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 in which the British embassy was organized and tries - while aware of the
 difficulty of this - to trace Franks's precise impact on policy.

 The subject is an unusual one. Unlike other mid-century ambassadors to
 Washington, Franks was neither a professional diplomat, like Archibald
 Clark-Kerr and Roger Makins, nor a political figure, like Lord Halifax and Lord
 Harlech. Instead, he was an academic and wartime civil servant, whose austere
 manner and expertise in philosophy did not, on the surface, appear to suit him
 to represent his country in the world's greatest democracy. But, despite some
 carping from Lord Beaverbrook, there can be little doubt that Franks proved a
 great success. Expert in economics, ready to travel to all forty-eight states (as they
 then were), with a subtle grasp of whom to invite to social functions and, above all,
 the ability to work closely with the secretary of state. Dean Acheson, the ambas
 sador established an influence in Washington to rank on a par with that of Lord
 Harlech. Hopkins analyses the ambassadorship in a clear style, with a sure grasp
 of the issues and a thorough knowledge of the sources on both sides of the Atlantic.
 The book is especially detailed on the period of the Attlee governments.
 University of Nottingham JOHN W. YOUNG JOHN W. YOUNG
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 tian Revolution of 1952 through to the 1967 Arab-Israeli War. McNamara's
 basic thesis is that there was a clash of interests between Britain and Egypt dur
 ing this period. Successive British governments aimed to protect access to Gulf
 oil supplies through the maintenance of political influence, while the Egyptian
 regime of Gamal Abdel Nasser sought regional predominance and the expul
 sion of imperialism. Britain, the declining power, came off the worse from this
 clash, while Egypt, a rising power, came off the better. There is an important
 rider to this latter observation, though, to the extent that Nasser's disastrous
 involvement in the 1967 war delivered a body blow to his pursuit of regional
 predominance. So far so good: there is little that is controversial in the thesis
 outlined above. The only thing that might have been added to this straightforward
 realist analysis is some further appreciation as to why, for successive British
 prime ministers (Harold Macmillan as much as Anthony Eden), Nasser came to
 occupy such a pre-eminent position in the pantheon of political evil. Here a
 deep-rooted cultural aversion to the posturing of an 'upstart Egyptian colonel',
 set against a painful awareness of Britain's inability to cut him down to size,
 seems to have played an important background role. It is where reason ends and
 emotion begins that we find the explanation for comments such as Macmillan's
 scribbled annotation on a dispatch from the British ambassador in Cairo as late
 as February 1963: 'for Nasser read Hitler and it's all very familiar'.

 It is when McNamara engages with the existing historiography in the field
 that weaknesses in this work emerge. He observes accurately that the only
 detailed studies so far available on the British role in the middle east stop at the
 beginning of the 1960s. Certainly, the most interesting new material presented
 here is that on the approach of the Wilson government between 1964 and 1967.
 However, McNamara's claims for the originality of the arguments put forward
 in the first half of the book covering the 1950s are much weaker. On the one
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 hand, he argues that his focus on Anglo-Egyptian relations as opposed to British
 middle east strategy as a whole is original. The problem here is that Anglo
 Egyptian relations played a role in shaping the British response to every major
 regional crisis during the period surveyed. Thus, McNamara ends up having to
 cover them all in any case, although some, such as the Kuwaiti crisis of 1961, are
 skipped over in little detail. McNamara also takes issue with the notion that the
 Iraqi Revolution was a watershed for British strategy in the region (p. 60). How
 ever, he then proceeds three chapters later to acknowledge that after the fall of
 the Iraqi monarchy the British government faced a 'completely changed strat
 egic situation' (p. 139), and that Britain now made 'a decisive change in policy
 towards the Middle East' (p. 148). Similarly, his claims for the originality of his
 work on the 1957 Syrian crisis are overstated. He makes no reference here to
 Stephen Blackwell's admirably detailed work on the crisis. Indeed, in respect of
 sources, there is another significant problem. The bibliography reveals that
 McNamara has researched in the Lyndon B. Johnson Library, but he has evidently
 visited neither the John F. Kennedy nor the Dwight D. Eisenhower libraries. In
 the context of a study of Anglo-Egyptian relations this would be defensible were
 it not for the fact that throughout McNamara cannot resist the temptation to
 comment on US policy. His conclusions in this respect for the period 1952-63
 would be better founded if they were backed up by the detailed materials avail
 able in the Eisenhower and Kennedy libraries, not just by the Foreign Relations
 of the United States volumes and a sprinkling of State Department material
 from the US National Archives.

 McNamara is also prone on occasion to make hubristic judgements. So, we
 learn on page 202 that King Saud of Saudi Arabia was displaced by his brother
 Feisal for 'his all-round uselessness', on page 283 that the Suez affair strikes him
 as 'the most stupid decision taken by British policy-makers in the twentieth cen
 tury', and on page 292, in the last sentence of the book, that Nasser's disaster in
 June 1967 was the result of 'momentary stupidity'. These observations do little to
 advance our understanding of key historical events or the role of the individuals
 involved. This study would have been better framed as a work focusing on the
 1960s, with an introductory chapter on the earlier period. As it stands, specialists
 in the field will find the later chapters useful, but will probably skip over much
 of the first half of the book.

 London School of Economics and Political Science NIGEL J. ASHTON NIGEL J. ASHTON

 The Workers' and Peasants' State. Communism and Society in East Germany
 under Ulbricht 1945-71. Edited by Patrick Major and Jonathan Osmond. Man
 chester University Press. 2002. xv + 304pp. £16.99.
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 organized by the Cardiff Centre for Modern German History and the German
 History Society in 1999. The sixteen contributions are a mixture of polished
 presentations supplemented by some specially commissioned pieces. Patrick
 Major's introductory essay provides a welcome starting point for the guided tour
 through a few of Germany's less well-known byways. In contentious fashion he
 highlights the paradox that, to eastern Europeans, the GDR seemed more
 Soviet than the USSR, while some westerners regarded it as more authentically
 German than the FRG. He also mentions the irony that this incarnation of
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