syria 

were in the wind. However, the Russian tactics proved to be nearly as heavy-handed as the 

British and the French ones. Although there existed great acclaim for Russia among the Arab 

masses, few political leaders wanted direct Russian intervention. They did not want to 

replace Western imperialism with the Soviet type. Ali Sabry, Nasser's foreign policy advisor, 

told the CIA that Nasser believed that the Soviet threats were only an "attempt to cash ill on a 

situation already existing" and that Nasser was "fully aware of the Soviet game in the area .. 

~See Malcolm H. Kerr, 111£' Arab Cold War: Gamal 'Abd ai-Nasir and His Rivals, 1958-
1970 (London: Oxford, 1971). 
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. and has chosen the course of full cooperation with the United States." Nasser really had no 

choice since the Soviets had little influence other than unfulfillable military threats on Britain, 

France, and Israel. In this case, Soviet political support was next to useless. Only the United 

States could pressure the aggressors to withdraw from Egyptian territory.3 

Nasser hoped for a rapproachement with the United States. Since the British, French, 

and Israelis had so completely discredited themselves, he hoped the Eisenhower administration 

could steer an "independent course ... in reaching an understanding with Egypt and other 

Arah states." Nasser had never heen more popular in Egypt or the Arab world as he was 

now. With no little help from the United States, he had survived the attack of two great 

imperialist powers and Israel. Although, he joked to American Ambassador Raymond Hare 

that he did not "trust any big power," Nasser sincerely wanted good relations with America 

again, hut on his terms. With his prestige greater than ever, Nasser now believed that 

Eisenhower and Dulles would have to consider his leadership of the Arabs as a fait accompli. 

In a cable to Washington, Hare commented that Nasser was "back in the familiar role of the 

man on the horse." The CIA concluded that Nao;ser would continue his policy of subverting 

pro-Western governments in the area unless the United States acted forcefully to stop him. 

This would he the rationale of the new Egyptian policy.4 

As to Soviet activities, the State Department notified all relevant embassies that "Soviet 

3Lodge to State Department, 7 Nov 56, 661.80111-756; Amman to State Department, 16 
Nov 56, 661.85/11-1656; Memo of Conversation, 7 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 1043-45; 
Armstrong Memo, 8 Nov 56, Ibid., 1087. 

4Hare to State Department, 8 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 1096-97; Hare to State 
Department, 2 Dec 56, 674.00112-256; Dulles to Hoover, 10 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 1101; 
Heikal. Sphinx, 70-1. 
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prestige and influence in certain Near Eastern countries, particularly Syria and Egypt, has 

attained threatening proportions." A Special National Intelligence Estimate argued that the 

Soviets would continue to arm Egypt and Syria, where, in fact, five Soviet bloc freighters had 

docked since the Suez War. The intelligence community feared that Syria might even become 

a communist satellite. The report argued that the Kremlin "will probably work to stiffen 

Nasser's resistance to any UN arrangements" for resolving the Suez imbroglio. It was all part 

of a plan to "expand its intluence in the Middle East at Western expense." Although, the 

American policymahrs believed that a revised Omega plan could deflate Nasser in the long 

run, many believed that immediate action was needed to prevent the Soviet Union from 

stepping into the vacuum created by the British aggression and subsequent loss of British 

prestige and intluence. With Suez, the policy of relying on the British to maintain primary 

responsibil ity f(lr the area had become obsolete. ~ 

In the aftermath of the Suez War of 1956, the administration belatedly began picking up 

the pieces anti planning a unilateral policy towards Nasser and the Middle East. Eisenhower 

had won reelection in a landslide and was ready to press ahead with a new <:pproach in the 

area. The Eisenhower Doctrine had a long gestation beginning before the Suez crisis had 

ended. At a key meeting with Dulles at Walter Reed Hospital on 7 November, Eisenhower 

decided to draw up comprehensive political and military plans for the Middle East. Dulles 

suggested that Douglas MacArthur II, the former coordinator of the Omega plan, be selected 

to head the planning. The selection of MacArthur clearly indicated that Dulles remained 

~Hoover to Damascus, 24 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 1191; Memo of Conversation, 14 
Dec 56, Ibid., 1309; Circular Telegram, 21 Nov 56, Ibid., 12: 351; "Soviet Actions in the 
Middle East." 29 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 12: 355-60; Beirut to State Department, 4 Dec 56, 
661.83/12-356. 
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intent on getting tough with Nasser.6 

Eisenhower always believed in the importance of money more than political or military 

force in relations with the Third World. He was under the impression that leaders of the new 

emerging nations were always open to bribery. On this point he was not too far off. 

However, in the Arab world, bribes were an expected function of doing business and did not 

necessarily involve quid pro quo arrangements. A bribe merely bought you entrance into the 

game. Eisenhower never really grasped this aspect of Arab politics. When he met with 

MacArthur to discuss the new policy towards the Middle East, he suggested economic 

assistance as a way to buy off the Arabs. Ike even suggested financing the Aswan Dam 

again. As for defense, there would be no MEDO, but individual agreements which would 

work out to be just as effective. Ike argued that "we want to demonstrate that we will be 

friends with them." This was typical of Eisenhower and his thinking towards the Middle 

East. He ~lways liked keeping all his options open.7 

On the 21 st, Eisenhower met with Hoover and his top advisors, sans the recovering 

Dulles, to outline a new long-range policy for the Middle East. He told the group that the 

United States "should work out an understanding with the Arabs" now before the new found 

American popularity in the region dissipated. Hoover presented the president with a long and 

detailed paper discussing various policy options. This was not the way to approach the 

president. Ike commented to his personal secretary Ann Whitman that the "exhausting" 

6Memo for the Record, 7 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 1049-53. 

7MacArthur to Hoover, 13 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 1120-1; Telephone Call to 
Humphrey, 8 Nov 56, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, DOE Diary Series, Box 19, Nov 
56 Phone Calls. 
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meeting was next to useless. He said that "Hoover had to travel with his troupe" and the 

"nobody in State could make up their mind" and added that he would be happy to get Foster 

back. Hoover, who had been suffering from overwork and dizziness and was under 

medication, would resign in early 1957. Two days later, Eisenhower told Hoover and 

MacArthur that he wanted "some bold constructive action" in the Middle East. 8 

The State Department developed two possible options for the president that showed 

remarkably showed little creativity. The United States could adhere to the Baghdad Pact or 

develop a new grouping of countries under a Middle East Charter. When Dulles returned to 

his duties on 3 Decemher, he proposed a regional approach that "it would he better to ride a 

rising tide of Arah nationalism hy some such means as endorsement of the Arabs' own efforts 

to maintain their independence and security against international communism and Western 

imperialism." The State Department proposals would do neither. Dulles vetoed both options 

and decided on a Congressional Resolution to deal with the area. Robert R. Bowie, head of 

the Policy Planning Staff. argued that the old alliance strategies (MEC and MEDO) had the 

"smal!k of imperialism" but this new approach would instead "leave the initiative to local 

countries." Dulles added that they should "deal" with the region on a "bilateral basis. "9 

The idea of a Congressional Resolution was first tloated by Admiral Arthur Radford, 

chairman of the JCS, in meeting on 10 November with Murphy, although Congressional 

HLodge to State Department, 19 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 1154-57; MacArthur to 
Hoover, 20 Nov 56, 16: 1165; Diary Entry, 21 Nov 56, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman Diary 
Series. Box 8, ACW Diary, Nove 56 (I); Memo of Conference, 23 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 
1180: Memo of Conversation, 9 Dec 56, Dulles Papers, General Correspondence and Memos, 
Box I, Memo of Conversations-General, J-K (2). 

'Jlnformal Record of a Meeting, 3 Dec 56, FRUS 55-57, 12: 367; Informal Record of a 
Meeting, 7 Dec 56, Ihid., 393-5. 
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Resolutions had become popular in the Cold War. Radford believed that the administration 

needed another Taiwan type resolution that would give him a free hand. He argued that 

"some form of Congressional resolution would be necessary to put the Soviet Union on notice 

that there is a line beyond which they cannot go." Dullf',s jumped on this idea and telephoned 

the president for his approval. Telling Ike that the proposed resolution would include "both 

economic and military bait" for the Arab countries and would give the United States 

tlexibility, Dulles convincingly argued that because of the Arab-Israeli conflict and inter-Arab 

rivalries any regional alliance system would be unworkable. The president finally approved 

Dulles' proposal, whereupon the secretary suggested that Ike present the plan to a joint 

session of Cungress as soon as possible. Eisenhower loved the idea and was happy that his 

secretary was back. 

Privately, Dulles admitted that he "was not prepared to recognize that the resolution by 

itself held success." He believed that the "root of the problem (the Arab-Israeli conflict) 

could not be eradicated" and acknowledged that "it did not make sense to think that he could 

solve problems which Moses and Joshua with Divine guidance could not solve." It was an 

admission of defeat after tour years of effort to solve the Arab-Israeli conflict and a clear sign 

that Dulles understood the Eastern Question. Rather than abandon diplomatic initiatives in the 

Middle East, Dulles concluded that one could at least keep Communism out of the area 

without solving the Arab-Israel problem. He hoped that the Eisenhower Doctrine could fill 

that role. 1II 

IUMemo of Conversation, 10 Nov 56, Ibid., 13: 597-8; Telephone Call from the 
President, 8 Dec 56, Ibid., 12: 395-6; Telephone Call to Mr. Bowie, 12 Jan 57, Ibid., 17: 
29. 
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The new policy, which the administration termed the American Doctrine but everyone 

else knew as the Eisenhower Doctrine, addressed four major concerns: preventing the 

expansion of Soviet influence in the region, securing allies without reverting to a pact scheme, 

aiding these friendly Middle Eastern states with economic and military assistance without 

Congressional micromanagement, and applying a policy that favored neither Israel nor the 

Arab states. The Doctrine met these four concerns. 11 

America would assist the Middle Eastern countries threatened by "any nation controlled 

hy international communism" but only upon request. Policymakers insisted on such rhetoric 

since they doubted that Congress would approve any resolution not aimed specifically at 

communism. Also, it would put a stop to any more talk of Soviet "volunteers." The 

Doctrine proved to be a classic example of a big power initiative in the Eastern Question 

game. Eisenhower notified the Soviet Union that he would tolerate their meddling only up to 

certain a point. There would be no communist satellites in the Middle East. This rhetoric cut 

hoth ways. Later, pro-Western Arab leaders hahitually cried wolf, intoning the threat of 

international communism whenever they encountered problems and putting the administration 

in the unenviahle position of meddl ing in internal Arab disputes. This was probably 

unavoidable whatever the wording. The Eisenhower Doctrine confirmed the old saying that 

in the Middle East everything is related to everything else. Designed to be bilateral to avoid 

the stigma of imperialist pacts, any nation was free to request assistance without any treaty 

ohligation. In addition, the administration proposed the creation of a $200 million fund that it 

IIMurphy to Dulles, 15 Dec 56, FRUS 55-57, 12: 410; Memo of Conference, 20 Dec 56, 
Ibid .. 415; See Editorial Note 183, Ibid., 437-39; Memo of Conference, 4 Dec 56, Ibid., 
369-72; Eisenhower to King Saud, 16 Nov 56, Ibid., 16: 1137-8. 
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could use any way to promote peace and stability in the area, a sort of a mini-Marshall Plan. 

Congressional approval for specific appropriations for aid had been the great problem in the 

area. In the past, such restrictions had hampered Egyptian relations, the Aswan Dam project 

being the best example. Lastly, by emphasizing the Soviet threat, and to a lesser extent 

imperialism, the administration avoided having to take sides in the Arab-Israeli conflict. 12 

Ironically, the emphasis on military intervention in the Middle East was just what the 

United States had tried to avoid since the end of World War II. However, without a threat of 

force, any statement would have heen ineffective. Although Nasser viewed the new policy as 

a "politically inspired cold-war step" to support pro-Western governments, Dulles and his 

advisors believed that the other Arab and Middle Eastern nations would heartily approve. 

The Baghdad Pact countries, Lebanon, and Saudi Arahia had been clamoring for positive 

American action since the Suez War. At the time, Egypt, Syria, and Jordan were the only 

countries in the area that might. in the future, come under Communist control. However, 

contrary to popular helief, the administration did not aim the Doctrine either to assist Nasser 

or to cut him down to size. although it would give the administration the flexibility to use it 

either way. In fact. it ignored him which was prohahly the biggest slight the United States 

could do. By not recognizing Egypt as the leader of the Arab world, the administration 

indirectly attacked Nasser's prestige.l~ 

To complement the Doctrine, Eisenhower and Dulles decided that the time had come to 

"build up an Arah rival of Nasser," namely King Saud. Eisenhower's pet project of making 

1~/hid. 

1~/hid. 
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Saud the new spiritual and political leader of the Arabs would finally be set in motion. Ike 

believed that if King Saud could "capture the imagination of the Arab world, Nasser would 

not last long." Subsequently, King Saud received the prize that Nasser long desired, an 

invitation to visit the United States to discuss issues of common interest with Eisenhower. 

America's attempt to play kingmaker in the Arab proved fraught with difficulties,,4 

The arrival of King Saud in Washington on 30 January marked the formal American 

initiation to the high stakes game of inter-Arab rivalries that the British had attempted to 

control since the defeat of the Ottoman Empire in World War I. The Baghdad Pact fiasco had 

only been a warmup. Although the Eisenhower administration had refused to playa bidding 

game with the Soviet Union over Nasser, it was now willing to playa similar game among 

the Arab states. Saudi Arabia was allied to Egypt and Syria by treaty. If the United States 

could break these ties and turn Saud against Nasser, it would be quite a coup. Saud's price 

for cooperation was high. In his private discussion with Eisenhower, Saud requested a 

complete refitting of his army and increased economic aid in return for support of the 

Eisenhower Doctrine amI continut!d use of the Dharhan air base. It was a straight quid pro 

quo arrangement. Ironkally. Nasser had askt!d for the same support a few years earlier but 

with no luck. However, it seemt!d that Ike and Saud held similar concerns. The king 

recounted how he had just a few weeks previously told Nasser that he wanted nothing to do 

with the Soviets. In an interesting use of words, the king described Nasser and other Arab 

leaders as "chiettains." This archak phrase should have tipped off Ike that Saud was, at best, 

a nineteenth century tigure and not the type of man to lead in the twentieth century. Also, 

'4Dulles to Hare, 20 Dec 56, FRUS 55-57, 16: 1324-5; See Editorial Note 249, Ibid., 13: 
403-4; Carrigan to State Department, 26 Nov 56, Ibid., 405-6. 
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Saud constantly complained about Israel's threat to the Middle East, a refrain that would 

plague American attempts to use Saud as the knew leader in the Middle East. 

In return to for Saudi support and the continued use of the Dharhan air base, the 

administration decided to grant $50 million in military and economic aid to the Saudis. King 

Saud promised Eisenhower that he would "use all his influence" to prevent Communism from 

gaining a foothold in the Arab world. Although Saud proved somewhat useful, Hare recalled 

that the idea of Saud as a "Moslem Pope" was a "bit amateurish." Hare added that if "we 

could sort of fahricate a Moslem Pope and get him on our side ... I'm sure he wouldn't be 

your tool anyway." Years later. the Ayatollah Khomeini validated Hare's analysis. IS 

With Dulles hack in charge at the State Department, the planning and implementation of 

the new Middle Eastern policy based on the Eisenhower Doctrine and the grooming of Saud 

proceeded smoothly. Although British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan worried that Dulles 

might he too sick to carry out "any great and sustained effort on any particular theme," the 

terminally ill Dulles embarked on one more herculean effort to bring order to the Middle 

East. This time, Dulles personally leaked the details of the new policy to the press in late 

Decemher. He wanted the word to reach the Near East that America, without its tainted 

European allies. was planning to do something big in the Middle East. 16 

Presented to Congress on 5 January, Eisenhower's first unilateral policy for the Middle 

ISEisenhower, Waging Peace, 1956-1961 (New York: Doubleday, 1965), 114-9; Memo 
of Conversation, 30 Jan 57, fRUS 55-57, 13: 423-30; Memo of Conversation, 30 Jan 57, 
Ibid., 442-3; Dulles to Eisenhower, 7 Feb 57, Ibid., 477-79; Memo of Conversation, 8 Feb 
57. Ibid" 486; Hare, Oral History. 

It'Macmillan Note. 13 Dec 56, FO 3711121230/V 10345111; Telephone Call to Dulles, 31 
Dec 56. Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, DDE Diary Series, Box 20, Dec 56 Phone Calls. 



292 

East received mixed international reviews. Not surprisingly, the British and French embraced 

the new plan while the Soviets described it as a "plan to strengthen American colonial 

domination." In the Middle East, the countries concerned received it with reserve. Nasser 

told Hare that he "had read the speech ten times" but still "found" it "vague." He added that 

"his staff had feared an ulterior motive," but he "thought the lack of clarity here probably the 

result of the speech having heen intended primarily for American consumption." He was 

half-right and so was his staff. With the Western disaster at Suez, the Eisenhower Middle 

Eastern policy appeared to be in disarray. The administration hoped that the new Doctrine 

would detlect criticism at home hy a display of resolve reminiscent of the Truman Doctrine 

ten years earlier. Initially, the administration's greatest obstacle in implementing the Doctrine 

was not antagonism from the Arahs but from Congress. 17 

The opposition came mainly from the Senate in the form of Senator William J. 

Fulbright. In the 1956 elections, the Democrats had regained control of the Senate. It would 

be pay back time t()r the administration. Fulbright's opposition was more an attack on Dulles 

than on the Doctrine. It was partisanship at its worst, designed to bring down Dulles. 

Fulbright complained that Dulles' Near East policy had created a "disastrous and remarkable 

collapse of our relations with our closest allies." He demanded a thorough review of Dulles' 

policies since the time he gave General Mohammed Naguib the silver-plated pistol. On 29 

January, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee voted unanimously to review American 

Middle East policy since 1946. Fulbright only wanted to go back to 1953, but, in a show of 

bipartisan rancor, the Republicans insisted on the earlier date to include the Truman tenure. 

17See Editorial Note 184, FRUS 55-57, 12: 439; See Editorial Note 186, Ibid., 440-1; 
Hare to State Department. 10 Jan 57. Ibid., 17: 12. 
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The often acrimonious committee hearings dragged on for four months before abandoning the 

inquiry without any final report. The hearings reminded one of the China hearings during the 

Truman administration that effectively undermined Secretary of State Dean Acheson's public 

image. Critics argued that, like the loss of China to the communists, Dulles' policies had 

created a similar situation in the Middle East. ls 

Fulbright criticized the original pro-Egyptian policy, the Suez Agreement of 1954 that 

emasculated the British, and the handl ing of the Aswan Dam deal that he believed led to the 

Suez tiasco. Senator Hubert H. Humphrey joined the attack and accused Dulles of acting like 

a bureaucratic dictator who had undermined the morale and efficiency of the Foreign Service. 

The prime witnesses, Ambassadors Hare and Byroade, masterfully detlected the senatorial 

assaults and loyally backed their secretary with less than complete answers that bordered on 

perjury. Their forgetfulness bordered on the ridiculous. '9 

Senator Mike Mansfield came close to exposing the secret relationship between Nasser 

and the CIA when he asked, "Did the CIA want to rely on Nasser as the key to our position 

in the Middle East" at the expense of pro-Western governments? Byroade tried to evade the 

question but finally answered with a less than honest no. The Foreign Office also worried 

that a public inquiry would reveal their duplicity in the negotiations leading up to the war. 

Although Dulles agreed to cooperate with the committee, he argued that a thorough review of 

Middle Eastern polky would require the perusal of several hundred thousand documents. In 

18NYF, 24 Jan 57: 1; See Editorial Note 44, FRUS 55-57,17: 69-70; See Executive 
Sessions, 1957, 1-411; Caccia to Foreign Office, 25 Jan 57, FO 800/726; Memo of 
Conversation, 26 May 57, Dulles Papers, General Correspondence and Memos Series, Box 1, 
Memo of Conversations-General, E-I (3). 

'91bid. 
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an ironic turn, Nasser actually helped Dulles' position. Humphrey visited Nasser in May and 

came back praising him as "less anti-Israel than some other Arab leaders." The ever 

persuasive Nasser had convinced Humphrey that he really wanted better relations with 

America. The senator recommended to Dulles that the United States resume limited aid to 

Egypt. Nasser's political skill had tempered Humphrey's fears.~ 

In the end, Dulles' Fabian tactics paid off. By the time the hearings ended in July, the 

State Department had released to the committee only documents surrounding the Aswan Dam 

negotiations. By July, the publk interest in the Middle East had died down and the 

committee abandoned its investigation. Luckily for Dulles, the Middle East was not an issue 

as near to America's heart as was China. Also, Dulles effectively argued that America 

required immediate action on the Eisenhower Doctrine rather than a probe that would only 

"open all the old wounds" with the European allies. Congress approved the Doctrine in early 

March.~' 

With the approval of the Eisenhower Doctrine, the administration revised all its military 

plans for the area. Historians have ignored the military aspect of the aftermath of Suez. 

Since World War II, the United States had relied on the British and their Baghdad Pact allies 

to provide the ground troops to defend the area. Under the then current plans, the United 

States would provide limited naval and air support and a nuclear umbrella to defend the vital 

oil resources. With the clear-cut promise of American military intervention coupled with 

Britain's military decline, the JCS designed a new plan that would prove to be the basis of 

)"/bid. 

~'/bid. 
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American military plans up through the Gulf War of 1991. Events in the Middle East showed 

that Eisenhower's "New Look" strategy with its reliance on nuclear retaliation required 

serious reevaluation. In fact, talk of a "limited war" like Korea become the buzzword. 

During the spring of 1956, the JCS had already taken the first steps in implementing a 

unilateral policy by transferring Middle East strategic planning from London to Washington 

and creating the Joint Middle East Planning Committee (JMEPC) as a precursor to an 

American Middle East Command (MECOM). ~~ 

In their planning, the JMEPC outlined three possible war scenarios: general war with 

Russia, a limited war versus the Soviets in the Middle East, and a limited war between the 

various countries in the region. In the tirst two cases, the United States would employ 

nuclear weapons. In the third and most likely scenario, the JCS concluded that limited war 

situations could dev';!!op which could require the deployment of major American conventional 

forces without the use of nuclear weapons. Planners could not anticipate where or when a 

crisis would develop. The idea of a "limited war" with Russia or its minions in the Middle 

East forced the JCS to rely on conventional forces rather than nuclear to carry out the 

Eisenhower Doctrine.:'.1 

Subsequently, Radford observed that the Doctrine would require the use of American 

military forces "at any place at any time." Therefore, he ordered the creation of small mobile 

~~here has been no detailed study of American military strategy after the Suez War. JCS 
to CINCNELN, 17 Mar 56, JCS Files, RG 21S, Geographic File, 1954-56, Box 13, CCS 3S1 
EMMEA, (11-19-47) Sec. 35; JEMPC Repol1, 13 Je 57, JCS Files, RG 218, Geographic 
File, 1957, Box 5, CCS 3S1 EMMEA, (11-19-47) Sec. 59A; JMEPC Memo, 3 Apr 57, 
Chairman's File, Admiral Radford, 1953-57, RG 21S, Box 16, .091 Palestine (1957); 
Radf<.)rd Memo, 23 Jul 57, Ibid. 



296 

forces to put out any brush fires and larger forces to counter any general war in the area. 

Outlined in July, the plan would draw army, air force, and navy units from the 

Mediterranean, Europe, the United States, and the Pacific. The spearhead of the mobile force 

would be the Sixth Fleet. Within 48 hours of any decision, the navy could land a battalion of 

Marines supported by two aircraft carriers. Within three days by airlift or two weeks by 

sealift, an entire Regimental Combat Team of approximately 10,000 troops could be 

dispatched from Europe. Also, fighter and bomber units from Europe and French North 

Africa could strike within twelve hours. If the situation needed larger forces, an army corps 

lIf two divisions and a marine division from the United States could arrive in forty-five days. 

The plan proved to be a forerunner of the one used in the recent Gulf War. Military planning 

for the Middle East revealed that the Eisenhower administration's emphasis on nuclear 

weapons and massive retaliation went only so far.~ 

The Eisenhower Doctrine also forced the CIA to redefine its position in the Middle East 

and develop its own anti-Nasser orchestra as a counter part to the Doctrine. Like the military 

angle, the covert aspect has received little attention despite its critical importance to 

understanding American strategy. Kim Roosevelt still had general responsibility for the area 

but now he would be opposing Nasser rather than trying to work with him. Allen Dulles and 

Roosevelt held no pretenses that the Eisenhower Doctrine was not aimed directly at "Nasser's 

brand of Arab nationalism." Neither did Nasser. When Miles Copeland, Roosevelt's man in 

the Middle East, briefed the Egyptian dictator on the Doctrine, Nasser replied that "the genius 

of you Americans ... is that you never make c1earcut stupid moves, only complicated stupid 
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moves that make us wonder at the possibility that there may be something we are missing. " 

He later added that it "was one of the shrewdest mistakes ever made by a Great Power 

diplomat." With his Machiavellian mind, Nasser spent hours trying to figure out what the 

Eisenhower administration was really up to. So at least in one way, the Doctrine kept Nasser 

off balance and constantly guessing what the next move would be.25 

The CIA operation against Nasser, codenamed Sipony, tried to split Saudi Arabia, 

Jordan, ami Syria from Nasser's orbit, Iraq and Lebanon being already anti-Nasser. With the 

firm support of the Lebanese, the CIA operations would be coordinated out of Beirut which 

would become, from then on, the center of CIA activities in the region. However, the CIA 

and many Middle East hands in the State Department held no illusions to the effectiveness of 

the Doctrine. They believed that a public challenge to Nasser's leadership would become 

another weapon in the hands of Nasser to label moderate Arab leaders as scabs or pawns of 

the imperialists. Thus, the CIA embarked on a campaign to undermine the Doctrine in the 

minds of Eisenhower, Dulles and the State Department while backing the pro-Western leaders 

in a series of covert political action operations?' 

Eisenhower'S appointee to sell the Doctrine to the nations in the Middle East, 

Ambassador James P. Richards, former chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee 

and a Democrat, embarked on his two-month mission in March with great enthusiasm and 

ignorance. He visited all the Arab countries except Egypt, Syria, and Jordan. He reported 

that the trip "has shown universal dislike and distrust of the present Syrian and Egyptian 

:!SEveland, 244-5; Copeland, Game, 182-3, 208-9; Copeland, Game Player, 204-5. 

~6Ihid. 
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Governments on the part of top officials in the countries visited." However, Dulles and 

Rountree warned him not to play up the "isolation" of Nasser "through your Mission" since it 

"might have contrary results in the Arab world." The State Department worried that the 

mission would just stir up more anti-Americanism among the very people they hoped to bring 

into line. 

Although Egypt "expressed a general desire" for a Richards' visit, a wary Nasser 

declined to offer a "written invitation." Syria rejected any visit outright. In Jordan, Hussein 

would have liked a visit but the internal situation remained unstable. Dulles would not repeat 

the British fiasco of 1955 when England trit'.d to get Jordan to join the Baghdad Pact and 

enut!U up losing the Arab Legion. Upon his return to the United States, a chastised Richards 

told the Senator Foreign Relations Committee that the Arabs "overemphasized the money 

thing." They were obsessed with Nasser, rather than international communism, and 

demanded aid and support to comhat him. He testified that "something has got to he done 

about that fellow Nasser" before anything really constructive could he done. In Dulles' 

debriefing of Richards, it was apparent that Richards had accomplished little other than 

passing out tens of millions of dollars to Arab leaders of dubious tenure.~7 

In the Middle East, the Doctrine proved to be as subtle as a train wreck. To coincide 

with Richards' Mission, Nasser published an anti-American pamphlet criticizing the 

Eisenhower Doctrine that, according to the United States Information Service, "in many ways 

parallels the techniques used by USIS to spread information on the Eisenhower proposals" but 

~7Richards to State Department, 28 Mar 57, FRUS 55-57, 12: 427; Dulles to Richards, 30 
Mar 57, Ibid., 478; Dulles to Richards, 23 Apr 57, Ibid., 521-2; Executive Sessions, 1957, 
556, 565, 571. 
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obviously not in a complimentary fashion. This was not surprising since the CIA had trained 

Nasser's propaganda team. They advel1ised the pamphlets on billboards, in theaters, and in 

newspaper ads throughout Egypt. The Egyptian regime also cleverly spread dis information 

that Richards had made "secret" agreements with the other Arab governments in an effective 

campaign to paint the Doctrine as an imperialist plot. The Egyptians even suggested to Arab 

diplomats that their information had come straight from the American Embassy in Cairo. Al 

Ahram described the Doctrine as merely "Western imperialism under this new guise." 

Although the Eisenhower Doctrine had rallied the pro-Western governments to America's 

side, it also, much to Dulles' chagrin, gave Nasser new ammunition to discredit these 

leaders. ~~ 

The other major problem in the region was Israel '..'I refusal to withdraw to the 1949 

Armistice lines until Egypt allowed free passage through the Gulf of Aqaba and the UN took 

control of the Gaza Strip over from Egypt. Dulles advised Eisenhower that Israel would 

compromise by letting Egypt have the Gaza Strip in ret1.lrn for free passage through the Gulf 

of Aqaba. Dulles was lip to his lawyerlike tactics again. On 20 February, Ike publicly 

threatened Israel with UN sanctions if they did not pull out immediately. Next, Dulles drew 

up a proposed Israeli statement of withdrawal and gave it to French Prime Minister Guy 

Mollet and Foreign Minister Christian Pineau who, in turn, handed a "French" version to 

Golda Meir. Israel agreed to withdraw if the United States would support their access rights 

to the Gulf. Dulles accepted the proposal. With Israel in compliance with the UN 

~~Staff Notes, 15 Apr 57, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, DDE Diary Series, Box 23, 
Apr 57. Diary-Staff Memos (I): Wadsworth to State Department, 29 Apr 57, 674.95/4-2957; 
ENYIJtian Gazette. 25 Apr 57: 2. 
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resolutions, it was now up to Nasser and Egypt to compromise on the future of the Suez 

Canal. 2
<J 

The administration believed it had discovered a new weapon with which to counter 

Nasser. Since the nationalization of the Suez Canal, the United States had cut off economic 

aid and froze Egyptian assets in the United States. In an NSC meeting on 24 January, 

Treasury Secretary George Humphrey announced that Egypt was "flat broke." In light of 

this, Eisenhower decided to let Egypt withdraw money from the International Monetary Fund 

but added that "if we provide any additional funds to Egypt we should certainly use the 

occasion to exact a commitment from Egypt that it will follow reasonable policies." Allen 

Dulles agreed that "tinancial assistance was now the most powerful weapon in the hands of 

the United States in its dealings with Egypt." Finally, the administration believed it the levers 

on which to turn Egypt. However, the levers would only be effective as long as the Suez 

Canal remained closed. Once open, the Canal would provide the hard currency Nasser 

By mid February. Nasser began ft~eling the pinch of America's new policy. He 

complained to Hare that the United States was conducting economic warfare against Egypt. 

Furthermore. he implied that a much publicized hunger strike of Egyptian feminist Doria 

Shatik was" American inspired." Holed up in the Indian Embassy, Shatik demanded the 

immediate withdrawal of all Israeli forces from Egypt, which Nasser too wanted, a final and 

29Dulles Memo, 26 Feb 57, FRUS 55-57,17: 298-9; Memo of Conversation, 28 Feb 57, 
Ibid., 311-16. 

:IOMemo of Discussion, 24 Jan 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 47-51; Gurion to Eisenhower, 8 Feb 
57, Ibid .. 109-12; Dulles Memo, 26 Feb 57, Ibid., 298-9. 



just solution to the Palestine problem, and an end to the "dictatorial" Nasser government 

"which can only lead my country inevitably to bankruptcy and anarchy," a proposition that 

obviously enraged Nasser.31 
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Despite his complaints, Nasser hinted that he would agree to allowing Israel free 

passage through the Gulf but would not bend on full Egyptian sovereignty of the Suez Canal. 

As to the policy of "detaching Nasser's allies and neighbor's from him," Mohammed Heikal, 

Nasser's political contidant, told an embassy official that "many of the men around Nasser 

were urging him to take counter-action against the assumed United States plans to isolate 

Egypt." Heikal frankly revealed that if Egypt really wanted to oppose America "it could have 

easily brought about the fall of Hussein, and could have made Saud's internal position 

exceedingly difticult," a blunt admission of Egyptian covert capabilities in the region. 

Although, the United States was not averse to use covert action, the administration frowned 

upon Nasser using it. Despite all this, Heikal argued that Nasser wished to get along with the 

United States regardless and was happy with the American position towards Israeli 

withdrawal. He added that the administration would be pleased with the outcome of the 

upcoming Arab summit meeting. Heikal's information proved to be only partially correct. 

The Arab summit meeting in Cairo produced no new denunciations of the America or the 

West but did reiterate Nasser's policy of "positive neutralism" and rejected any thesis of a 

vacuum in the area that required tilling by the United States. Hare reported that Saud put up 

a good tight during the meetings but added that the Arab leaders made no real constructive 

J1Hare to State Department, 15 Feb 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 173-7. 
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progress on the major issues. 32 

As for the major issue, the operation of the Suez Canal, Dulles wanted Egypt to settle 

the question of nationalization based on the Six Principles, that would internationalize the 

waterway, adopted by the UN Security Council the previous October. In February, Dulles 

put together a proposal, supported by England, France, and Norway, that would authorize the 

UN or the IBRD to collect the tolls for Egypt with half the proceeds going to operations and 

the other half to Egypt. Dulles secretly presented the proposal to UN Secretary General 

Hammarskjold who, in turn, would give it to the Egyptians. The administration hoped that 

Egypt would then present the proposal as its own. However, the British leaked the story to 

the press as a "demand" on Egypt, and Nasser quickly rejected it. Hammarskjold traveled to 

Cairo in March to change Nasser's mind. In a spirit of almost complete noncooperation and 

uetiance of the UN, Nasser reoccuppied the Gaza and presented a Suez plan that did not even 

mention the Six Principles. An angry Hammarskjold rebuked Nasser, "The trouble is that 

people don't trust you."JJ 

With such talk and intransigence, Eisenhower and Dulles disclIssed what should be done 

with Nasser. In preparation to the upcoming talks with the new British Prime Minister 

Harold Macmillan in Bermuda, Dulles said that the United States had two possible options: 

32Hare to State Department, 24 Feb 56,611.74/2-2357; Dulles to Cairo, 25 Feb 57, 
611.74/2-2357; Hare to State Department, 28 Feb 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 322-3; Memo of 
Conversation, 28 Feb 57, Ibid., 311-6. 

33State Department to UN Mission, 18 Feb 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 205-6; Memo of 
Conference, 8 Mar 57, Ibid., 381-2; UN Mission to State Department, 6 Mar 57, Ibid., 374; 
State Department to UN Mission, 15 Mar 57, Ibid., 421; Hare to State Department, 15 Mar 
57, Ibid .. 419-21; Hare to State Department, 17 Mar 57, Ibid., 430-1; Lodge to State 
Department, 28 Mar 57, Ibid .. 478-9. 
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either decide to "do business with Nasser" or continue to work "to dispose of Nasser." In 

Bermuda, Macmillian effectively patched up the Anglo-American alliance by subordinating 

British policy to America's. There would be no more British adventurism in the Middle East. 

Yet, Macmillan continued to hope "that Nasser would come to some bad end." In fact, he 

mentioned the existence of a secret Anglo-Egyptian plot for disposing of Nasser. Distancing 

America from the plot, Eisenhower replied that the "dissidents didn't stand much of a chance" 

and that, in the short term, Amerh:a and Britain should work for a solution to the canal issue. 

The administration helieved that Nasser's position was too strong to seek an overthrow of his 

regime. This time, the American view prevailed.34 

The idea of settling the Suez issue on Western terms by pressuring Nasser with 

economic tools soon disappeared. Ironkally, the American-operated salvage operations to 

reopen the canal proved more eftkient than Amerh:an diplomacy. The official reopening of 

the Suez Canal in April provided a new source of hard currency for the Egyptian regime. 

Nasser had consistently refused to negotiate on the terms of the Six Principles since the Suez 

War, and. with the Canal open to Western oil tankers, Western governments advised its 

shippers to pay the tolls directly to the Egyptian government. It was a rather anticlimactic 

end to the Suez aft'air with Nasser getting all he wanted. Nasser's refusal to negotiate merely 

aggravated Dulles and reinforced the administration's plans to isolate Egypt. This trouble 

34Memo of Record, 20 Mar 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 448; Diary Entry, 21 May 57, 
Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, International Meetings Series, Bermuda Conference, Mar 
57, Box 2; Reinhardt to Rountree, 10 Apr 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 531. 
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came to a head in Jordan and revealed the covert aspect of the cold war against Nasser.35 

According to Copeland, Nasser had been plotting since 1955 "campaigns to bring down 

Nuri Said of Iraq, King Hussein of Jordan, and Kamil Chamaoun of Lebanon." Of the three, 

King Hussein was the most vulnerable. In December, Jordan had asked the British to 

terminate their defense treaty that included an annual subsidy of approximately $30 million. 

The King's first move even before he told the British was to ask the United States to replace 

the British subsidy. Hearing of the move, Dulles asked Lloyd, "What is the future of 

Jordan?" Lloyd replied. "I don't think it's got one," and worried that it might become a 

Soviet "satellite." Dulles remarked that the United States was considering aid to Jordan but 

"was not too much alarmed hy Satellites spdnging up which are not contiguous to the 

territory of the USSR." Dulles lectured Lloyd that the Soviets would not make a "big 

investment in areas which they could not hold." Jordan was an economic basket case 

anyway.3~ 

Dulles' feigned unconcern for the future of Jordan proved merely a cover to keep the 

British out and protect America's developing relationship with Hussein. In October, Suleiman 

AI-Nabulsi, a pro-Nasser politician, had taken over as Prime Minister in Jordan. A few 

months later, Nasser orchestrated a plan for Egypt, Syria, and Saudi Arabia to jointly replace 

the British suhsidy as part of his plan to control Jordan. With this accomplished, Nasser 

advised Nabulsi to cancel any plans to topple the king. The State Department seemed 

3SRoger Owen, "Economic Consequences of Suez for Egypt," in William Roger Louis and 
Roger Owen, eds., Suez. 1956: The Crisis and its Consequences (New York: Oxford, 1989), 
365; Dulles to London, II May 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 616-7. 

36Copeland, Game, 189,208-9; Mallory to State Department, 22 Nov 56, FRUS 55-57, 
13: 64-6; Memo of Conversation, 10 Dec 56, Ibid., 73-4. 
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unconcerned over such a move and believed that once the situation settled down, the United 

States could move in with additional money to prop up the young king. Throughout the 

spring, Ali Abu Nuwar, the pro-Nasser Chief of Staff of the Jordanian Army, continued to 

conspire to overthrow Hussein ignoring Nasser's advice. 

Meanwhile, Roosevelt busied himself orchestrating another version of his patented 

countercoup that he had used so effectively in Iran in 1953. This time, he passed 

disinformation to the pro-Nasser conspirators to delude them into thinking they could 

overthrow Hussein. At the same time, Roosevelt advised Hussein how to bait the trap. By 

the end of March, Ambassador Lester Mallory predicted a "coup de palais" in the near future 

aimed at the pro-Nasser elements in the country. Copeland later contended that Nuwar's 

attempted coup "held the prize for the clumsiest in modern history until the cup was passed 

on to King Constantine of Greece in 1968." On 10 April, King Hussein made his move. He 

fon:ed the resignation of the Nabulsi government and deported General Ali Abu Nuwar, the 

pro-Egyptian Army Chief of Staff, who quickly fled to Syria. Demonstrations and riots broke 

out on the West Bank. Luckily for the king, the mostly Bedouin Jordanian army supported 

him and managed to put down rebellious elements in the army and on the Palestinian West 

Bank. 37 

At a meeting of the NSC, Allen Dulles commented that the king's actions "had reached 

the ultimate anticipated crisis." Privately, he told Foster that everything was going according 

to plan. The State Department moved quickly and convinced King Saud and the Iraqis to 

37Wilkins to Rountree. 3 Jan 57 FRUS 55-57, 13: SO-I; Copeland, Game, 189, 20S-9; 
Mallory to State Department, 29 Mar 57, FRUS 55-57, 13: 89; See Editorial Note 60, Ibid., 
92-4; See Editorial Note 65, Ibid., 9S. 
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support Hussein with military forces. Herter then advised Hussein to publicly rely on the 

Saudis and Iraqis rather than the United States to "avoid giving substance to false charges that 

Hussein is acting at the instigation of the USG." Putting his best face forward, Nasser 

painted the crisis as a victory for Arab nationalism. Privately, Nasser knew that Kim 

Roosevelt, his good friend, had outfoxed him.3M 

Within a week. Hussein had purged his government and army of pro-Nasser elements 

and regained control of his country. Under advice from the CIA, he publicly blamed 

"international communism" ti.Jr trying to destroy his country, fingering Egypt and Syria as 

Soviet stooges. After consulting with Dulles, Eisenhower gave the secretary a free hand and 

told him "to do whatever he wants." The White House quickly followed this up issuing a 

statement that the Eisenhower and Dulles "regard the independence and integrity of Jordan as 

vital." Although the president did not specitkally invoke the Eisenhower Doctrine, he 

ordered the Sixth Fleet to the Eastern Mediterranean, ostensibly on a goodwill mission to 

Lebanon. and granted an immediate offer of $10 million in aid to Hussein. Dulles advised 

the president that "any more support from us would be embarrassing" to the king and just 

contirm Nasser's accusations that the whole incident had been an American plot. 39 

Contrary to accepted belief, King Hussein's triumph over Nasser was not a victory for 

the Eisenhower Doctrine but rather for the CIA and Hussein. Dulles wisely used pro-Western 

Arab countries to support the king rather than American forces. The ordering of the Sixth 

Fleet to Lebanon occurred after the crisis was all but resolved. The $10 million grant came 

JKMemo of Conversation, 14 Apr 57, FRUS 55-57, 13: 92-4; Herter to Amman, 15 Apr 
57. Ibid .. 95-7. 

J9NIT25 Apr 57: I; See Editorial Notes 69,74. and 81, FRUS 55-57,13: 103, 109, 118. 
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from Mutual Security funds and lIot from the recently approved $200 million for the 

Doctrine. Furthermore, Richards never visited Jordan as part of his mission. The success 

revealed the problem with the Eisenhower Doctrine. It was not a policy or plan of action, but 

merely a justification or rationale for unilateral action in the Middle East with each new 

problem requiring a new set of analyses and solutions. Invoking the Doctrine would only 

have discredited Hussein as a traitor to Arah nationalism. Commenting a few months later on 

the reality of Middle East pUlitics, Dulles told Israeli Ambassador Eban that "we must live 

with the problems on a crisis-to-crisis basis." Rousevelt's successful countercoup in Jordan 

marked only the prelude to a new round of confrontation with Nasser.4() 

With Jordan now in the Western camp, Nasser was left with only Syria as a reliable 

ally. Therefore. he chose reconciliation with the United States in hopes of ending America's 

effective policy of isolating Egypt. He called Hare to his office and asked what the America 

wanted of him. Nasser proclaimed that Egypt" understands the expansionist aspect of 

international Communism antI wants none of it in Egypt." In fact, the communist party was 

outlawed in Egypt. He opposed communism but did not believe trading with the Soviets 

constituted support. Furthermore, Nasser hesitated to "take an all-out stand against 

Communists and then tind" himself "engaged in a second front with the USG." Most 

important. he wanted to know America's attitude to his positive neutralism. If the United 

States opposed it. "it will inevitably leave us in oppusition to each other." Besides this plea, 

part of Nasser's plan was to convince the United States that they were supporting the wrong 

40See Stookey, 150 and Burns, 110. See Editorial Notes 74 and 81, FRUS 55-57, 13: 
109. 118: Memo of Conversation, 6 Aug 57, Ibid., 706. 
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Arab leaders.41 

In a series of subtle contacts with American officials, Egyptians pounded the theme 

home that the Eisenhower administration needed to back progressive leaders like Nasser and 

not reactionaries. The argument was that only Nasser could really stop communist influence 

in the Middle East. Abdul AI-Baghdadi, Nasser's political advisor, explained to Hare that 

America "was cooperating with monarchs of dubious tenure" in their attempt to "isolate" 

Nasser. He predicted that it would backtire in the end. Naguib Kadry, an Egyptian diplomat 

to Moscow, told his American counterpart that Egypt was "in total disagreement with the 

Communist system" and blamed American economic restrictions and policies for Egypt's 

growing trade with the Soviet Bloc. He commented that IOU .S. wheat was better than Soviet 

wheat, hut the Soviet wheat was better than no wheat." Ahmad Ibrahim, an Egyptian 

diplomat in Baghdad, told his American colleague that "the United States must find some way 

to show Nasser that, if he turns his hack on the aid offered hy Soviet Russia, the Americans 

will not turn their hacks" on him. And tinally, in a conversation with Hare, Nasser observed 

that "you IAmericansl have merely stretched the necks of the reactionary rulers so that their 

heads may he more easily lopped off." Although these protestations had little immediate 

effect, they eventually had an impact. 4~ 

To make the situation even more confusing, King Saud, Eisenhower's handpicked 

successor to Nasser, hegan giving the administration trouble. Specifically, Saud bitterly 

41Hare to State Department, 29 May 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 631-2. 

4~Hare to State Deprtment, 22 May 57, 674.00/5-2257; Moscow to State Department, 27 
Je 57.661.74/6-2757; Baghdad to State Department, 6 Jul 57, 780.0017-657; Hare to State 
Department, 24 Aug 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 715. 



309 

complained throughout the summer of Israeli shipping through the Gulf of Aqaba. Seeing 

Israel as a threat to Muslim pilgrimages to Mecca, he wanted the Gulf closed. Saud's dubious 

contribution to Arab nationalism challenged the administration's attempts to have the Gulf 

declared an international waterway. Dulles, already suspicious of the Saudi monarch, 

complained to Ike that "Saud is acting as the head of the Moslem religion and not as head of 

state," a less than kindly swipe at Eisenhower's Islamic pope policy. Eisenhower implied that 

it might even he easier to deal with Nasser than Saud. A few days later, Nasser advised Hare 

that in supporting Saud the United States "would find in the end that we are backing the 

wrong people." He admitted that he "had learned ... to curb impetuousness which formerly 

characterized his regime." The grooming of first Nasser then Saud revealed that no Arab 

leader would ever become a consistent American ally.43 

Spurning Nasser's advances, the administration continued its effort to isolate Nasser. 

In Lebanon, the CIA intervened with cash to prevent Egypt and the Syrians from rigging the 

upcoming elections in June and prevent Lehanon from falling to Nasserite politicians. 

Nasser's agents had heen husy hrihing Lehanese politidans. The new parliament would he 

selecting a new president in 1958, making the election critical. The "derigging" proved 

successful with pro-Western politidans gaining a strong parliamentary majority. With 

Lebanon secure and Saudi Arahia and Jordan isolated from Nasser's union, Syria became the 

next target.44 

Codenamed Wappen, the CIA operation to install a pro-Western government in Syria 

43Memo of Telephone Conversation, 27 Je 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 660; See Editorial Note 
347, Ibid., 659-60; Hare to State Department. 2 Jul 57, Ibid., 677-9. 

44Copeland, Game Player, 216. 
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suffered from one major drawback that did not afflict the Jordan and Lebanon situations. In 

Jordan, the CIA already had the king in place and needed only to stir him to action. 

Likewise, in Lebanon, the United States had a pro-Western government to work with. On the 

other hand, pro-Nasser elements already controlled Syria and had purged pro-Western 

sympathizers following the aborted coup in October 1956. There existed little or no 

opposition to work with. The Cairo press had already predicted that "what took place in 

Jordan is only the beginning of what will take place in Syria" and that "the plan was drawn 

up in Wash ington to the last detail." The planning for the coup never really got off the 

ground before three CIA ofiicers, including the notorious Howard "Rocky" Stone, who was 

instrumental in the 1953 coup in Iran, were deported for bribing some Syrian officers. It was 

the tirst deportation of American diplomatic personnel from an Arab country since World 

War II and immediately precipitated a crisis. 4~ 

Subsequent events revealed a Soviet role in the affair. Apparently Moscow had planned 

to establish a pro-Soviet government in Syria and then instigate a crisis that would prompt 

calls fClr Soviet intervention. This strategy resembled a Russian version of the Eisenhower 

Doctrine. The political situation in Syria could be kindly described as organized confusion. 

Since World War II, there had been a bewildering profusion of governments, parties, and 

coups. Ironically. Syria had been the location of the CIA's first "political action" operation in 

1949. Copeland and Major Steve Meade helped a certain General Zaim in overthrowing the 

duly elected government. Although the coup was successful, Zaim's political skills proved 

inadequate. and he was quickly overthrown. By 1957, the main contestants for power were 

4~Egyp(iall GaZl'ue. 14 Aug 57: I; Copeland, Game Player, 216; Eveland, 248-55; Cairo 
to State Department, 5 J e 57. 611. 74/6-557. 
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the pan-Arab nationalist Ba'ath Party, the well-organized Communist Party, and a 

conglomeration of old-style nationalist parties. Although Nasser was often criticized for 

having little understanding of the world outside the Middle East, Syrian leaders proved even 

more ignorant. Throughout 1956 and 1957, the Sovielc; had directed their attention towards 

Syria and away from Egypt. 46 

Syria represented the heart of the pan-Arab movement having the only strong party, the 

Ba'athists, in the Arab world that was ideologically based upon a pan-Arab philosophy. 

Traditionally, Iraq and Egypt had fought for control of Syria. The Soviet move alarmed both 

pro-Western Arab leaders and Nasser. Ambassador James Moose reported in May that "Syria 

hat! willfully become a base for anti-American propaganda, leftist penetration of labor, 

sabotage and Communist activity throughout the area." On 6 August, the Syrians and Soviets 

announcetl a huge assistance program in excess of $100 million. There were also reports of 

cancellation of the previous Syrian debt to Russia of $251 million. The Soviet moves directly 

challengetl the economic strategy behind the Eisenhower Doctrine. 47 

When General Atif AI-Bizri. a known communist, became the Chief of Staff of the 

Syrian and initiatetl a purge of moderate ofticers, President Shukri Kuwalty tled to Cairo 

ostensibly to consult with Nasser. The moves alarmed America's allies in the region, Turkey, 

Lebanon, Iraq, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia and they requested immediate American support. 

Turkey even consideretl military action. Sources in Cairo reported that the events surprised 

Egyptian leaders who feared that "Syria was now falling into a trap that Moscow had 

4f'Copeland, Game, 41-5. 

47Patrick Seale, 290-306; Copeland, Game, 187; Moose to State Department, 17 May 57, 
FRUS 55-57. 13: 618; Starr to Cumming, 9 Aug 57,661.83/8-957. 
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carefully laid." Nasser's brand of Arab unity demanded that all Arab states maintain a 

common front against both East and West. Syria had violated this precept. Dulles also 

feared that Syria would become a Soviet satellite but advised the president not to invoke the 

Eisenhower Doctrine. They decided instead to mobilize Syria's neighbors to take some sort 

of joint action as had been done during the Jordanian crisis. Dulles dispatched Loy 

Henderson to consult with the American allies in the region. For the moment at least, war 

seemed likely among the Arah states and Turkey. Henderson's mission merely fueled the 

tires of anti-Western propaganda as had the Allen mission in 1955 following Nasser's arms 

In late August. Dulles received a secret letter, prohably from Roosevelt, that reminded 

one of the adage that prohlems in the Middle East were never as bad as they seemed. 

Roosevelt argued that Syria was "weak militarily and inept politically" and "no amount of 

Soviet arms or advisors will quickly alter this situation." Furthermore, the strategic 

signitkance of Syria, its oil pipelines from Iraq and Saudi Arahia, was probahly safe since the 

Syrians would do nothing to jeopardize their relations with their powerful neighhors. Any 

military action against Syria would he counterproductive. The struggle in Syria was an 

internal problem, and he recommended that the United States should wait it out until the dust 

4MHeikal, Sphinx. 76-7; Daily Top Secret Summary, 19 Aug 57, j;RUS 55-57, 13: 638-9; 
Staff Notes, 19 Aug 57, Ibid., 639; Hare to State Department, 16 Aug 57,661.83/8-1657; 
Memo of Conversation, 19 Aug 57, Op. Cit., 640-1; Dulles to Eisenhower, 20 Aug 57, Ibid., 
641; Memo of Conversation, 21 Aug 57, Ibid., 645; Dulles to Henderson, 23 Aug 57, Ibid., 
650-1; Copeland, Game, 185; Telephone Call from Allen Dulles, 26 Aug 57, Eisenhower 
Papers, Whitman File, DDE Diary Series, Box 26, Aug 57, Telephone Calls. 

4~Letter to Dulles, 24 Aug 57, FRUS 55-57, 13: 652-3. 
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With this advice in mind, Henderson made it quite clear to the Turks and the Arabs that 

military action was out of the question unless of course Syria attacked them. Any action 

would have to be defensible in the UN. He emphasized that they must maintain their public 

stand against Syria and that the United States would back them up. Henderson's doubletalk 

revealed the administration's predicament. If their was to be any inter-Arab war over Syria, 

it would be up to the Arabs to start it. The United States refused to take unilateral action 

despite the rhetorh: of the Eisenhower Doctrine. To bolster the confidence of Saudi Arabia, 

Iraq and Lebanon, Eist:nhower ordered the immediate shipment of additional arms to them 

and again moved the Sixth Fleet into the Eastern Mediterranean but wisely did not invoke the 

Eisenhower Doctrine.:;() 

A National Intelligence Estimate issued on 3 September further deflated the situation in 

the eyes of the administration. The report maintained that the present government would 

probably remain in control without becoming a Soviet satellite. Understanding the threat of 

the Eisenhower Doctrine, the Russians cleverly avoided any overt control. Instead, the 

Kremlin would use Syria for propaganda purposes and as a base for operations in the region. 

Despite these reports. Ike and Dulles remained uneasy. To make matters worse, just as the 

crisis abated. Khrushchev embarked on what Dulles described as the "rudest and most 

provocative" propaganda campaign since Hitler. The Soviet leader publicly threatened Turkey 

saying that "if the ritles tire, the rockets will start flying." Meanwhile, America's allies 

appeared hesitant to act. In his memoirs, Ike recalled that "by mid-September 1957, all the 

Arab governments save that of Lebanon had seemingly abandoned any thought of collective 

!oOHenderson to State Department, 26 Aug 57, FRUS, 55-57, 13: 656-7; Dulles to 
Henderson. 28 Aug 57. Ibid .. 661. 
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action." Hussein decided to go vacationing in Italy, and the "unpredictable" Saud began 

echoing the Cairo line that the whole mess was America's fault. In Cairo, Prince Sultan Ibn 

Abdul Aziz, the Saudi Minister of Communications, announced that relations with Egypt were 

"most cordial" and that "there is no difference between the two countries" on the Syrian 

crisis. The seeming reversal by America's Arab allies, however, proved to be part of a plan 

to deflate the entire confusing mess. 51 

The State Department and CIA predicted that too much public American support would 

just discredit the moderate Arab leaders. Although, the United States would have to respond 

to threats from the Soviets, Dulles decided to drop its hard line toward Syria and allow Saud 

and the moderates to work behind the scenes to decrease tensions. Rountree described it as a 

"period of dexaxemellf" for the United States. In September, Saud offered to mediate and 

traveled to Syria where he announced that he would "oppose with my Syrian brothers and 

with the other Arabs any aggression against their independence irrespective of its source," 

which could be taken to mean the Soviets or the Americans. The episode proved to be Saud's 

tinal moment of glory in the Arab world and embarrassed the United States. Not to be 

outdone. Nasser dispatched an Egyptian infantry brigade to the Syrian port of Latakia in a 

concrete move toward solidarity with Syria and to upstage Saud. At that point, the action 

moved to the halls of the UN where the crisis slowly died.~~ 

~ISpecial National Intelligence Estimate, 3 Sep 57, FRUS 55-57, 13: 680; Memo of 
Conversation, 7 Sep 57, Ibid., 685-9; Eisenhower, Waging, 196-204; Egyptian Mail, 14 Sep 
57, 1; Memo of Discussion, 20 Oct 57, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, NSC Series, 
338th Mtg, Box 9. 

~~Strong to Rountree, 16 Oct 57. FRUS 55-57, 13: 718-9; Rountree to Strong, 29 Oct 57, 
Ibid .. 735-7: Seale, 303-6. 
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In the cases of Syria and Jordan, the administration relied on covert action and their 

Arab friends to isolate Nasser. Despite the cumbersome Eisenhower Doctrine, the efforts 

proved effective. Syria's experiment with the Soviet Union compared unfavorably with 

Nasser's. While Nasser's dalliance with Moscow brought him Arab acclaim, the Syrian one 

ran afoul of Arab solidarity. The provocative Soviet policy toward Syria and threats to 

Turkey coupled with American counteractions almost provoked a fratricidal Arab war. 

Ironically, the Syrian crisis created a common ground for Egypt and the United States to 

reach a tentative understanding. Fawzi informed Hare that Egypt "does not want Syria 

dominated by anyone" and hoped that the "great powers" would "recede" from the contlict. 

Nasser tinally realized that Soviet intluence in the region threatened his own vision of 

Egyptian leadership in the Arah world. In the coming months, Egypt tried to reestablish 

normal relations with the United States. By the end of 1957, the administration's many overt 

and covert actions costing tens of millions of dollars achieved only a maintenance of the status 

quo. Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Lebanon, and Iraq maintained their pro-Western positions, Syria 

was neutralized, and Nasser found himself alone. It marked the high tide of the American-led 

front against Nasser. However, there was a growing belief in the administration that it could 

not maintain America's Pyrrhic victories indefinitely.53 

53Hare to State Department, 4 Sep 57, 674.83/9-357. 



CHAPTER 12 

NORMALIZATION WITH NASSER'S NEUTRALISM 

It was the old phenomenon of unrequited 
love with its usual hitter aftermath and 
there seemed nothing which Egypt could do, 
even hy its strong measures to repress 
communism, to tind some common ground 
with the United States. 

Mohammed Heikal, August 19571 

If the fall of 1957 marked the low point of Gamal Abdel Nasser's quest for Arah 
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domination. the summer of 1958 would mark the high water mark of Nasser's brand of pan-

Arahism. Despite the success of the Eisenhower Doctrine, the administration viewed the 

victories of 1957 as Pyrrhic. Rather than promote stahility, the opposite occurred. Inter-

Arah rivalries had created a dangerous situation. To their advantage, the Russians portrayed 

themselves as the defenders of Arah nationalism hy providing tinancial and political support to 

Egypt and Syria. In Septemher and Octoher 1957 respectively, the Soviets tested the tirst 

ICBM and launched the tirst satellite into orhit around the earth. Eisenhower recalled that 

"this feat precipitated a wave of apprehension throughout the Free World." Everywhere, 

communism appeared to he that inevitable force that Marx and Lenin so often spoke of. The 

Russian technical superiority surprised the West and impressed the Third World. Russia's 

IHare to State Department. 16 Aug 57, 611.74/18-1657. 
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rapid modernization seemed a role model for developing countries. To address these 

concerns, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles initiated a secret policy to normalize relations 

with the Egyptian regime in hope of restoring a modicum of security in the troubled region. 

It marked America's coming to terms with the Eastern Question.2 

Despite the Russian offensive, the Eisenhower administration maintained the Western 

position in the Middle East after the disaster at Suez. The Eisenhower Doctrine coupled with 

shrewd covert action had intensitied splits in the Arab world. In the short term, the big loser 

in all this was Nasser. His ambition to lead the Arabs depended on his ability to promote 

pan-Arabism and neutralism simultaneously. His role as the leader of the Arabs seemed to be 

slipping away. Although he was popular with the Arab masses, leaders such as Nuri el Said 

of Iraq. Camille Chamoun of Lebanon, King Saud of Arabia, and King Hussein of Jordan 

wanted to defeat his plans of becoming the modern Saladin, the famed Arab hero who 

defeated the European Crusaders. America's policy of isolating him undermined the rationale 

of his positive neutralism. To he a true Third World neutral, Nasser had to be ahle to play 

off both East and West to prove his independence from the great powers. The Syrian crisis 

began as an Arab struggle but, with the intervention of the Soviets and the Americans, took 

un a big power, Cold War complexion. However, America's allies in the region represented 

the old order and there were many in the State Department that believed, in the long run, that 

these all ies would be swept away by Nasserism. More important, Eisenhower and Dulles 

realized that playing off Arah rivalries proved counterproductive. Arab intrigues merely 

increased instahility and opened the door to Soviet intluence. In the end, the administration 

"Eisenhower. Waging, 205. 
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tigured that they would have to reckon with Nasser. 

The whole idea of American policy since Omega in the spring of 1956 was to bring 

Nasser back to the Western camp in order to be a bulwark against communism or get rid of 

him. The administration would now seize the opportunity to give Nasser the "escape hatch" 

he needed to come back to the West. This time, however, no one in the administration 

believed that Nasser could ever be the pro-Western Arab leader they wanted back in 1952. 

At best. America could attempt to shape him into a true neutral, like Marshal Josip Tito of 

Yugoslavia and Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru of India, who would be as wary of 

communism as he was Western imperialism. If Dulles could achieve that, at least the vital oil 

supplies would be protected from Soviet domination. In turn, Nasser believed that he needed 

normal relations with the United States if he was to emerge victorious in his play for Arab 

domination. If he could never replace American military and political power, perhaps he 

could at least make peace with it and use it for his own purposes. 3 

As early as the summer of 1957. Nasser had made it known that he desired better 

relations with the Uniteu States. With this in minu. Ambassador Raymond Hare in Cairo 

made the tirst move toward convincing the administration that the time had come to bring 

Nasser in from the colu. Unlike Byroade, who so ingratiated himself with Nasser that he had 

lost credibility with the Egyptians and the State Department, Hare held no illusions that 

Nasser could be converted, rather he believed that Nasser's ambitions could be used for 

American ends. an idea popular with Dulles. In late August, Hare sent a long telegram to 

address the "stock-taking atmosphere" existing after the recent events in Jordan and Syria. 

3Hare to State Department. 24 Aug 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 719. 
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Hare confessed that a "definitive analysis of this situation is a frustrating business." He 

described Nasser as "a veritable Doctor Jekyll and Mister Hyde" who was "both frank and 

secretive, straightforward and conspiratorial, bold and irresolute, generous and petty, liberal 

and dictatorial, wise and foolish, and dedicated and egotisticaL" However, like it or not, 

Nasser had become the rallying point for radical Arab nationalism, and the United States 

would have to deal with him. A frustrated Nasser was at a loss of what to do with the 

Soviets and the Americans for it now appeared that hoth hig powers stood in his way of 

uniting the Arah world under his leadership. Although Hare admitted that "it is difficult to 

foresee a return to the good old days" with Nasser, he believed that "there still remains the 

wherewithal for the reestahlishment of some reasonahly constructive relationship." He 

advised Dulles that the "sinner should he given the opportunity for redemption ... a well

laheled escape hatch which Nasser could use in the unexpected event he decided to mend his 

ways." Since Nasser helieved that the Syrian situation had gotten out of hand, Hare believed 

that America could liSt.! Nasser to counter Soviet influence in the area. Nasser's neutralism 

would require some move to the West to counterbalance massive Soviet aid. Dulles agreed 

and instructed Hare to initiate a dialogue with Nasser.4 

Since Nasser enjoyed nothing hetter than rubbing elbows with the big boys, he jumped 

at the idea of discussing regional politics with the United States. He advised Hare that the 

Am~rica "should go in fbr a hit of plychiatry and deal gently with the Syrians in such a way 

as to relieve their fears." In a shrewd display of Nasser's incisiveness, he asked what 

America had accomplished under the Eisenhower Doctrine of giving "$170 million to a 

4Hare to State Department, 24 Aug 57, FRUS 55-57. 17: 713-21. 
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number of countries which were already on our [America's] side?" He wondered "how we 

assessed the value of this expenditure as compared with $54 million for the Aswan Dam?" 

Smiling, Nasser suggested a proposal, "We should forget the past and our complexes and 

begin all over again." Nasser also spread the word to other Arab leaders that back in 1953, 

Dulles had agreed to recugnize him as the leader of the Arab world and "give him a free hand 

in the Middle East." Subsequent events, however, had led the United States to abandon that 

promise. Nasser hoped that America would return to its 1953 position. Although this 

meeting marked the beginning of a rapprochement with Nasser, normalizing relations would 

not be an easy task. 5 

Stuart Rockwell, Director of the NEA, led the push in the State Department for better 

relations with Nasser. Working with Elbert Mathews of the Policy Planning Staff, the two 

surmised that the Soviets had exploited the Arab-Israeli contlict and Western imperialism to 

become the champions of Arab nationalism at very little effort or cost. They concluded that 

the United States should promote a neutralism "oriented toward the West." The plan was not 

to "woo" Nasser but to create the opportunity for him to move towards the West at the 

expense of the Soviets. In short, they hoped to "beat the Russians at their own game" with an 

ind irect approach. 6 

Meanwhile, Miles Copeland and his partner, James Eichelberger, had left the CIA to 

become consultants to Gulf Oil. They busied themselves shuttling back and forth from Beirut 

and Cairo acting as an unofficial liaison between Nasser and the administration. Equally 

SHare to State Department, I Sep 57, FRUS 55-57, 13: 664-69; Greene Memo, 20 Sep 
57. Ibid .. 737: Memo of Conversation, 29 Oct 57, Ibid., 777. 

('Mathews to Rockwell. 20 Sep 57, 780.00/9-2057. 
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important, they convinced the major American oil companies that "Saud, Nuri and Hussein .. 

. represent an era, a system which is passing, much faster than we perhaps could have 

expected." Also, they advised their clients that the Eisenhower Doctrine would eventually 

produce the opposite effects that it intended, namely the "loss to the West of the Arab world 

and with it the end of the present method of operation of the Middle East oil industry." They 

argued that Nasser represented the force of the future, that only Nasser could deter Soviet 

domination of the area, and direct the "uncheckable wave of Arab nationalism." Such talk to 

oil company executives even reached the president's ear. Pete Jones, of Cities Service Oil 

and one of Ike's card-playing buddies, suggested to the president that he believed that "there 

was a chance of reestablishing satisfactory relations with Nasser." Although Copeland and 

Eichelberger were sincere in their support of Nasser, one could argue that their advice was 

part of a new public relations campaign to put a better face on Nasser as a prelude to 

normalizing relations with Egypt. 7 

People I ike Copeland and Rockwell mistook Nasser's popularity for an inevitable 

historical movement. Later, Munif al-Razzaz, a Syrian Ba'thist politician, commented that 

there had been no "natural growth of any organized political movement which did not 

represent or retlect the views of the authorities or those in power." Like Western political 

leaders, Arab politicians often used ideology to satisfy personal ambitions. Equating Nasser 

with the inevitable force of Arab nationalism was not only wrongheaded thinking but 

undermined the administration's policy of supporting pro-Western regimes and the victories of 

7London to State Department, 24 Oct 57, 780/00/10-2457; Copeland, Game Player, 213, 
Memo of Conversation, 228 Oct 57, Dulles Papers, White House Memo Series, Box 5, 
Meetings with the President, 1957 (2). 
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1957.8 

Although the administration's leadership was not ready to let bygones be bygones, it 

initially embarked on a policy of "cool, but correct" relations with hopes of constructive 

improvement. Rountree worried that the United States would tip its hand giving Nasser an 

advantage, as had happened with Omega Plan and the Aswan negotiations in 1956. If Nasser 

wanted better relations talk would not be good enough, he would have to make "concrete" 

gestures. In early October 1957, Nasser instructed Ambassador Ahmed Hussein to ask for a 

meeting with Dulles. He also suggested direct talks between himself and Eisenhower. It 

would be Hussein's tirst contact with the State Department since February.9 

Dulles told the ambassador that he "did not think that the door to improved relations 

was dosed." He declined Nasser's offer of a meeting with Ike and, instead, laid out some 

"concrete proposals." If Nasser wanted better relations he could start by reaching a 

settlemelll with the Suez Canal Company over nationalization and end the "violent attacks" of 

Egyptian propaganda on America. He added that the United States "had no quarrel with 

neutrality as such" but added that Egypt had not been "truly neutral." Dulles believed that the 

genuine neutrals. Yugoslavia. India, Finland. etc. maintained relations with the Soviets but 

understood the dangers of communism. Nasser did not. His was merely a game of playing 

one side off against the other. Dulles advised Hussein that America was not interested in that 

kind of neutralism. After further discussions, Hussein returned to Cairo with a plan to 

HPJ. VatiKiotis, Conflict ill the Middle East (London: Allen, 1971), Ill. 

9Rountree to Dulles, 8 Oct 57, 611.741 I 0-857. 
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advance to Nasser. W 

Following his consultations with Dulles and Rountree, Hussein presented Nasser with a 

three-step program to normalize relations with the United States that included a propaganda 

truce, a settlement with the Suez Canal Company stockholders, and a de-emphasis of contacts 

between Egypt and the communist world. In addition, the administration sent Eugene Black, 

president of the IBRD, to Egypt to help iron out a Suez settlement. Dulles advised Black to 

inform Nasser that" if the scales would drop from Nasser's eyes before it was too late, we 

might work together again." On 4 November, Dulles approved the administration's own 

three-step plan to restore normal relations with Egypt. The United States decided to refinance 

the Egyptian-Amerh:an Rural Improvement Service, part of the old Point Four program of 

technical assistance. to the tune of $600.000, release blocked Egyptian assets when Nasser 

settled with the shareholders of the defunct Suez Canal Company, and negotiate P.L. 480 

wheat shipments when Nasser responded. Rountree remarked that "it would be of interest to 

see whether the Egyptian press and radio will cease their attacks on the US, its policies and 

oftkial personalities. "II 

Nasser quickly replied. In mid Novemher, the Egyptian leader ordered the Cairene 

press to cease their anti-American campaign. In fact, Hare reported that the press had 

become "embarrassingly optimistic" over the possible improvement of relations with America. 

However. Nasser dampened this good news with the conclusion of a $200 million loan 

IOMemo of Conversation, 8 Oct 57, FRUS 55-57, 17: 752-5. 

IIHare to State Department, 30 Oct 57,611.74/10-3057; See Editorial Note 394, FRUS 
55-57. 17: 789-90: Memo of Conversation, 29 Oct 57, Ibid .• 777; Rountree to Dulles, 4 Nov 
57.61 J.741l I-57. 
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agreement between Egypt and the Soviets in December. Nasser was not willing to cut his ties 

with the Soviet Union. Dulles and Rountree feared that Nasser might use improved relations 

with the United States to blackmail the Soviets and vice versa. Another fear was the 

alienation of friendly Arab states and Israel. King Saud expressed caution but advised the 

administration to try to restore good relations with Nasser regardless since any improvement 

would he good for all. The British agreed also. In December, Nasser initiated a series of 

contacts to emphasize his desire for better relations. '2 

First, Nasser dispatched Foreign Minister Mohammed Fawzi to Washington for talks 

with Dulles. Again, Rountree warned Dulles that the Fawzi visit may only be a "tactic" to 

deceive the administration into believing that Nasser wanted good relations and to blackmail 

the Russians into giving Egypt further aid. Subsequently during the meeting, Dulles repeated 

the line that Nasser had hecome too close to the Soviets and, thus, threatened Egypt's 

independence. Fawzi informed Dulles that Egypt had "grown up" and was under "no 

illusions ahout the Russians." To underscore this, Fawzi added that Egypt would soon do 

something "reassuring" in Syria that would prove Nasser's sincerity. Next, Ali Sabry, 

Nasser's political advisor and Acting Foreign Minister while Fawzi was in Washington, told 

Hare that if Russia attempted to apply any "political screws" on Egypt, "Nasser would raise a 

rumpus which would turn the whole Afro-Asian world against the U.S.S.R." He implied that 

Nasser had already threatened the Russians with such action. Furthermore, Sabry argued that 

Arab nationalism and not the Arah-Israeli contlict was the main prohlem separating Egypt and 

12Hare to State Department, 15 Nov 57, 611.74111-1557; Cairo to State Department, 6 
Dec 57.611.74112-6547: Rountree to Dulles, 4 Nov 57, 611.74111-457; Wadsworth to State 
Department, 28 Nov 57, FRUS 55-57. 17: 827-8; Dulles to State Department, 26 Nov 57, 
Ibid .. 826-7. 
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America. According to Sabry, the Palestine problem was like the Korean situation that should 

"be left as it is for the time being since efforts to force a solution would only make [the 

situation] worse." He recommended that Egypt and America "put Palestine aside ... and see 

if you can't reconcile your differences with Nationalism." Sabry hoped that they could turn 

back the clock to 1953 when Dulles and Nasser had agreed to work together to stabilize the 

region. This plan to ignore differences to get along was typical of Middle East politics. With 

Sabry's statements in mind, Hare advised the State Department that the Egyptians wanted to 

get back on the "middle road" in their policy of neutralism. 13 

In Nasser's tinal move to reassure Dulles, the Egyptian president sent Mohammed 

Heikal, newspaper editor and Nasser's personal advisor, on II Decemher to the embassy in 

Cairo to deliver an urgent message to Hare. For some time, the CIA had been feeding 

Nasser intelligence reports concerning Syria and the Soviet Union. Nasser now believed that 

something must he done to prevent Syria from hecoming a Soviet satellite. Although Nasser 

was quite willing to extract economic and military aid from the Soviets, he did not want the 

Russians to meddle in political aft~lirs in the Middle East. His goal of ridding the area of 

Western imperialism did not include replacing the West with the East. According to Heikal, 

Nasser believed that there were only three solutions to the Syrian problem: permit Turkey to 

intervene, allow America to overthrow the government, or let Egypt to take care of the 

situation. Of the three options, only Egypt could do something with "minimal repercussions." 

Thus, Nasser requested that America give him a free hand for three months to eliminate 

communist intluence in Syria. Without giving away the details of his plan, Nasser added that 

13Rountree to Dulles, 6 Dec 57,774.13/12-657: Memo of Conversation, 9 Dec 57, 
611.74112-957; Hare tll State Department, II Dec 57,674.00112-1157. 
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they must maintain "absolute secrecy" to insure success. The following day, Dulles cabled 

Hare agreeing to Nasser's proposal. This secret agreement would be a test of Nasser's 

sincerity to follow a neutral path. If Nasser could eliminate communist influence in Syria, the 

administration would do business with him again. Nasser now hoped that the United States 

would abandon their policy of isolating Egypt through the Eisenhower Doctrine and would, 

again, recognize him as the one and only leader of the Arab world. 14 

Back in Washington. the Eisenhower Doctrine underwent a silent and slow deaL;. 

Being a rationale thr intervention and not a specific policy, the administration hoped to draw 

up specitic plans for the area. Contrary to some accounts that argued that normalization 

began after the Lebanese crisis in 1958. the administration was well on its way to normalizing 

relations with Nasser and accepting the reality of Arah unity and neutralism in the fall and 

winter of 1957. Since September, the NSC Planning Board, headed by Robert Cutler, had 

been giving special attention to the Middle East in an attempt to develop a long-term policy. 

Cutler admitted that abandoning the commitments to the pro-Western Arab leaders outlined in 

the Eisenhower Doctrine would be difticult but necessary. In his report to the NSC, Cutler 

admitted that America must "take more account of the aspirations and beliefs of the Arab 

peoples rather than reflect too much our fears for them of the Communist threaL"ls 

The NSC's tinal report, NSC 5801. "Long-Range U.S. Policy Toward the Near East," 

14Hare to State Department, II Dec 57, FRUS 55-57, 13: 744-6; Dulles to Cairo, 12 Dec 
57, Ibid., 746-7. 

15See Burns, 112-14 and H.W. Brands, The Specter Neutralism 0/ Neutralism: The United 
States and the Emergellce a/the Third World, 1947-1960 (New York: Columbia, 1989),289-
93: Planning Board Brieting Notes. 21 Jan 57. Eisenhower Papers, White House Office, 
OSANSA. NSC Series, Brieting Notes, Subseries, Box 13, Middle East (I) 1957-59. 
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dated 10 January 1958, argued that during the past few years the Soviet Union had 

successfully supported Arab nationalism and unity at the expense of Israel and had formed "de 

facto alliances" with Egypt and Syria. However, these alliances with Egypt and Syria had 

fueled "bitter disputes" between Egypt and Syria and the other Arab states. Despite this, the 

United States would have to come to grips with Nasser and the "mystique of Arab unity" 

before the whole region was lost to the Soviets. To protect the vital oil reserves, the NSC 

recommended that America support the union of two or more Arab states in the region but 

excluding Egypt, accept neutralist policies of states in the area as long as they balanced them 

with the Wt!st. continue to seek an Arab-Israeli settlement, and cooperate with Egypt on a 

quid pro quo basis when it was in the interests of America to do so. The NSC mentioned the 

Eisenhower Doctrine sparingl y. 1(, 

At the NSC mt!eting on 23 January, Dulles spoke more bluntly than the turgid policy 

statement. Ht! attested that "tht!rc is no situation in th~ world to which this Administration 

had given more thought than the Arab-Israeli dispute" and "there is no greater danger to U.S. 

security" than tht! simmering problems in the Middle East. Despite years of searching his 

mind t<lr a solution. he admitted failure. The secretary of state concluded that the United 

States was "reduced to following the old British formula of muddling through." Despite the 

hoopla over the Eisenhower Doctrine, he confessed that the State Department had been 

practicing this formula for the past year. As to Arab unity, Dulles warned that America must 

"be very careful that we did not end up by uniting the Arab states against the United States 

and the West." Events in the Middle East since 1945 proved that any detailed policies and 

I('NSC 5801, 10 Jan 58, RG 273. 
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programs often ran aground on the changing political situation in the Middle East. By 

January 1958, Dulles finally realized the genius of British imperial policy of muddling 

through. Events in 1958, would prove Dulles correct. Policies could not predict or control 

events. The coming crises in Lebanon, Jordan, and Iraq confirmed the futility of long-range 

policy and favored an ad hoc approach. 17 

Nasser made good on his word that he would take action to end the instability in Syria. 

In January, a delegation of Syrian politicians and military leaders arrived in Cairo to discuss 

forming a union with Egypt, the longed for dream of the Syrian Ba'th Party. The Egyptian 

dictator's pan-Arabism envisioned a loose union based on an economic common market 

among the Arab nations and a common foreign policy dictated from Cairo. Political 

integration would thrust Egypt into the chaos of Syrian domestic politics. One of Nasser's 

maxims was to "take authority wherever you can get it, hut avoid responsibility like the 

plague." In this case, the hoped for results proved too tempting. A union with Syria would 

restore his position as a pan-Arab leader, strike a blow against Soviet interference in Arab 

politics. ami reassurt! the West that he was working against the Soviets and for stability. 

Nasser acquiesced to the Syrian proposals but insisted on having absolute power in the new 

union. 1M 

Proclaiming union on 1 February 1958, Egypt and Syria named their ill-fated merger 

the United Arab Republic (UAR). Nasser's move did not surprise anyone in the State 

Department. In fact, the NEA believed that the short term results of the union would weaken 

17Memo of Discllssion, 22 Jan 58, Eisenhower Papers, NSC Series, Box 9. 

IMSeale, 320-26; Copeland, Game, 189. 
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Soviet influence in the area. Unlike the Americans, the Soviets were in complete 

"bewilderment" on how to react, especially since Nasser made it a top priority to destroy the 

Communist Party in Syria. However, in the long term, Nasser's success in Syria would lead 

him to continue to undermine the pro-Western Arab states and take a harder line towards 

Israel. To placate the pro-Western states without condemning the union and alienating 

Nasser, Dulles put out a sympathetic but vague statement that the United States supported the 

idea of Arab unity as long as the countries concerned wanted it. The union divided the Saudi 

leadership in their evaluation of the situation. Prince Feisal supported Nasser's move but 

King Saud viewed it with "trepidation." However, both of them believed it would lessen 

communist intluence and promote moderation in Syria. President Chamoun of Lebanon 

viewed the union as a disaster for Western interests. The kings of Jordan and Iraq embarked 

on their own reply by forming a confederation called the Arab Union, an even more ill-fated 

association than the UAR. Ahmad Kuhaimi, a Saudi diplomat, suggested that given time the 

UAR would "collapse" from the "natural differences between the partners." Until that 

occurred, he warned the Eisenhower administration that Nasser would first target Lebanon 

and then Jordan. Predicting a new round of violence and subversion, Kuhaimi maintained 

that Nasser would stop at nothing to "unseat" the pro-Western governments in the region. '9 

In Washington, Dulles hesitated in taking any drastic action regarding Nasser's union. 

Using a regional approach to avoid direct confrontation with Nasser, the administration put 

I~O avoid confusion, I will use Egypt and UAR interchangeably. Cumming to Dulles, 2 
Feb 58, 674.83/1-258; Berry to Herter 25 Jan 58, FRUS 58-60, 13: 409-11; Circular 
Telegram. I Feb 58, 674.8312-158: Heath to State Department, 21 Jan 58, 674.83/1-2158; 
McClintock to State Department, 3 Feb 58, 674.83/2-358: Wright to State Department, 1 Feb 
58, 674.83/2-158. 
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the responsibility of leadership on the shoulders of King Saud and the other pro-Western 

leaders. If Saud and his friends could agree on a common course of action, the United States 

would back them. Dulles was not going to take the lead as he did in Syria in 1957 and then 

have Saud and Hussein back off leaving the United States holding the proverbial bag. 

Subsequently, the Saudis and the Iraqis came up with ambitious plans to bribe Syrian 

politicians into rejecting Nasser's hegemony and to foment tribal revolt in Syria. Not wanting 

to resort to violent revolution that could lead to a war, Dulles persuaded the Iraqis to drop 

their plans of supporting a trihal revolt in northern Syria. Unfortunately, Dulles had no luck 

in convincing King Saud to ahandon his plans of subversion.::!!! 

In Fehruary, King Saud initiated a covert plan to bribe Colonel Abdul Serraj, the Chief 

of Syrian Intell igence and arguahly the most powerful man in Syria. Apparently, Saud 

helieved that he could persuade Serraj to initiate a coup and become the new dictator of Syria 

with Saudi tinancing. The State Department warned the king that Serraj's interest in a coup 

was prohahly an Egyptian "provocation to discredit" the king. Saud ignored this advice and 

implemented his plan. On 5 March during a public speech in Damascus, Nasser revealed the 

details of the plot. The Egyptian press puhlished the cashier's checks amounting to almost $4 

million and payahle to the hearer from King Saud. Serraj added that King Saud wanted 

Nasser's plane shot down and hlame it on the Israelis. According to the CIA, Nasser's 

provocation made a "monkey out of Saud." With Nasser's moves, Saud's dreams of Arab 

leadership evaporated. By the end of the month, his brother, Prince Feisal, took full control 

::!!!Greene to Berry, 5 Feb 58, FRUS 58-60, 13: 416; McClintock to State Department, 3 
Feb 58, 674.83/2-358; Gallman to State Department, 6 Feb 58, 674.83/2-658; Dulles to 
Baghdad. 8 Feb 58,674.83/2-858; Dulles to Jidda, 3 Mar 58, FRUS 58-60, 12: 714. 
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over foreign and domestic policy relegating King Saud to semi-retirement and Saudi Arabia to 

neutrality in Arab relations. The Eisenhower administration appeared relieved that Saud was 

now out of the picture since the king had proved inept and unreliable. Ironically Kuhaimi's 

remarks that Lebanon and Jordan would be the first targets of Nasser's ambition proved false. 

By taking Saud out of the picture, Nasser eliminated his chief rival. 21 

At a meeting of the NSC on 6 March, Allen Dulles proclaimed that Nasser had initiated 

an "all-out battle with the remaining pro-Western leaders." He warned Eisenhower that the 

whole Near East might collapse into chaos. Despite the seriousness of the situation, the 

administration refrained from decisive action such as they took in 1957. William Hayter, of 

the British Foreign Office, complained that the Americans "have relapsed into a state of 

passive torpor" just when the situation in the Middle East had reached a "very dangerous 

phase." Hayter could not understand the complete reversal from the action-oriented 

Eisenhower Doctrine of the previous year. ~2 

Following King Saud's political suicide. the Eisenhower administration decided to 

hedge their bets. First. they abandoned further covert operations designed to isolate Nasser. 

The most telling example of this was Kermit Roosevelt's retirement from the CIA to become 

a vice-president of Gulf Oil. Second, the State Department, under Dulles' instruction, went 

forward with a four-stage plan to normalize relations with Nasser resembling Dulles and 

Rountree's ideas of the previous November. They hoped to moderate Nasser's ambition by 

~ISee Notes I, 2, and 3, FRUS 58-60, 12: 714; Barnes to Dean, 21 Mar 58, FO 
37 I 1133799IV 10325/4G; Egyptian Gazette, 6 Mar 58: 1 and 2; Ibid., 7 Mar 58: 1; See 
Editorial Notes 313 and 317, FRUS58-60, 12: 724 and 729. 

nSee Editorial Note 307, FRUS 58-60, 12: 715; Hayter to Caccia, 28 Mar 58, FO 
3711 133799IV I 0345/3. 
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massaging his ego. Roosevelt put out disinformation among friends in London and the 

Middle East that any normalization of relations with Nasser was only a tactic to deflate 

Nasser's ability to criticize and blame the West for his problems. And third, Eisenhower 

ordered the Defense Department to draw up new plans for possible military intervention to 

protect the oil resources vital to the West. Ike emphatically told the NSC that "we simply 

could not stand around and do nothing and see the whole area fall into the hands of 

Communism." The administration tinally realized that they could never line up complete 

support from the countries in the Middle East. Their policy of backing rivals to Nasser 

merely intensitied conflkt in the region. The trick now was to keep Nasser and the other 

Arabs in play with the knowledge that the United States could always play the trump card of 

mil itary t<lrce in time of crisis.:'..1 

Then: were those in the State and Defense Departments that were arguing for a full 

reconciliation with Nasser. Led by Stuart Rockwell, the pro-Nasser faction argued that the 

administration ought to "buy into Nasser" and his pan-Arab movement before all was lost. 

Many State and CIA reports in the spring recommended a wait and see attitude hoping that 

nothing would happen to escalate tensions and that Nasser would eventually have a falling out 

with the Soviets. By March 1958, the Eisenhower administration had lost the initiative in the 

Middle East. They were at the mercy of Nasser's next move. Z4 

Nasser swiftly took charge of the situation. Knowing that he needed American support 

:'..1Dulles to Cairo, 25 Mar 58, FRUS 58-60, 13: 437-8; Morris to Watson, IS Apr 58, FO 
3711131339/JEI0345/4/G: Memo of Discussion, 13 Mar 58, FRUS 58-60,12: 46-7. 

24Rountree to Dulles, 24 Mar 58, FRUS 58-60, 12: 48-54; NIE 36-58, "Trends in the 
Middle East in Light of Arab Unity Developments," 5 Je 58, Ibid., 61-3. 
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to counttlrbalance Soviet influence, the Egyptian dictator continued to court the Americans 

with displays of reasonableness and moderation. Although he completely discredited King 

Saud over the Serraj affair, Nasser wisely avoided linking the United States to the Saudi plot. 

In addition, Nasser responded quite favorably to the idea of normalizing relations with the 

Unittld States. He even went as far to claim that American ami Egyptian goals in the Middle 

East were identical in promoting stability. America would have to accept the fact that Egypt 

and thtl Hashemite kingdoms of Iraq and Jordan wertl traditional enemies. Until Nasser 

defeatoo thtlm or they came around to his side, disputes with America would continue. Most 

important. htl wanttld a guarantee that if he encountertld problems with the Soviets that 

Amtlrica would not take the opportunity of removing him. He told Hartl, "I want to feel that 

my back is sate." The American ambassador assured Nasser that the Eisenhower 

administration had no inttlntion of sabotaging his govtlrnment if he had a falling out with the 

Sovitlt Union. A few wetlks later. Dulles Stlnt a message to Nasser confirming the 

ambassador's assurance but rtl{)lltlsting that Nasser work to better relations with his Arab 

ndghbor's. In the summer of 1958, thtl crisis in Ltlbanon derailtld the thawing of the Cold 

War against Egypt. ~.~ 

With Saudi Arabia temporarily out of the game and Jordan and Iraq busy forging a 

Hashemittl union, Nasstlr turntld his atttlntion to Lebanon. The only Arab country that 

wholehearttldly supportoo thtl Eistlnhower Doctrintl, Lebanon provoo to be too tempting of a 

targtlt for Nasser to ignore. The demographics in Lebanon were uniqutl in the Middle East. 

Nominally half Christian and half Muslim, Ltlbanon operatoo under a National Pact that 

~Hare 10 Stattl Dtlpartment, 20 Mar 58, FRUS 58-60, 13: 435; Hartl to State Department, 
26 Apr 58. Ibid .. 446-9; Dulles to Cairo, 17 May 58, Ibid., 450. 
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provided for a division of political authority between the two religions. According to this 

agreement, the Lebanese president would be a Christian and the prime minister a Muslim in 

the spirit of national unity. Despite this, the Christian community tended to look to the West 

for assistance while many Muslims became tempted by the lure of Nasser's pan-Arab unity. 

In the 1957 parliament elections, President Camille Chamoun and his allies (including many 

Muslims), with American assistance, swept the Nasserite politicians out of office. Nasser 

exploited this apparent setback by tinancing the defeated opposition. With no voice in 

government. the Nasserite leaders turned to violence to achieve their end, primarily the 

expulsion of Chamoun from oftice. To make matters worse, Chamoun declared his desire to 

run fbr president again in 1958, a violation of the constitution which he now proposed to 

amend. Although Chamoun always blamed his problems on Egyptian and Soviet intrigue, the 

outhreak of violence in 1958 was primarily an internal power struggle that, in typical Middle 

Eastern fashion, quickly snowballed into an international crisis. ~ 

The State Department correctly predicted that the situation in Lehanon could deteriorate 

into an orgy of violence ahetted by Nasser. As early as Novemher of 1957, Dulles requested 

the Defense Department to come up with a plan, in coordination with the British, to intervene 

in Lehanon and/or Jordan in case of an "imminent or actual coup" in either country. In 

January, Edward Waggoner, the NEA desk ofticer responsible for Syrian-Lebanese affairs, 

recommended that Chamoun step down to prevent the possibility of violent internal strife. 

Rohert McClintock, the American Ambassador to Lebanon, agreed. Their thinking was that 

if Chamoun attempted to run again, Nasser would stir up so much trouble that any future 

C~For a history of the crisis see Fahim I Qubain, Crisis in Lebanon (Washington: Middle 
East Institute, 1961) and Brown, 180. 
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Lebanese government would abandon the pro-Western orientation of Lebanon. In a strange 

turn of events, the administration attempted to reverse their own success in the 1957 elections. 

This time, the CIA embarked on an operation to buy off the pro-Nasser opposition into 

accepting a compromise candidate. The consensus candidate was General Fuad Chehab, the 

commander of the Lebanese Army and descendant of a 19th century ruler of Mount Lebanon. 

According to McClintock. Chehab was sufficiently "apolitical" and "neutral" to resist 

Nasser's calls for Arab union and maintain Lebanon's sovereignty.27 

The United States encountered two problems in carrying out this solution, the 

Eisenhower Doctrine and Nasser. The Lebanese crisis revealed the basic flaw in cold war 

policy concerning the Middle East and the Third World. Although the Eisenhower Doctrine 

provided the administration a cover for military action in the Middle East, any action was 

dependent on a request from the country threatened. What if a nation requested support that 

the American government deemed unnecessary and dangerous? The United States would 

encounter a dilemma. If America took no action, their international credibility would suffer. 

If the United States intervened, the administration could find itself involved in a civil war. It 

would be a replay of Korea with all the disastrous results and a foreshadow of Vietnam in the 

1960s. In the case of Lebanon, Chamoul1 believed that he "could whistle up the Sixth Fleet" 

if he encountered any trouble. 2~ 

Despite the American peace feelers sent out to the Egyptians, Nasser had not altered his 

goal of Arab leadership or his relationship with the Soviet Union. In the spring of 1958, 

271rwin to Murphy, 6 Feb 58, FRUS 58-60, II: 9; Waggoner to Rockwell, 17 Jan 58, 
Ibid., 5-7; McClintock to State Department, 21 Feb 58, Ibid., 10-13; Copeland, Game, 202. 

2HMcClintock to State Department, 5 Mar 58, FRUS 58-60, II: 16. 
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Nasser publicly called for the overthrow of all the pro-Western governments in the area, 

Lebanon, Jordan, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia. An Egyptian official told Copeland that 

"Chamaoun, Hussein, and Nuri will fall--and in that order." To make matters worse, during 

Nasser's visit to Moscow in April, Khrushchev assured Nasser that the Kremlin supported the 

"solidarity" of Arab peoples under Nasser's leadership and would give him all the assistance 

he required. Nasser found himself in a very difficult position. By 1958, he had made Egypt 

completely dependent on Soviet weapons, a reversal of the situation before 1955 when Egypt 

was dependent on the West. In many ways it was worse, at least in the West there was more 

than one country from which he could purchase modern weaponry. Nasser had created his 

own dilemma. If he wanted Western economic and military aid, he would have to tone down 

his call t()r insurrection against other Arab governments. However, if he did that, the Soviet 

Union might look elsewhere for a new Arab leader to harass the West. The NEA staff 

worried that Nasser's radical pan-Arabism would topple the friendly Arab governments if they 

did not adjust to the "nationalist current." So far, Saudi Arabia and the Arab Union (Jordan 

and Iraq) had taken constructive moves to counter Nasser. Eventually, the NEA believed 

Nasser's "drive t(lr domination will engender problems and obstacles which will slow down 

his drive." They recommended that the United States refrain from any overt action that 

would fuel Nasser's crusade.2') 

The crisis in Lebanon changed everything. On 8 May, unknown assailants assassinated 

Nasib Matni, a pro-Nasser journalist, in Beirut initiating rioting and civil war in Lebanon 

29Rountree to Dulles, 24 Mar 58, FRUS 58-60, 12: 49-50; Copeland, Game, 192; Hare to 
State Department, 17 May 58, 661.86/5-1758; Mohrez Mahmoud EI Hussini, Soviet-Egyptian 
Relations. 1945-85 (London: Macmillan, 1987),94. 
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between the Chamoun government and pro-Nasser forces. The rebel forces demanded 

Chamoun's immediate resignation. A few days later Chamoun requested American, British, 

and French intervention if the situation continued to deteriorate. 30 

Eisenhower met with his top aides at the White House to discuss the dilemma of 

intervention. The president worried about a loss of American credibility if he declined to act. 

On the other hand, if Eisenhower sent in troops, the Arabs might shut off the flow of oil and 

create another oil crisis for Europe as during the Suez War of 1956. After some discussion, 

the president decided to help the Lebanese but only under certain circumstances. Dulles 

notified Chamoun that the United States would intervene if requested but added a near 

impossible caveat. Intervention would require the public support of at least some Arab states. 

Knowing that no Arab nation would publicly support American intervention, the 

administration cleverly defused the situation. At the same time, Dulles notified Nasser that 

the United States would insure the "independence and integrity" of Lebanon and requestoo 

Nasser to refrain from any further support of the Lebanese rebels. If Nasser wanted better 

relations with the United States he would have to back off from Lebanon. 31 

Nasser brilliantly countered with the suggestion that blindsided the administration. The 

Egyptian president told Hare that he had "heard" of the American plan to replace Chamoun 

with General Chehab, this was of course the original State Department plan. If they included 

a general amnesty for the rebels, Nasser would support the plan. He argued that a joint 

3OMcClintock to State Department, 11 May 58, FRUS 58-60, 11: 35-6; McClintock to 
State Department, 13 May 58, Ibid., 42. 

31Memo of Conversation, 13 May 58, FRUS 58-60, 11: 45-8; Dulles to Beirut, 13 May 
58, Ibid .. 49-50: Dulles to Cairo, 15 May 58, Ibid., 54-5. 
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Egyptian-American approach would most likely end the strife in Lebanon. Since a Chehab 

government would be neither pro-Nasser nor pro-West, Nasser described this solution as a 

"peace without victory or defeat" policy. Here again Nasser wanted open American 

acquiescence for his bid to lead the Arab world. However, the administration did not want to 

appear negotiating with Nasser over a third country. Nasser's new support for Chehab 

worried Allen Dulles who believed that Nasser had something up his sleeve. After much 

pressure from Ambassador McClintock, Chamoun announced he would not run again, thus 

removing the main impediment to peace and initiating a relative period of calm in Lebanon. 

A week later, the administration decided to secretly agree to Nasser's proposal. However, 

American policymakers did not want to publicly join with Nasser in solving the Lebanese 

crisis and thereby put a "seal of respectability" on Nasser's subversive policy. Such an act 

would only undermine the pro-Western governments and fuel Nasser's prestige. Dulles sent 

Nasser's proposal to Chamoun warning him not to publicize the proposal for fear of 

exacerbating the situation. J~ 

Unfortunately Chamoun rejected Nasser's proposals revealing the limitations of 

superpower diplomacy. Chamoun. knowing that America would back him in the end, refused 

to negotiate with the rebels. Fighting again erupted in Lebanon, and Chamoun repeated his 

request for American assistance if needed. An increasingly impatient Dulles assured 

Chamoun of military intervention but only if other Arab countries supported it and added yet 

another caveat, if the UN supported it. It was clear that Dulles hoped to avoid any military 

32Hare to State Department, 20 May 58, FRUS 58-60, 11: 69; Hare to State Department, 
31 May 58, Ibid .• 84; See Editorial Note 46, Ibid., 76-7; Herter to Cairo, 27 May 58, Ibid., 
76-7; Dulles to Cairo, 5 Je 58, Ihid., 92; See Editorial Note 57, Ibid., 89; Dulles to Beirut, 
II Je 58. Ihid., 108-9. 
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solution to the problem. An exasperated Eisenhower remarked, "How can you save a country 

from its own leaders?" To make matters worse, General Chehab approached the American 

Embassy and asked if the administration would intervene to prevent a military coup against 

Chamoun. Not coincidentally, Chehab's plan was a carbon copy Nasser's coup in 1952. The 

problem in Lebanon was a forerunner of Third World crises that the United States would face 

in the upcoming years. How does one maintain the independence and integrity of a 

developing nation whose political system has reached a state of chaos through internal and 

external sutwersion? Eisenhower commented that "no matter what you think of Nasser, at 

least he is a leader." Although military intervention was the last resort, policy makers 

admitted that they could not predict the consequences of such an action. JJ 

By this time. Nasser had l1ecome well aware of American and British military 

preparations in the Mediterranean. Hoping to head off the kind of military intervention that 

nearly toppled him in 1956, Nasser adopted a more conciliatory stance. He had learned his 

lesson at Suez that any intervention would just make the Middle East an arena of superpower 

conflict at his expense. Although perturl1ed that the United States would not openly work 

with him, Nasser decided to compromise. At Dulles' and the Security Council's suggestion, 

UN Secretary General Dag Hammarskjold made a special trip to the Middle East to study the 

Lebanese crisis. Nasser gave the secretary general assurances that he had ordered Damascus 

to halt its support of the rebels and promised to use his intluence tll tind a peaceful solution. 

Thus, by the end of June the situation in Lebanon had reached a level of general calm. The 

JJMcClintock to State Department, FRUS 58-60, II: 110-11; Memo of Conversation, 15 
Je 58, Ihid., 133-7; See Note 4, Ihid., 163; Memo of Conversation, 22 Je 58, Ibid., 166-7; 
Diary Entry, 15 Je 58, Eisenhower Papers, Ann Whitman Diary Series, Box 19, ACW Aug
Je 58 (2) 
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presidential election scheduled in July would go forward with Chamoun reluctantly backing 

Chehab. The administration's threats of military intervention paid off. Nasser backed down, 

and it looked like the Lebanese would solve their disputes peaceably. 34 

It was the proverbial calm before the storm. On 14 July, a bloody military coup 

overthrew the government of King Feisal and Nuri Said in Iraq throwing the Middle East into 

chaos again. A mood of defeatism swept the administration. In a telephone call to Secretary 

Dulles, Eisenhower stated that" it looks now as if you have a solid Arab world against us." 

Dulles admitted that he always "felt we would lose the Arab world." Lebanon and Jordan 

requested immediate military support. Eisenhower decided that the United States had reached 

a "crossroads," and it was either time to "act or get out of the Middle East entirely." King 

Saud sent a message to the administration saying that if America and Britain did nothing "they 

are tinished as powers in the Middle East." Although Nasser and not international 

communism proved to be the I.!ulprit, Eisenhower invoked his Doctrine. In a meeting with 

rdul.!tant Congressional leaders. the president argued that the United States had to live up to 

its I.!ommitments to Lebanon whatever the circumstances. Privately, Ike resigned himself to 

fate and hoped for the best, not unlike Lyndon Johnson's decision to escalate the Vietnam 

War. Lurking in the background was the fear that Lebanon might turn into another Korea. 

The Lebanese situation illustrated the key weakness of American policy that assured nations of 

such assistance. Rather than America deciding when and where to counter threats, Third 

World wuntries did. The question now was how far the United States would go militarily. 

~4Lodge Memo. 26 J e 58, FRUS 58-60, II: 176-7; McClintock to State Department, 10 
Jul 58, ibid .• 204-5. 
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Dulles decided to take measures to prevent open warfare.3~ 

The Pentagon had originally drawn up detailed plans for military intervention in 1957. 

On the day of the coup, General Nathan Twining, Chairman of the JCS, notified Eisenhower 

that military was ready to immediately intervene with two Marine battalions, soon to be 

followed by two battle groups from Germany and, if needed, two divisions from the United 

States. Intelligence sources indicated that the Soviets would not intervene. With such a 

powerful strike force available, the administration considered three options: intervene in 

Lebanon and Jordan, intervene in Iraq, and/or attack Egypt. Dulles and the State Department 

backed the tirst. Prime Minister Macmillan argued for options one and two. The British 

wanted a blank check to clean up the entire Middle East. And, Eisenhower suggested turning 

Israel "loose on Egypt, thus going for the head of the snake." Not knowing where any of 

these actions would lead, the president referred to the entire situation as a "Pandora's Box" 

that nonetheless had to be openetl. Eisenhower wisely chose the minimum. The United 

States would intervene in Lebanon and the British in Jordan .~(, 

On a state visit to Yugoslavia at the time of the coup, Nasser rushed off to Moscow to 

request support from the Russians. With the United States squarely against him, he could 

only turn to the Soviets as he had turned to the Americans in 1956 during the Suez War. His 

~5Memo of Telephone Conversation, 14 Jul 58, FRUS 58-60, 11: 209; McClintock to 
State Department, 14 Jul 58, Ibid., 208; Wright to State Department, 16 Jul 58, Ibid., 312-3; 
Memo of Conferem:e, 14 Jul 58, Ibid., 213; Memo of Conversation, 15 Jul 58, Ibid., 244; 
Allen Dulles Notes, 14 Jul 58, Ibid., 12: 310-1; Memo of Conference, 14 Ju158, Ibid., II: 
218-25. 

~bMemo of Conference, 14 Jul 58, FRUS 58-60, II: 214; Telephone Call to Macmillan, 
14 Jul 58. Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, ODE Diary Series, Box 34, Jul 58 Telephone 
Calls: Memo of Conference, 16 Jul 58, FRUS 58-60, II: 310. 



342 

trip turned out to be a waste of time and a public relations error. Nasser returned to Egypt 

disappointed and empty-handed. Khrushchev would give only moral support to Nasser. 

There would be no threats this time emanating from the Kremlin as was the case in Syria in 

1957 and Suez in 1956. Tito remarked that Nasser was beginning to understand that close 

relations with Moscow had undermined his position as a neutral. Khrushchev further 

antagonized Nasser by proposing an East-West Summit on the Middle East. That was exactly 

what Nasser did not want the big powers deciding the fate of the Middle East. 37 

In a previously unknown and shrewd attempt to prevent the contlict from spreading to 

other countries in the Middle East, Dulles let it be known that the United States would 

retaliate against any violence directed towards American troops. Dulles secretly warned the 

Egyptians that America would hold them responsible for any attacks on American forces in 

Lebanon. Similar to tactics used in bring the Korean to an end but on a smaller scale, the 

secretary explicitly stated that the contlict could "expand" to include the UAR. Dulles' 

virtual ultimatum proved to be the key in deflating the tense situation. The intervention of 

American troops into the Middle East did little to deter Soviet designs in the region, but it did 

have that effect on Nasser. This blunt threat left Nasser angry but with little room to 

maneuver. Dulles had assured that Lebanon would not become another Korea. 3H 

Fearing that his position as leader of the Arabs was in jeopardy and that the situation 

was getting out of control, Nasser publicly stated that he "wanted to be friends" with the 

nHeikal, Cairo, 134-5; Riddleberger to State Department, 23 Jul 58, 780.0017-2358; 
Hare to State Department, 24 Jul 58, FRUS 58-60, 13: 461-3; Hart to State Department 21 
Jul 58. 661.86817-2158. 

3HDulles to Cario. 17 Jul 58. FRUS 58-60, 11: 258-9. 
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United States and sent Heikal to Hare to explain his position. This was quite a turnabout 

from Nasser's earlier statements that painted the American action as a "menace to peace." 

Heikal confessed that Egypt wanted constructive discussions with America and would do its 

part to stabilize the situation. Explaining that a weak country like Egypt had no other weapon 

but propaganda, he advised Hare to ignore the anti-Western line emanating from Cairo. 

Remarkably, he added that Radio Cairo, which was calling for King Hussein's assassination, 

did not represent Egyptian policy. More important, Heikal assured Hare that the new military 

regime in Iraq desired good relations with the West. 39 

Following these assurances. Dulles advised the president that being "friends" with 

Nasser was impossible. Dulles revealed the crux of the problem in dealing with Nasser. 

According to Dulles, Nasser counted as friends only those who helped him achieve his 

amhitions. Since the United States would not help him overthrow other Arab governments, 

the administration could never he his true friend. Although America supported Arab 

nationalism. Dulles could not in good conscience support the megalomania of Nasser. Nasser 

was an impetuous and amhitious leader. not a moderate like Tito or Nehru. He would 

probably never become the constructive statesman that the United States had always hoped 

for. ,u, 

Subsequently, the administration began looking to Israel as one of the few remaining. 

islands of Western support in the area. A few days after the landings in Lebanon, Dulles and 

Israeli Ambassador Eban agreed to begin military consultations and continue exchanges of 

39Hare to State Department, 24 Jul 58, FRUS 58-60, 461-3; Dulle to Eisenhower, 25 Jul 
58. Ihid .. 464-5; Memo of Conversation, 21 Jul 58,780.00/7-2158 . 

.j('Dulles to Eisenhower, 25 Jul 58, FRUS 58-60, 13: 464-5. 
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intelligence. Dulles assured Eban that the United States would defend Israel in "similar 

circumstances" as Lebanon and that the independence of Israel was of "vitaJ" interest. There 

was also talk of forming a relationship between Israel, Iran, and Turkey, a new northern tier, 

and possible arms sales to Israel. 41 

Back in Lebanon, the crisis soon abated. Dulles dispatched Deputy Under Secretary of 

State Robert Murphy to Beimt to resolve the political mess. Despite his admission in his 

memoirs lhat he had "no explicit instructions, It Murphy arrived in Beirut fully aware of the 

situation and the plan to install Chehah. Getting the American military forces out as soon as 

possible became the administration's primary concern. They did not want to get into a 

situation like Korea. Murphy negotiated directly with the rebels and, by the end of the 

month, Chehab was elected president, the crisis resolved, and American troops began pulling 

out. Nasser had let it he known to the rebels that this would be the best deal he and they 

could hope for and that the rebels would get no further material support from the UAR. 

Ironically, the outcome of the crisis was exactly what the administration and Nasser were 

willing to settle for in the spring, a non-aligned Chehah government.4~ 

As to the situation in Iraq, the administration had clear evidence that Nasser aided the 

coup. Apparently, the coup leaders, Colonel Abd aI-Salim Muhammed Arif and Brigadier 

General Abdul Karim Qassim, received guidance and assistance from Cairo and Damascus. 

The coup itself was a replay of Nasser's coup in 1952 but with the important difference that 

41Memo of Conversation, 21 Jul 58, 780.00/7-2158. 

4~Memo of Conference, 16 Jul 58, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, DDE Diary Series, 
Box 34, Jul 58 Staff Memos, (2); Murphy, 398-9; For Murphy's knowledge see Memo for 
Record, 16 May 58, FRUS 58-60, II: 58-9; Irwin to Murphy, 6 Feb 58, Ibid., 9; Stookey, 
155-6. 
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the Iraqis ruthlessly murdered the members of the deposed monarchy. Before the coup, the 

State Department and CIA had been aware of Qassim's activities. American intelligence 

sources correctly predicted that middle grade officers would lead coups in the Middle East. 

Identifying the time and place of a coup was a different matter. In the case of Iraq, the coup 

leaders had "employed a deliberate smokescreen" that entailed dis information that dissident 

minority groups in the countryside would foment a revolt. While Egyptian sources expected 

the incorporation of Iraq into the UAR, Rountree predicted that Nasser would have difficulty 

in controlling Iraq. Although Nuri was now out of the picture, Iraq's longstanding policy of 

challenging Egypt's leadership would probably continue. Rountree astutely recommended that 

the United States should "encourage such a trend." Rountree's analysis did much to dispel 

the defeatism in the administration.4~ 

The dilemma now facing the Eisenhower administration was how handle Nasser and his 

brand of radical pan-Arabism. One faction, led by the NEA and NSC staffs, continued to 

promote backing Nasser as the Arab leader. They viewed Nasser as the wave of the future. 

The other, the Dulles brothers. wanted to keep all their options open and desired no radical 

change in the polky adopted in March. In a White House meeting on 20 July, Eisenhower 

admitted that "Arab sympathies toward Nasser" were "probably greater than we thought 

existed." The pro-Nasser coup in Iraq threaten~d the vital oil supplies in the region. As a 

last resort, the administration planned to use force to protect the Persian Gulf oil. 

Eisenhower secretly ordered a Marine Amphibious force to the Gulf from Okinawa. Arguing 

for more accommodation, George Allen, the Director of the USIA, suggested that the United 

43GIidden Memo, 16 Jul 58. FRUS 58-60, 12: 322-3; O'Shaughnessy to State Department, 
26 Jul 58. 780.00/2158; Rountree to Dulles, 23 lui 58, FRUS 58-60, 12: 332. 
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States should "learn to live" with the pro-Nasser nationalists and "make a deal" with them. 

Eisenhower was equivocal. The president recognized that "we must win them to us or adjust 

to them" but made no immediate decision on how to do it. He commented that if it were not 

for Israel, the United States could deal with Nasser. Dulles warned against any rash decisions 

in accommodating Nasser.44 

A few days later, the president again leaned towards accommodation with the pro-

Nasser forces. He did not want to identify United States with maintaining the reactionary 

monarchies in the region. In private discussions with the president, his closest advisors 

analyzed the situation. In a reference to the Eisenhower Doctrine that he helped author, 

Rountree commented that "support from us is to a degree the kiss of death" for friendly Arab 

governments. America would have to abandon any overt role in the region. The Dulles 

brothers added that, given time. the natural divisions among the Arabs would resurface. 

Secretary Dulles admitted that they could not "successfully" oppose the "flood" of Arab 

nationalism but that the United States could "put up sand hags" to protect Israel, Lebanon, 

and Persian Gulf oil. He advised the president not to "overestimate the thesis of Arab unity" 

under Nasser. He argued that Nasser. like Hitler, could "excite emotions and enthusiasm" 

but that the Egyptian's movement was not "valid" or "permanent." Allen Dulles added that 

"we should try to buy time. "4~ 

Gordon Gray and the NSC staff continued to push the idea of supporting a Nasser-led 

Arab world. After all, was not that the original plan for Nasser? The NSC Planning Board 

44Memo of Conference, 20 lui 58, FRUS 58-60, 12: 81-7; Memo of Conference, 16 lui 
58, Eisenhower papers, Whitman File, DDE Diary Series. Box 35, lui 58, Staff Memos(2). 

4~Memo of Conference, 23 lui 58, FRUS 58-60, 12: 98-9. 
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went as far to suggest that the United States and the UN sponsor "plebiscites" in all Arab 

countries on whether they wanted to join Nasser's UAR. Furthermore, the board wanted to 

propose a Marshall Plan for the Middle East to coincide with the move toward Arab unity. 

They hoped to head off a complete Arab break away from the West and towards the Soviet 

Union. However, Dulles bluntly told the NSC that there would be no competing with the 

Soviet Union over the heart and soul of Nasser. Dulles regretted that the United States had 

dune so much to make Nasser the "great hero" of the Arab world. The United States had 

supported Nasser's coup in 1952, helped him depose General Naguib, pressured England to 

withdraw from the Suez Canal base, and saved Nasser's regime in the Suez War in 1956. On 

a note of optimism, Dulles posed that the "vogue of Nasserism" was different from true pan-

Arabism. Given time, the nationalist movements in other Arab nations would produce rival 

leaders to challenge Nasser.4
(, 

During the next few weeks, the administration continued to debate the Nasser question. 

A Spedal National Intelligence Estimate concluded that despite all the difficulties with Nasser 

any successor to him would probably be less able to control Arab radicalism and Soviet 

designs for the area. The estimate added that Nasser opposed Communism and wanted a 

balance of Soviet and Western intluence in the area. It was an admission that Nasser's 

neutralism did have merit. Upon his return from the Middle East, Murphy noted that the 

"vice of our policy" was the failure "to go all out" either in backing or destroying Nasser. 

With these arguments in mind, the NSC Planning Board proposed a compromise that sounded 

46NSC Memo, 22 Jul 58, Eisenhower Papers, White House Office, OSANSA, NSC 
Series; brieting Notes Subseries, Box 13, Middle East (I) 1957-9; NSC Planning Paper, 29 
Ju158. FRUS 58-60, 12: 114-17; Memo of Discussion, 31 Ju158, Ibid., 127-9. 
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much like Dulles' normalization plan of the fall of 1957. The United States would back 

Nasser when it was in America's interest and "agree to disagree" on matters such as Israel. 

This was nothing new, the Egyptians had suggested this policy in late 1957 after the Syrian 

crisis, and Dulles had quietly adopted it in the spring of 1958. Satisfied with the confirmation 

of his approach, Dulles continued his policy of quiet normalization with the Egyptians as if 

the Lebanese and Iraqi crises had never occurred. Dulles did not want it to appear that the 

United States was now in the Nasser camp, but he did realize that Nasser had no intention of 

letting the Soviets dominate the area. For his part, Nasser gave the administration assurances 

that he would never interfere with the vital Western oil interests in the region.47 

By the fall of 1958, the Eisenhower administration had radically changed its approach 

to the Middle East. There would be no more attempts to line up the Arab states on the side 

of the West and no more American initiatives in the region. American policymakers finally 

figured that the rules of the Eastern Question game prohibited them from using the normal 

Cold War tactics of regional alliances and Congressional resolutions. Led by Dulles, the 

United States would work behind the scenes with any Arab leader, including Nasser, on 

common interests and quietly ignore points of contention. Economic and military aid would 

no longer be exclusively based on quid pro quo arrangements but a normal aspect of keeping 

good relations with all states in the region. In normalizing relations with Nasser and 

abandoning any pro-Western alliance system, Dulles hoped that he was removing the some 

seeds of instability, the inter-Arab rivalry, in the region. By avoiding becoming enmeshed in 

47SNIE 30-3-58, "Arab Nationalism as a Factor in the Middle East Situation," 12 Aug 58, 
FRUS 58-60, 12: 141-2; Murphy to Herter, 15 Aug 58, Ibid., 145; NSC Planning Board 
Paper, 19 Aug 58, Ibid., 149; Memo of Discussion, 16 Oct 58, Ibid., 179; Memo of 
Conversation, 8 Oct 58, Ibid., 13: 481. 
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internal Arab politics, policymakers hoped to bring an end to coups or civil wars in the region 

or, at least, prevent them from taking an anti-Western bent. In the end, all that counted was 

the free flow of oil, and neutral as well as friendly states could accomplish that. 



EPILOG 

It is all psychological ... It is all 
personal. 

Gamal Abdel Nasser's comment on 
Arab rivalries to Dwight D. 
Eisenhower, September 1960 I 

By the end of the Dwight D. Eisenhower's second term, Gamal Abdel Nasser 

350 

characterized relations between the United States and the United Arab Republic as "normal." 

Recalling the story of Goha's Nail, one could argue that normal meant not going insane. In 

diplomatic relations with Egypt, the nails of dispute included Israel, Britain, the Soviet Union, 

Nasser's positive neutralism, and America's desire to enlist the Arabs in the Cold War 

struggle. Although by 1960 all the nails remained, America and Egypt resolved to stop 

visiting their quarrels on a frequent basis and work together on issues of common interest. 

Nonetheless, in the tradition of the Eastern Question, the United States, as the big power, 

continued to pursue its own interests, leading the tight against international communism. 

Likewise, Nasser followed his regional ambition, his quest for Arab leadership. The last 

couple years of the Eisenhower administration bore out this trend. 

While the NSC debated a new policy for the Middle East in the fall of 1958, Secretary 

of State John Foster Dulles and Nasser initiated a period of political cooperation and 

economic agreement. Beginning with the problems in Lebanon and Jordan, America and 

IMemo of Conversation, 26 Sep 60, FRUS 58-60, 13: 606. 
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Egypt worked together in a somewhat curious style. In late August, Dulles met with Foreign 

Minister Fawzi at the UN to discuss these situations. In the UN, the Arab countries, led by 

the UAR, proposed a resolution calling on the withdrawal of all foreign troops from Lebanon 

and Jordan. Purportedly an Arab resolution, the document was really drawn up by the 

American delegation. It was a fine example of Dulles' behind the scenes diplomacy and the 

extent the UAR would go in appeasing American policy. Ironically, money and not Arab 

national ism decided the future of Jordan. Dulles told Fawzi that Jordan was an economic 

basket l:ase and any overthrow of the king would "predude" further aid to Jordan. Fawzi 

replied that the UAR would work with the United States to stabilize the situation. He added 

that Egypt could not "afford" to bring Jordan into the UAR. Following the UN meetings, 

Nasser granted an American group a contract for dredging the Suez Canal and Dulles lifted 

the ban on CARE food shipments to Egypt. In 1959, Egypt concluded a million-dollar deal 

tc.)r RCA to construct a television network, and the United States approved an IBRD loan for 

$56 million to improve the Suez Canal. Unlike previous aid, or promises of aid, this time 

there were no quid pro quos. ~ 

When the president finally adopted a new policy fc.)r the region, NSC 5820/1, on 4 

November 1958, normalization of American-Egyptian relations had already begun. 

Downplaying the threat of radical pan-Arabism, the plan recognized that the United States 

2-felephone Call to Rountree, 4 Sep 58, Dulles Papers, Telephone Call Series, Box 9, 
Memos of Telephone Call-General, I Aug 58-31 Oct 58 (4); Memo of Conversation, 4 Sep 
58, FRUS 58-60,13: 474; Memo of Conversation, 8 Oct 58, Ibid., 481; Memo of 
Coversation, 21 Aug 58, Ibid., II: 507-9; See Editorial Note 287, Ibid., 510-1; Dulles to 
Paris, 27 Oct 58, 780.00/10-2758; Memo of Conversation, 30 Apr 59, FRUS 58-60, 13: 538; 
Jones to Herter. 24 Sep 59, Ibid., 552-5; OCB Report, 3 Feb 60, Eisenhower Papers, White 
House Office. OSANSA, OCB Series, Subject Suhseries, Box 21, Near East (1), 
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would have to work closely with Arab nationalism and Nasser. However, the United States 

would not try to portray the normalization with Nasser as competition with the Soviet Union. 

As Dulles remarked to Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd, "Nasser was a lesser evil than the 

Communism, but he was still an evil." There would be no more diplomatic counterpunching 

over disagreeable issues. American reaction to the October Soviet-UAR agreement to build 

the Aswan Dam was a good example. The administration practically ignored tile 

announcement which was in great contrast to the situation in 1956 when the haggling over the 

dam issue eventually resulted in the Suez War.~ 

Nasser referred to the warming relations with the United States as a "new page" to be 

written on. The first pages of this new relationship entailed one economic and one political 

proposal both initiated by Nasser. On the economic side, Nasser requested a P.L. 480 wheat 

agreement (worth over $100 million in the first year) which the administration promptly 

approved the next day. The political proposal proved more intriguing. Events in Iraq proved 

that the Dulles brothers and Rountree were correct in questioning Nasser's control over Arab 

nationalism. By early November. General Qassim had purged his government of Nasserite 

officers and had initiated a series of anti-Nasser demonstrations in Baghdad. This time, 

Baghdad portrayed Nasser as the tool of imperialists. Furthermore, Qassim openly embraced 

the Iraqi Communist Party and received arms and economic aid from the Soviet Union. 

American intelligence described it as an "open challenge" to Nasser. Now that the Iraqi 

government had turned out to be even more anti-Nasser than the previous one, Nasser hinted 

that Egyptian and American had similar interests in bringing down the pro-communist Qassim 

JNSC 5820/1,4 Nov 58, FRUS 58-60, 12: 187-99; Circular Telegram, 25 Oct 58, Ibid., 
13: 492; Record of Conversation, 4 Feb 59, FO 3711l41841/V10741lG. 
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government. Nasser also initiated a highly publicized campaign against Arab communists in 

the UAR. Over the next few months the administration conducted a "hands off' approach 

towards Nasser's attempt to overthrow the Qassim government. Ironically, the administration 

now tacitly supported Nasser's subversion as long as the Egyptian dictator aimed it at 

countries America wanted deposed.4 

In Decemher 1958, Dulles sent Rountree to Egypt for discussions with Nasser. The 

Egyptian president assured Rountree that the UAR absolutely opposed Soviet imperialism as it 

had Western imperialism. Nasser asked Rountree if "we have any ideas" on how to deal with 

Iraq and the Soviet Union. Nasser's new found distrust of the Russians fell on receptive ears 

back in Washington. Eisenhower remarked that "Nasser had grown up a little" and told the 

NSC that it would be "good policy to help the UAR take over in Iraq." The administration 

decided to give Nasser a free hand in dealing with Iraq.~ 

In the-spdng of 1959, Nasser em harked on an all out assault against local communists, 

the Soviet Union, and Iraq. After the imprisonment of hundreds of communists in the UAR, 

Khrushchev attacked Nasser's actions at the Twenty-tirst Communist Party Congress in 

January. Khrushchev's puhlic criticism of the UAR, support of Iraq, and referral to Nasser 

as an imperialist initiated the most violent propaganda campaign since Nasser took power. A 

"furious" Nasser descrihed Khruschev's public statements as an infringement on Arab 

solidarity and angrily pledged that the Arah nations would never become "satellites" of the 

4See Editorial Note 136, FRUS 58-60, 12: 341; Cumming to Dulles, 5 Nov 58, Ibid., 
351; Hare to Stahl Department, 7 Nov 58, Ibid., 13: 499; Hare to State Department, 1 Dec 
58, Ibid., 504-5; Record of Conversation, 4 Feb 59, FO 3711l41841/V10741lG. 

SHare to State Department, 15 Dec 58, FRUS 58-60, 13: 505-9; Memo of Conference, 23 
Dec 58, Ibid., 510; Memo of Discussion, 18 Dec 58, Ibid., 12: 363. 
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Kremlin. Nasser declared a Jihad or holy war against communism in the Middle East, an 

action that endeared him to Dulles and Eisenhower. Meanwhile, he also initiated a violent 

propaganda campaign against Qassim and Iraq. Nasser's media machine engineered massive 

demonstrations in Cairo with students holding banners proclaiming "Down with Kassem, 

God's Enemy" and "Death to Communist Agents." Even the press of other Arab states joined 

the vituperation with headlines such as "Russia has unveiled its Czarist face" and "Khrushchev 

Adopts Israel's Accusations Against the U AR." Previously, Nasser ran his propaganda 

campaigns through his minions at Radio Cairo and avoided personal responsibility. However, 

with Khrushchev and Qassim's challenges to his position of Arab leadership, Nasser 

personally directed the propaganda operation.6 

Nasser's attempt to overthrow the Qassim regime in Iraq reached a bloody climax in 

March when he staged a coup in the northern oil city of Mosul. Qassim ruthlessly smashed 

the coup, all but eliminating the remaining pro-Nasser nationalists in Iraq. Now it was 

Nasser's turn to be called a "Fascist dog" and an "agent of imperialism." Not only did 

Nasser's prestige tumble in the Arab world but in Washington as well. Ike told 8ritish Prime 

Minister Harold Macmillan that Nasser had probably "reached the outer perimeter of his 

political strength." A cable from 8aghdad commented that "Nasser no longer appears to have 

what it takes to reverse the tide of events in Iraq." And, where was that tide headed? In 

Washington, the administration now feared a communist takeover in Iraq. With the 

nationalist elements in Iraq either dead or in hiding, Qassim's biggest support was from Iraq's 

6£gyptian Gazelle, 30 Jan 59: 2; Ibid., 17 Mar 59: 1; Hare to State Department, 6 Feb 
59, 661.868/2-559; Creel to State Department, 18 Mar 59, 661.868/3-759. 
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well organized and Soviet financed communist party.? 

Throughout April, discussions on the Middle East centered on Iraq. The administration 

considered three options: a joint-operation with Nasser to topple Qassim, an attempt to 

mediate the dispute between Nasser and Qassim, or do nothing. The fear that further 

isolation of Iraq would "drive" Qassim into the hands of the Soviets permeated the air. 

Dulles' retirement due to his terminal illness proved to be a heavy blow to Eisenhower and to 

Middle Eastern policy. Without Dulles at the helm, the State Department took no action. 

Finally. the NSC decided that if Iraq became a communist satellite, the United States would 

take military measures in collaboration with Nasser and other Arab leaders to change the 

situation. Invoking the domino theory, Robert Anderson compared the situation to Indochina 

reminding everyone how the communist foothold there had quickly spread. With its huge 

reserves of oil, there could be no Dienbienphus in the Near East. The question was how to 

justify intervention. Rountree suggested that if Nasser and Qassim went to war, the United 

States could intervene at Nasser's behalf. ~ 

Eisenhower decided against any rash action. Although the United States was supporting 

Nasser behind the scenes, the president refused to get caught up in another inter-Arab rivalry 

and, therefore. supported a mediation effort. Secretary Dulles' last advice on the Middle East 

before he died was to "keep out of Arab plots and intrigues." His brother Allen finally 

?Jernegan to State Department, 26 Mar 59, FRUS 58-60, 12: 395-8; Memo of Discussion, 
12 Mar 59, Eisenhower Paers, NSC Series, Box II; Briefing Paper for Macmillan Visit, 19-
23 Mar 59, Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File, International Series, Box 22, Macmillan Visit, 
Mar 1959. 

KMemo of Discussion, 2 Apr 59, FRUS 58-60, 12: 402-5; Memo of Discussion, 17 Apr 
59. Ibid., 429-38. 
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admitted that American intelligence was "simply not sufficiently sophisticated to mix into this 

complicated situation." With Nasser's failure in Iraq, Eisenhower decided to play the role of 

mediator and not take sides. Like their initial pol icy towards Israel and the Arab states, the 

United States would remain as impartial as possible and try to maintain good relations with all 

Arab states. As to the communist threat in Iraq, the administration figured that if Nasser and 

Qassim would end their feud, the threat of communism would end also. At America's 

request, both sides finally toned down their propaganda war and Qassim moved to counter 

communist influence. Testifying a year later at a meeting of the Operations Coordinating 

Board, Ambassador John Jernegan commented that the "Soviets had overplayed their hand in 

Iraq. "9 

The Lebanese and Iraqi crises proved to be the last serious problems in the Middle East 

tiJr the Eisenhower administration. In retrospect, Hare commented that the fear of Nasser 

riding the wave of radical Arab nationalism proved unfounded. In fact, the high mark of 

Nasser's success proved to be 14 July 1958, the day of revolution in Iraq. Since then, Nasser 

had slowly lost control over the forces of nationalism. In 1959, the CIA noted that Nasser 

"now appears a moderate reformer in comparison to certain elements in Iraq." At the first 

meeting of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) in Baghdad in 

September 1960, Egypt's absence was a glaring example of Nasser's decline. NSC 6011, the 

Eisenhower administration's final statement of policy towards the region, dated 19 July 1960, 

proved in many ways a justification of previous policies but, more important, a realization of 

9Record of Conversation, 4 Feb 59, FO 3711141841/V107411G; Memo of Discussion 15 
Jan 59, FRUS 58-60, 12: 376; Memo of Discussion, 7 May 59; Eisenhower Papers, NSC 
Series, Box II; Memo of Discussion, 9 Jul 59, Ibid.; OCB Memo, 10 Aug 60, FRUS 58-60, 
12: 511. 
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the Middle East's diplomatic culture. Radical Arab nationalism, the big threat in 1958, had 

lost its "dynamism." Moreover, policymakers believed that the Arab movement wac; 

"fundamentally incompatible" with communism, a justification of Eisenhower's thinking on 

the matter. The big change in Nasser's attitude proved that. The real "challenge" was from 

the "coincidence" of interests of the Soviets and Arabs, opposition to Israel and to Western 

imperialism. As to Nasser's neutralism, the administration believed that neutralism in the 

Middle East could be used to their advantage. Echoing Dulles' advice of avoiding internal 

disputes or promoting certain individuals or issues, there would be no more covert political 

action operations in the region. The emphasis would now be on promoting '!conomic and 

cultural ties with all Arab countries and Israel. America would now play the role of the 

impartial observer, albeit one of enormous influence and power. IO 

The situation in the Middle East in late 1958 and 1959 mirrored those of 1955 and 

1956 and revealed that the primary basis of tension in the area was the inter-Arab rivalry that 

had been going on for the past two hundred years. In the Eastern Question context, the 

involvement of the big powers, the United States and the Soviet Union was not only a 

function of the Cold War hut of regional politics as well. Israel merely complicated matters. 

Arab nationalism was not a monolith led by Nasser. The ancient rivalry between Egypt and 

Iraq transcended the characters involved. In 1955, with the formation of the Western oriented 

Baghdad Pact, Nasser turned to the Soviets to counterbalance Iraq's new challenge. In 1958, 

with the emergence of Qassim and his Russian and communist supporters, Nasser turned to 

the Americans for support. In the game of Arab rivalry, Israel was all but ignored except as 

IOHare to State Department, I Apr 59 FRUS 58-60, 13: 519-25; NIE 30-59, 25 Aug 59, 
Ibid., 12: 231; NSC 6011, 19 Jul 60, Ibid., 262-73. 
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a focus of propaganda. By 1958, Dulles admitted that no one could manipulate Arab 

nationalism. However, the administration could support the movement when its purposes 

coincided with America's, such as anticommunism. The real trick lay in not openly opposing 

it and becoming a propaganda target. 

Eisenhower's speech in the United Nations on 13 August 1958 calling for an end to 

subversion in the Middle East, an end for the "dream of world domination by one power," 

and a proposal fc)r an Arab controlled economic development plan. Ike's plan clearly 

appealetl to the spirit of Arab nationalism and addressed the Eastern Question. Wisely, the 

administration did nothing to follow through with the proposals. Previous initiatives, such as 

the Locke, Johnston, and Anderson missions all had run aground in the everchanging sea of 

Arah politics. If there was to he peace and economic development in the area, the Arabs and 

Israelis would have to initiate it. ll 

In 1960, the players reached the denouement. With the Iraqi situation under control, 

Nasser had ended his anticommunist campaign and again had turned his propaganda machine 

towards Israel and the West. a continuance of his policy of positive neutralism and a 

contirmation that Arab politics never really change. M.S. Weir of the Foreign Oftice 

remarked that the Eisenhower administration had accepted that their "periodic troubles with 

the U.A.R. as one of the facts of Middle Eastern life, which it is no use taking too 

tragically." Although Nasser never got the invitation for a state visit that he always desired, 

he did get the opportunity to talk to Eisenhower at the UN. Nasser's interview with 

Eisenhower attested to the homeostasis of the relationship. At the start of their meeting, the 

IISee Editorial Note 269, FRUS 58-60, II: 467-9. 
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Egyptian leader thanked Eisenhower for American support during the Suez War in 1956 and 

spoke of the importance of the UN. After that, the discussion degenerated into a long 

argument over Israel. Although they agreed on nothing important, both parties rated the 

meeting a success. This was a far cry from America's original goals for the regionY 

Since Franklin D. Roosevelt's visit with King Farouk in 1945, American policy had 

been to groom Egypt as the pro-Western leader of the Arabs. The goals had been to 

safeguard the vital oil suppl ies from Soviet incursion and to settle the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

To achieve this, the Arah nations required stability. Policymakers hoped that Egypt would be 

the vehicle for progress on these issues. By the end of the Eisenhower administration, the 

United States secured the tirst goal but had abandoned the second, accepted regional 

instability as normal, and acquiesced to Egypt's neutral stance. After many tries, Secretary of 

State John Foster Dulles finally admitted that Western initiatives proved unproductive in the 

diplomatic culture of the Middle East. The limits on America's power in the region had little 

to do with military capability or economic interest, hoth of which were enormous. Rather, 

the Third World countries themselves, in this case Egypt, used the Cold War for their own 

ends. 

In a policy of survival, Nasser shrewdly played off one power against the other for his 

own advantage. Examples included using America to expel the British from the Suez Base 

and using the Soviel Union to extract more aid from the United States and vice versa. The 

Cold War did not add anything new to the equation other than a new set of players, the 

IZWeir to Rothnie, 13 Je 60, FO 3711150918IVGI0345/2; Crowe to Home, 22 Aug 60; 
FO 3711I509141VG1023/30; Memo of Conversation, 26 Sep 60, FRUS 58-60, 13: 600-7; 
Jt>nes to Reinhardt. II Oct 60, Ibid., 607-9. 
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Americans and the Soviets. In many respects, the early Cold War was merely an arena where 

regional powers played a dangerous game of manipulation of the superpowers. Although 

Farouk hoped to use the superpower rivalry for his own ends, it was Nasser who became a 

virtuoso of the game. Yet, in the end, Nasser encountered the same problems that America 

had in dominating the region and failed in his quest to achieve Arab unity under his banner. 

America's experience with Egypt proved to be a mixed bag. Learning the rules of the 

diplomatk culture of the region enabled the Eisenhower administration to protect the vital oil 

reserves of the region. Being the one interest that Arabs and the West had in common, they 

could reach a modus vivendi that had little to do with the Cold War. As for the Arab-Israeli 

contlict, America had the right idea, peace, and the right plan, Alpha, but Nasser and David 

Ben Gurion rejected the initiative and proved to be the wrong leaders to achieve an 

agreement. Twenty years later. Anwar Sadat and Menachem Begin replayed the Alpha plan 

to success. On the down side, the United States emerged from its conflkt with Nasser with 

some bad habits. Eisenhower's only military intervention during his two terms in office 

occurred in Lebanon. The success of this invasion confirmed that America could effectively 

use military force in a limited war scenario. One could argue that action against Nasser 

helped lead to military adventurism in Third World and to disastrous results in Vietnam. 

Overall, Amerkan diplomatk relations with Egypt revealed the flexibility of policymakers in 

spite of the often rigid public rhetork of the Cold War. Summing up the goal of Middle East 

diplomacy, Nasser's intelligence chief, Zakaria Mohicddin, remarked that the "common 

objective of players in the Game of Nations is merely to keep the Game going. "13 

13Copeland. Game, 7. 
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