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Introduction by Nathan J. Citino, Rice University 

he expansion of U.S. imperial power in the Middle East into an open-ended and increasingly 
militarized, drone-patrolled omnipresence defies easy historical explanation. It forces historians to 
grapple with such complexities as the missionary legacy, American exceptionalism, the Arab-Israeli 

conflict, oil, decolonization, the regional politics of the Cold War, and the rise of Islamist movements. 
According to Douglas J. Little, the dean of this subfield, “[e]xplaining U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East 
is a bit like assembling a two-sided borderless jigsaw puzzle in the dark.”1 Osamah F. Khalil’s new book is an 
especially significant contribution to explaining this complex history and reflects some important features of a 
growing, sophisticated body of literature. The first is that this once-modest historical subfield has reached the 
sort of critical mass that permits debates over the sources of U.S. relations with the Middle East. For instance, 
some scholars have emphasized cultural politics and challenged the notion of clear-cut material interests in 
accounting for U.S. approaches to the region.2 Historian Zachary Lockman has revealed the role of private 
philanthropies in establishing Middle East studies in the U.S. prior to World War Two, a complementary 
account to the focus on the national security state offered by Khalil in America’s Dream Palace.3 In another 
important feature, while the influence of Edward Said’s Orientalism is ubiquitous, historians have recognized 
the multiple and shifting ways that the needs of power have influenced American perceptions of and 
knowledge about the Middle East. Said himself acknowledged that Americans, lacking European literary, 
artistic, and colonial-administrative traditions of Orientalism, rendered the discourse “scarcely recognizable” 
by reinterpreting it in the language of the social sciences.4 Khalil’s book contributes to this discussion by 
documenting Americans’ pervasive sense, over a century or so, that they would have to represent, defend, and 
modernize Middle Eastern peoples who were incapable of doing those things for themselves. Yet in describing 
“how the Middle East has been constructed and reified by scholars, policymakers, and governmental and 
nongovernmental institutions,” Khalil follows the contingent and contested process that defined what 
Orientalism has meant in U.S. foreign policy. The creation of knowledge to serve American empire in this 
part of the world, he suggests, has been far from a straightforward project. (3)  

The contributors to this roundtable unanimously praise the scope of Khalil’s study and the depth of his 
research, which encompasses U.S. and British government archives, manuscripts, interviews, published 
scholarship and policy literature, and the records of America’s ‘sheet anchors’ in the Middle East, the 
missionary-founded universities in Beirut and Cairo. David Engerman, whose own books on expertise about 

                                                        
1 Douglas J. Little, “Impatient Crusaders: The Making of America’s Informal Empire in the Middle East,” in 

America in the World: The Historiography of American Foreign Relations since 1941, ed. Michael J. Hogan and Frank 
Costigliola, 2nd ed. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2013), 213. 

2 See Melani McAlister. Epic Encounters: Culture, Media, and U.S. Interests in the Middle East since 1945, rev. 
ed. (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005). 

3 Zachary Lockman, Field Notes: The Making of Middle East Studies in the United States (Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 2016). 

4 Edward W. Said, Orientalism (New York: Vintage Books, 1978), 290. See also Ussama Makdisi, “After Said: 
The Limits and Possibilities of a Critical Scholarship of U.S.-Arab Relations,” Diplomatic History 38:3 (June 2014): 657-
684. 
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Russia and the Soviet Union set a high standard for analyzing area studies, praises Khalil’s “admirable 
breadth” and “expansive view” of the topic.5 These qualities make America’s Dream Palace “an account to be 
reckoned with.” Jeffrey Karam notes Khalil’s “thorough and well-researched account of the confluence and 
divergence” of different interests in the shaping of knowledge about the Middle East, as well as the author’s 
“comprehensive analysis.” Citing Orientalism, Lisa Stampnitsky describes Khalil’s account as the 
“concretization of the framework introduced by Edward Said” and a story that explains how the fashioning of 
knowledge to serve power was “not a simple process of mere reflection or absorption.” Stampnitsky describes 
the book as a “fascinating piece of research” with broad appeal. Daniel Strieff thinks Khalil achieves 
“considerable success” in separating the history of Middle East expertise from that of the social sciences in 
general and describes America’s Dream Palace as an “excellently argued, well-written, and meticulously sourced 
book.” Teresa Fava Thomas similarly declares Khalil’s book to be “well-researched and detailed,” and “clearly 
written, [and] well-argued.”  

Where they are critical, participants seek to qualify Khalil’s account of Middle East studies or raise questions 
about topics that he neglected or excluded. Engerman notes that the rise and fall of university-based Middle 
East studies fits “within the parameters of an already familiar trajectory” and that the factors that 
distinguished Middle East expertise from the study of other parts of the world, such as oil companies’ 
patronage, “did not have much effect.” The field was rather “part and parcel of the whole area studies 
complex.” Engerman also finds Khalil’s account of think-tanks’ growing prominence during the 1970s and 
‘80s “less sure-footed” than earlier coverage, while “broad discussions of government involvement” in Middle 
East studies “occlude the range of official actors in his story.” Karam is interested in reading more about 
dissenting scholars who write about U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East “and yet are often critical” rather 
than aligned with the national security state. He also raises questions about the roles of the American 
University of Beirut (AUB) and the American University in Cairo (AUC), not only as vectors for U.S. 
influence but also as producers of knowledge about the region. Stampnitzky regards Khalil’s use of the term 
“reflection” to describe the relationship of expertise to power as “inaccurate” and an “understatement,” but 
concedes that this is largely a semantic question. Her observation arises from cultural sociologists’ criticism of 
that concept as too reductive an interpretation of power’s influence on culture. Strieff wonders what 
happened to U.S. Middle East expertise in the decades following the Inquiry, which advised Woodrow 
Wilson in Paris. He asks: “where did the United States drop the ball after 1918?” Thomas is perhaps the most 
critical and cites what she sees as Khalil’s overemphasis on institutions at the expense of individual actors. “As 
the institutional acronyms accumulate,” she writes, “the reader yearns to hear about the personal experience of 
those who were trained” to serve the national security state in the Middle East as diplomats and intelligence 
officers. Thomas identifies figures such as Malcolm Kerr, the AUB president who was assassinated during the 
Lebanese civil war, journalist Joseph Kraft, and various foreign-service officers whose personal stories she feels 
would have enriched Khalil’s account. These comments suggest that however comprehensive Khalil’s study 
may be, further research will be needed to fully illuminate the “jigsaw puzzle” evoked by Little.  

                                                        
5 See David Engerman, Modernization from the Other Shore: American Intellectuals and the Romance of Russian 

Development (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2003), and Know Your Enemy: The Rise and Fall of America’s Soviet 
Experts (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009). 
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Khalil borrows the “dream palace” of his title from the writings of T.E. Lawrence (“Lawrence of Arabia”).6 In 
referencing Lawrence at the beginning of his book, as well as naval strategist Alfred Thayer Mahan, who gets 
credit for popularizing the term “Middle East,” Khalil characterizes U.S. interests in the region as 
unambiguously imperial. He describes Americans as inheriting an imperial role from Britain and other 
powers. In his own analysis, he avoids using exceptionalist labels such as ‘informal empire,’ ‘special 
relationship,’ and ‘security partnership,’ which have the effect of softening the hard edge of U.S. power. 
Following years of war in the region with no end in sight, Khalil and other historians have turned to analyzing 
the foundations of America’s empire in the Middle East. 

Participants: 

Osamah Khalil is an Associate Professor of History at Syracuse University’s Maxwell School of Citizenship 
and Public Affairs and the Interim Director of the Middle Eastern Studies Program. He received his Ph.D. 
from the University of California, Berkeley. Khalil is the author of America’s Dream Palace: Middle East 
Expertise and the Rise of the National Security State (Harvard University Press, 2016). 

Nathan J. Citino is associate professor of history at Rice University. He is the author of From Arab 
Nationalism to OPEC: Eisenhower, King Sa'ud, and the Making of U.S.-Saudi Relations (Bloomington, IN: 
Indiana University Press, 2002, 2d edition 2010); and Envisioning the Arab Future: Modernization in U.S.-
Arab Relations, 1945-1967 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2017).  

David C. Engerman is Ottilie Springer Professor and chair in the Department of History at Brandeis 
University. He has published two books on America’s Russia expertise: Modernization from the Other Shore 
(Harvard University Press, 2003) and Know Your Enemy (Oxford University Press, 2009). He has just 
completed a history of the economic Cold War in India, to appear in 2018 from Harvard University Press. 

Jeffrey G. Karam is a Postdoctoral Research Fellow in the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs’s 
International Security Program at the Harvard Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University. Karam 
also teaches courses on International Relations, Security Studies, and Politics of the Middle East and North 
Africa at the Pardee School of Global Studies at Boston University. Fluent in Arabic and French, Karam has 
conducted extensive fieldwork and archival research throughout the Middle East. He has published articles, 
reviews, and analytical briefs on historical and contemporary developments in the Middle East. He is 
currently writing a book on American intelligence and foreign policy in the Middle East. Karam holds a 
Ph.D. in Politics from Brandeis University, an M.A. in Political Studies from the American University of 
Beirut, and a dual B.A. in International Affairs and Diplomacy from Notre Dame University in Lebanon. 

Lisa Stampnitzky is Lecturer in Politics at the University of Sheffield, and received her PhD in Sociology 
from the University of California at Berkeley. She is author of Disciplining Terror: How Experts Invented 
Terrorism (Cambridge University Press, 2013). Her current book project, tentatively titled, “How Torture 
Became Speakable,” analyses the emergence of open justifications of torture in the U.S. after 9/11. 

Daniel Strieff is Fellow in International History at the London School of Economics and Political Science, 
where he earned his PhD in 2014. He is the author of Jimmy Carter and the Middle East: The Politics of 

                                                        
6 T.E. Lawrence, Seven Pillars of Wisdom (London, Jonathan Cape, 1935). 
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Presidential Diplomacy (Palgrave, 2015). His research interests include the relationship between domestic 
politics and American foreign policy, the U.S. in the Middle East, and media and foreign policy. 

Teresa Fava Thomas has a doctorate in history from Clark University and teaches courses in American 
foreign relations and World History in the Economics, History and Political Science Department at 
Fitchburg State University in Massachusetts. A revised version of her dissertation, From Orientalism to 
Professionalism: US Foreign Service Officers in the Middle East has recently been published as American Arabists 
in the Cold War Middle East, 1946-75, by Anthem Press of London. She is a member of the Society for 
Historians of American Foreign Relations. 
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Review by David C. Engerman, Brandeis University 

.E. Lawrence, or Lawrence of Arabia, did not think small; his goal, he wrote in his best-
selling (and oft-quoted) memoir was to “build an inspired dream-palace of [the] nationalist 
thoughts” of “twenty millions of Semites” (2-3). Such a palace was never built, not by 

Lawrence nor by any of his successors among the British. Yet the dream of Western control of the 
Middle East remained alluring—for those, like Lawrence, trained in the classical cultures and 
civilizations of what we now call the Middle East, as well as for those in pursuit of oil and/or allies in 
the region.  

When Osamah Khalil, in his wide-ranging and critical account of America’s Middle Eastern 
expertise, invokes Lawrence, he does so to emphasize that American experts projected their dreams, 
or just as often their nightmares, on a region that they coveted but did not understand. Khalil 
stresses the divergence between American visions and Middle Eastern realities over the last century or 
so, starting in the aftermath of World War I and ending with the Arab Spring of 2011. 

Two principal themes emerge with particular force in Khalil’s account. First, he shows repeatedly 
how American circumstances, more than Middle Eastern events, shaped the work of Middle East 
experts active in American universities. Second, he emphasizes the influence that external patrons, 
primarily but not exclusively in various organs of the U.S. government, wielded in the groves of 
academe. To take these two themes together, Khalil suggests that the scholarship generated by 
university-based experts had little to do with the relationship between subject and object. If it was 
not oil companies shaping the nature of Middle East expertise, it was geopolitical imperatives—the 
Cold War or the Global War on Terror—that influenced the field.  

In bridging American official and academic expertise on the Middle East, Khalil builds on the 
foundations of existing scholarship. Journalist Robert Kaplan wrote a now-classic account of Arabists 
in the State Department.1 More recently Hugh Wilford analyzed their colleagues in the Central 
Intelligence Agency (CIA).2 And historian Zachary Lockman, a former president of the Middle East 
Studies Association (MESA), has written two insightful books on the intellectual and institutional 
bases of his own field.3  Melani McAlister offers a sophisticated and generative interpretation of 

                                                        
1 Robert D. Kaplan, The Arabists: The Romance of an American Elite (New York: Free Press, 1993). 

2 Hugh Wilford, America’s Great Game: The CIA’s Secret Arabists and the Shaping of the Modern Middle East 
(New York: Basic Books, 2013). 

3 Zachary Lockman, Contending Visions of the Middle East: The History and Politics of Orientalism (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2004). Zachary Lockman, Field Notes: The Making of Middle East Studies in the United 
States (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2016). 
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American images of the Middle East beyond the ivory tower.4 Khalil lights out for new territory by 
focusing on the interrelationship of academic and government actors—though some of that territory 
has already been traversed by Matthew Jacobs, at least for the half-century after World War I.5 Khalil 
offers admirable breadth, covering the eventful century from World War I to the present. 

America’s Dream Palace takes an expansive view of its topic. It opens with a brief account of 
missionaries in the region and a discussion of The Inquiry, a motley group of scholars who expected 
to define key aspects of the post-World War I settlement. The narrative jumps ahead in chapter two 
to the training programs during World War II, and to the origins of the area studies complex in 
chapter three. These chapters tell their stories effectively, but essentially recount the specific case of 
Middle Eastern Studies against a backdrop of the sporadic growth of area studies in general; aside 
from the missionary elements (insightfully examined by Ussama Makdisi among others), American 
studies of the region fit neatly within the parameters of the broader area studies enterprise.6  

Chapter four introduces a new and highly specific element, two American institutions too rarely 
considered alongside area studies: the American University of Beirut and its counterpart in Cairo. 
Both institutions were founded by American missionaries in the region. Though they each outgrew 
their religious roots, they remained key symbols of American relations with their respective 
countries—serving as nodes of interaction and conduits to local elites in better times and as lightning 
rods for criticism of American interference in less cheery moments. Based on impressive work in the 
presidential papers and institutional records of the two universities, the chapter offers a useful 
account of these fascinating universities. 

The subsequent three chapters show that Middle Eastern Studies fit surprisingly well into the general 
narratives of area studies in the Cold War—with one notable exception. While most area studies 
proponents (even those behind Russian/Soviet Studies) imagined sending their graduates off into 
America’s rapidly expanding international corporations, only Middle Eastern Studies received 
significant funding from the private sector; oil companies supported the field, with the Arab-
American Oil Company (ARAMCO) and other corporate representatives present at the creation of 
the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at Harvard University (152). Otherwise, Middle Eastern 
Studies expanded with the National Defense Education Act (1958), which funded area centers 
through the U.S. Office of Education. Its fate was closely tied to the scandals of area studies in the 

                                                        
4 Melani McAlister, Epic Encounters: Culture, Media, and U.S. Interests in the Middle East (Berkeley: University 

of California Press, 2001). 

5 Matthew F. Jacobs, Imagining the Middle East: The Building of an American Foreign Policy, 1918-1967 
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2011). 

6 Ussama Makdisi, Artillery of Heaven: American Missionaries and the Failed Conversion of the Middle East 
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2007). 
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1960s, including but not limited to social scientists’ involvement in the Vietnam War—even though 
the controversies had little to do with the Middle East or with Middle East experts.  

Khalil thus brings to bear interesting episodes in histories of area studies and of Cold War social 
science within the parameters of an already-familiar trajectory.7 The progenitors of area studies in 
American universities—the American Council of Learned Societies (ACLS) and the Social Science 
Research Council (SSRC) feature prominently in the founding moments of area studies in the first 
decade or so after the end of World War II—as they do in Khalil’s account. The SSRC also garners 
attention in the 1990s, when it pulled the plug on the area studies complex it had done so much to 
create (253-254).  

Indeed, Khalil’s evidence suggests that all of the factors that might have made Middle Eastern 
Studies different from its other regional counterparts did not have much effect. Yes, oil companies 
funded some centers—but did not lead the field or its core institutions to diverge much from general 
patterns. And even the ongoing Arab-Israeli conflict, accelerating especially after major 
conflagrations in 1967 and 1973, did surprisingly little to separate the field’s fate from those of its 
neighbors. More attention to the intellectual currents of the field may have revealed a different story, 
but in terms of government-academic relations, Middle Eastern Studies was part and parcel of the 
whole area studies complex. 

More differences appear in the final portion of America’s Dream Palace. Chapter seven, “Privatizing 
Knowledge,” examines a raft of think tanks that emerged in the 1980s and 1990s. These included 
older, ‘full-service’ organizations like the American Enterprise Institute and the Brookings 
Institution as well as newer and more specialized entities like the Washington Institute for Near East 
Policy (known by its awkward acronym WINEP). Here Khalil cites and builds on a larger literature 
on the rising influence of Washington think tanks (cited on page 353 note 1). But his treatment here 
is less sure-footed than other portions of the book. He compares these think tanks to The Inquiry of 
the post-World War I years because both sought to shape policy; yet the official Inquiry surely had 
major differences from the private think tanks. Similarly the notion that WINEP–created by the 
American-Israel Political Action Committee–was “seemingly impartial” would not be universally 
accepted. It made its mark by careful selection and promotion of its experts (including past and 
future U.S. ambassadors to Israel)–and by launching powerful broadsides on the field–including its 
own history of Middle Eastern Studies.8  

                                                        
7 For an incisive review of many such works, see Nils Gilman, “The Cold War as an Intellectual Force Field,” 

Modern Intellectual History 13:2 (October 2014), 507-523. 

8 Martin Kramer, Ivory Towers on Sand: The Failure of Middle Eastern Studies in America (Washington, D.C.: 
Washington Institute for Near East Policy, 2001).  
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By the end of the Cold War, to be sure, Middle Eastern Studies began to veer off decisively from the 
overall trajectory of area studies. Intellectually, the challenge wrought by Edward Said’s 
parsimoniously entitled Orientalism began to remake the field. He accused Western observers of 
homogenizing the region and failing to consider any changes within it.9 Said’s challenges came amid 
a growing acrimony about the field as the Arab-Israeli conflict brought a new urgency to Middle 
Eastern Studies. This conflict, along with increasing frequency of terrorist attacks since the 1970s, 
gave interested scholars in the field new opportunities to engage with government. And then of 
course 9/11, in 2001, soon led U.S. officials to call on scholars of the Middle East with new 
questions, new funds, and new forms of engagement. This story is familiar enough, thanks to hard-
hitting criticisms of the Human Terrain System of the U.S. Army, and of the Project Minerva effort 
at the Department of Defense (276-280).10 

Throughout his wide-ranging account, Khalil emphasizes “Orientalist preconceptions and 
representations” that American scholars never abandoned (290). This emphasis on the continuities is 
striking, especially given the internal conflicts, institutional peregrinations, and intellectual 
transformations of Middle Eastern Studies over the last century. Similarly, his broad discussions of 
government involvement occlude the range of official actors in his story; government officials ranged 
from old-school Arabists to Israel Lobbyists, from romantics to cynics, and from diplomats to spies 
to educators. Yet the tensions within the field, and the region’s continuing centrality to American 
foreign relations, make America’s Dream Palace an account to be reckoned with.  

 

                                                        
9 Edward Said, Orientalism (New York: Pantheon, 1978).  

10 On HTS, see especially Network of Concerned Anthropologists, The Counter-Counterinsurgency Manual 
(Chicago: Prickly Paradigm Press, 2009). On Minerva, see the commentary gathered by the SSRC in 2008/2009–online 
at http://www.ssrc.org/publications/view/minerva-controversy-essay-forum/.  

http://www.ssrc.org/publications/view/minerva-controversy-essay-forum/
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Review by Jeffrey G. Karam, Harvard University 

samah Khalil’s America’s Dream Palace: Middle East Expertise and the Rise of the National Security 
State is a welcome addition to existing scholarship on the United States and the Middle East.1 In 
fact, this book speaks to scholarship across various subfields, including: Diplomatic History, 

International Relations, and Middle Eastern Studies. Khalil argues that the relationships between American 
power and the production of knowledge on what has been characterized by successive imperial powers as the 
‘Middle East’ (2, 3) are based on American preconceived, and more specifically, Orientalist perceptions. 
Indeed, the author contends the origins and expansion of the field of Middle East studies reflects both 
American national security interests in the Middle East and globally and America’s evolving foreign policy in 
the region from World War I.2 

America’s Dream Palace consists of a brief introduction, eight chapters, and an epilogue. In these chapters, 
Khalil provides a thorough and well-researched account of the confluence and divergence of interests between: 
American national security establishments; American foreign policy strategic and commercial interests; 
academia and the role of ‘national security academics’ (2); oil companies and large American corporations; 
influential think-tanks and American interest groups; and universities in the United States and American 
missionary schools in the Middle East. The book’s assertions are supported by national, university, and 
foundation archives and documents in the United States, the United Kingdom, Lebanon, and Egypt. 
Moreover, Khalil consulted a vast number of memoirs and secondary sources to offer a comprehensive 
analysis of how key American policymakers, diplomats, intelligence officers, and scholars interacted to create 
what is now considered the field of Middle Eastern studies.  

Chapter 1, “Private Knowledge,” focuses on the origins of America’s perceptions of different Middle Eastern 
and Arab states shortly after the end of World War I. The gist of the first chapter is to reconstruct the bases of 
knowledge and expertise that President Woodrow Wilson and his immediate entourage sought in order to 
understand the post-World War I order. Khalil argues that the Inquiry, mainly a group of policymakers and 
individuals from elite universities, and their external circle of experts, reinforced their own prejudices of the 
people and societies in different Middle Eastern states. The Inquiry’s ideological predispositions were likewise 
strengthened by an important external source: the existing American missionaries and British intelligence 
officers and diplomats who professed “Orientalist sentiments and notions of racial and religious supremacy” 
and “paternalistic attitudes toward the natives of the countries where they served” (37). Thus, the 
predispositions of American missionaries and British officials contributed to the Inquiry’s (and later Wilson 

                                                        
1 See for example: Zachary Lockman, Field Notes: The Making of Middle East Studies in the United States 

(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2016); James R. Stocker, Spheres of Intervention: US Foreign Policy and the Collapse 
of Lebanon, 1967–1976 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2016); Salim Yaqub, Imperfect Strangers: Americans, Arabs, and 
U.S.–Middle East Relations in the 1970s (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2016); Nathan J. Citino, Envisioning the Arab 
Future: Modernization in US-Arab Relations, 1945-1967 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017); Irene L. 
Gendzier, Dying to Forget: Oil, Power, Palestine, and the Foundations of U.S. Policy in the Middle East (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 2015). 

2 Zachary Lockman focused on the origins of Middle East studies by looking at the role of powerful 
foundations, including Carnegie, Ford, and Rockefeller, in funding and launching postwar area studies. See Lockman, 
Field Notes. 
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Administration) claims that British and French mandatory rule was crucial in the former territories of the 
Ottoman Empire.    

In chapter 2, “Wartime Expertise,” the emphasis is on ‘scholar-spies’ and the early American attempts to 
create a centralized intelligence agency composed of scholars and national security personnel (39-41). Khalil 
provides a detailed account of the role of universities and scholars, mainly Princeton University, in providing 
area and language training to military personnel, diplomats, and intelligence officers. Similarly, the focus is on 
how representatives from the American Council of Learned Societies, the Social Science Research Council, 
the National Archives, and scholars from major universities coordinated their efforts to identify and later 
recruit a “board of analysts on different foreign areas” (42). Khalil asserts the active recruitment of ‘scholar-
spies’ and language training improved the quality of intelligence analysis; however, intelligence assessments 
and perceptions of the “inhabitants of the area” were still marked by Orientalist stereotypes and racial 
prejudices (74).   

In chapter 3, “A Time of National Emergency,” Khalil expands on the role of ‘national security academics,’ 
mainly scholars who shuttled between academia and government service (76-77). Most of the chapter’s 
sections focus on the role of philanthropic foundations, such as the Rockefeller Foundation, and major oil 
companies, in supporting the creation of Middle East studies centers. Indeed, the author contends that the 
establishment of the Middle East Institute, the Middle East Journal, and Middle East-focused programs at 
major universities signaled America’s growing interest in studying and analyzing the Middle East (80-81). In 
fact, one vivid sign of growing collaboration between philanthropic institutions, oil companies, universities, 
the State Department, and American national security bodies was the creation of the External Research Staff 
(84-88). However, this collaboration and the need of different universities for federal funding meant that 
emerging research programs and centers were tailored to the needs and interests of the United States 
government (110-111).  

Chapter 4, “America’s Street Anchors,” builds on the book’s earlier treatment of American missionaries and 
their role in building educational institutions in the Middle East. Khalil asserts that the U.S. government 
considered American-built universities in the Middle East, mainly the American University of Beirut (AUB) 
and the American University in Cairo (AUC), “as vanguards of American ideals and policies” (113). Given 
the collaboration between Washington and the American Universities in Beirut and Cairo, the author 
expands on yet another layer of collaboration between scholars and American national security establishments. 
Thus, this collaboration and particularly the need for federal funding and support from philanthropic 
institutions, especially the Ford Foundation, made schools like AUB and AUC ‘cold war universities in the 
Middle East.’ For instance, State Department officials argued that AUB “could be considerable help in 
combating communism” (125-126). By drawing on archival records at AUB and AUC, Khalil yet again traces 
Orientalist rhetoric and “patronizing language used by university administrators to describe the region’s 
inhabitants” and their attempts to signify and market the value of their institutions to Washington (143).   

In chapter 5, “(In)Visible Government,” Khalil traces the impact of Cold War concerns, particularly the arms 
and space races between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, for the passing of the National Defense Education 
Act. The unintended consequence of what the Eisenhower Administration viewed as the ‘Sputnik crisis’ was 
federal funding for foreign area studies and the training of personnel to focus on ‘strategic areas’ (145-146). In 
fact, the author provides a thorough account of measures taken by the U.S. government before and after the 
Sputnik crisis to strengthen American intelligence capabilities. In addition to increased collaboration between 
scholars and national security experts to produce higher quality national intelligence estimates, Khalil argues 
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that American oil companies had become much more successful in ‘foreign area analysis’ and collection 
methods of intelligence. Indeed, the lines between American national security interests and those of major 
U.S. oil companies in the Middle East became indistinguishable (151-155). The consequence of this common 
interest was obvious in the generous funding of oil companies to universities to build and train a new 
generation of experts, mostly scholar-spies, on the Middle East. Some of the joint federal and oil-company 
funding made its way to Lebanon, where the AUB, a ‘Cold War university,’ supported the State 
Department’s Foreign Service Institute’s (FSI) Language-and-Area School (169-170). The FSI, based at the 
U.S. Embassy in Lebanon, provided intermediate and advanced training in Arabic to droves of diplomats and 
spies (171).  

Chapter 6, “Modernizing the Middle East,” provides an interdisciplinary overview of modernization theory 
and how scholars have used such theoretical constructs to produce knowledge of the Middle East. In fact, 
Khalil contends that modernization theorists drew on the scholarship of Orientalist scholars to explain the 
‘backwardness of other societies’ (184). For instance, Khalil focuses on several U.S. Intelligence Estimates to 
demonstrate how modernization theory, particularly the focus on the instability from the ‘urban and 
emerging middle sector,’ influenced how American diplomats and intelligence officers analyzed political 
developments in different Middle Eastern states (191-192). Hence, the basic tenets of modernization theory 
and particularly the need for American foreign assistance to help Middle Eastern states to transition from 
‘backwardness’ to modernity became the foundation of U.S. foreign policy in the region (201-202). Khalil 
argues that the collaboration between U.S. intelligence agencies, the State Department, and scholars 
influenced how modernization theorists viewed the applicability and lack thereof in the Middle East. The 
publication of The Arab Mind was a prime example that area knowledge and expertise of the traditions, 
history, politics, and customs of different Middle Eastern states were not a prerequisite for modernization 
theorists.3 Khalil suggests that America’s Cold War interests and the ideological predispositions of 
modernization theorists took precedence over the inapplicability and futility of exported norms and 
theoretical concepts to states in the Middle East (211-212).   

In chapter 7, “Privatizing Knowledge,” Khalil focuses on the consequences of the rift between academia and 
the U.S. government that resulted from widespread campus protests over the Vietnam War. The growing split 
between most of the scholarly community and the U.S. government led to the further development of mostly 
privately funded think-tanks (213-214). Given the history of collaboration between philanthropic 
foundations, American national security establishments, and several universities, many scholars alternated 
between government and government service. Despite the continued coordination between American 
national security establishments and scholars at various institutions, the policy driven and privately-funded 
think tanks “rose to prominence in the late Cold War period at the expense of university-based area studies 
centers” (251). Khalil emphasizes that the analyses produced by most think-tanks reflected the U.S. 
government’s ideological predispositions and foreign policy goals and interests.  

Chapter 8, “Empire and Its Limitations,” explores the post-Cold War moment and the consolidation of 
“American hegemony in the Middle East” (253). Khalil traces the intellectual origins of neoconservatism and 
the increasing influence of neoconservatives on U.S. Foreign Policy in the Middle East (258-261). Citing the 
importance of the September 11 attacks for the ‘Global War on Terror,’ Khalil argues that President George 
W. Bush’s ‘Bush Doctrine’ implicitly characterized America as a “benevolent empire” (262). Accordingly, the 

                                                        
3 Raphael Patai, The Arab Mind (New York: Scribner, 1973). 
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United States was disinterested in conquering foreign territory and instead was determined to “make the 
world safe for democracy” through resolute military action (262-263). Khalil contends that the Bush 
Doctrine, the Global War on Terror, and the invasion and occupation of Iraq were caused by a 
neoconservative perception of America and the Middle East. Thus, this perception was fueled by repeated 
calls from academics, think tanks, the media, and government officials in the Bush Administration for a 
military driven and “aggressive and robust foreign policy” in the Middle East (280).  

In the Epilogue, “America and the Arab Spring,” Khalil offers some reflections on the American state of mind 
and the field of Middle East studies before, during, and after the Arab Spring. The overarching claim in the 
last section of the book emphasizes the ever-present perception and Orientalist depiction of the “immaturity 
of the region’s population” to govern their societies and transition to a ‘modern society’ (291). Building on 
earlier analyses of the rift between academia and the U.S. government, Khalil explores the tradeoff between 
‘useful knowledge,’ which is useful outside the university and academic circles, and ‘academic knowledge,’ 
which supposedly entails abstract and discipline-specific conversations (292). The book’s conclusion centers 
on an increased demand for producing knowledge that benefits American national security interests in the 
Middle East and beyond.  

America’s Dream Palace is a well-written and important book that makes extensive use of a valuable collection 
of declassified records and archival documents at the U.S. National Archives, the U.K. National Archives, the 
American University of Beirut, the American University in Cairo, and a number of American foundations and 
U.S. Presidential Libraries. Like other important scholarly works, Khalil’s bold arguments will spark future 
scholarship on the influence of American interest groups, major oil companies, think tanks, and some 
universities on American foreign policy goals and national security interests in the Middle East. Nonetheless, 
two points warrant further exploration.  

First, Khalil’s conceptualization of ‘scholar-spies’ and ‘national security academics’ is meant to capture two 
slightly overlapping and broad categories of individuals: 1) scholars who take on government jobs; and 2) 
scholars who provide their expertise to government circles and consequently, shuttle between academia and 
government service. What about scholars that research and write about American domestic and foreign policy 
issues and yet are often critical of U.S. wars, foreign policy goals, and narrowly defined ‘national security 
interests?’4 For example, in 2002, 33 scholars, some of the leading International Relations professors in the 
United States, publicly denounced the rationale behind America’s plan to invade Iraq.5 Similarly, most of the 
same scholars who signed the 2002 ad and paid for its publication in the New York Times were later joined by 
almost 800 peers to create the group “Security Scholars for a Sensible Foreign Policy.”6 This group “called 

                                                        
4 For example, Stephen M. Walt of Harvard University writes in both academic and policy circles about issues 

in International Security, U.S. interest groups and American Foreign Policy, and is often critical of baseless justifications 
and narrow thinking for American wars and intervention in the Middle East and beyond.  See “Stephen M. Walt | 
Foreign Policy,” Foreign Policy, https://foreignpolicy.com/author/stephen-m-walt/.  

5 “War With Iraq Is Not In America’s National Interest,” New York Times, 26 September 2002, 
http://www.bear-left.com/archive/2002/0926oped.html.  

6 “An Open Letter to the American People,” SensibleForeignPolicy.net, 
https://www.sensibleforeignpolicy.net/an-open-letter-to-the-american-people/.  
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urgently for a change of course in American foreign and national security policy.”7 In 2015, a group of over 
73 prominent Middle East and International Relations scholars issued a letter in support of the Iran deal 
arguing that “it is a strong and positive step toward the stabilizing the Middle East.”8 Almost all of these 
individuals research and teach at some of the most prestigious universities in the United States and are mainly 
producers of ‘academic knowledge.’ Nevertheless, it is safe to assume that Khalil would agree that there is a 
need for such critical scholars, where some are often sought by the U.S. government for their expertise 
(though they are not always receptive to their advice), to somewhat challenge or at least raise some concern 
with current and future American policies in different states around the globe.  

Second, Khalil’s focus on ‘Cold War universities,’ particularly AUB and AUC, and their role “as vanguards of 
American ideals and policies” (113) is fascinating. Yet, there are a few unanswered questions: how have these 
universities evolved and contributed to the production of knowledge of the Middle East?; have these 
missionary schools deviated from their founding mission statement?; are these schools still active producers of 
knowledge that builds on Orientalist depictions of different societies and states in the Middle East?; what 
about existing relationships between the U.S. government, think-tanks, philanthropic foundations, and these 
universities?; and are these schools somehow pressured to maintain their relationships with Washington?  It 
seems that Khalil implicitly answers some of these questions in chapter 8 and the Epilogue, and to a certain 
extent could be the basis for another book. However, it appears as if Khalil’s clear and detailed analysis of the 
role of ‘Cold War universities’ and whether they still contribute to the training of U.S. government personnel 
in foreign languages and area studies was cut short.  

I raise these points not to criticize Khalil’s important contribution, but to note some issues that scholars are 
invited to debate and analyze critically. The author’s extensive use of archival sources, sharp prose, bold 
assertions and arguments makes America’s Dream Palace a timely and unique addition to the emerging 
scholarship on the U.S. and the Middle East during the Cold War and beyond.  

 

                                                        
7 “Signatures,” SensibleForeignPolicy.net, https://www.sensibleforeignpolicy.net/signatures/.  

8 “73 Prominent International Relations Scholars Say Iran Deal Will Help Stabilize Middle East,” National 
Iranian American Council, 27 August 2015, https://www.niacouncil.org/73-prominent-international-relations-and-
middle-east-scholars-back-iran-deal.  
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Review by Lisa Stampnitzky, University of Sheffield 

merica’s Dream Palace is a massive undertaking, covering the shifting role of “Middle East” expertise in 
U.S. foreign policy over a full century, aiming to analyse “America’s conception and construction of 
the Middle East” over that 100-year period from roughly 1917 to 2017 (3). The book contributes a 

detailed narrative of the changing role of experts and their relation to the American state and its interests in 
the Middle East.  One of the key contributions of the book might be seen as a concretization of the 
framework introduced by Edward Said,1 which suggests that an ‘Orientalist’ framework guides Western 
knowledge and policy towards the East.  Yet, while Khalil does indeed find that the Orientalist framework 
played a powerful role in twentieth century American conceptualizations of the Middle East, he also shows 
that this was not a simple process of mere reflection or absorption, as suggested by some followers of Said, as 
well as many of his critics. Rather, the book shows that the relationship between experts and the American 
state was often a contentious and strained one, with both academics and state officials pressing for their own 
distinct, interests.  

The book begins with the framework that ideas/knowledge about the Middle East are, in fact, constructed 
(rather than merely straightforwardly reflecting the ‘reality’ of the world). The key question is thus: what are 
the relations of power that shape this production of knowledge? Crucially, as Khalil shows, the relation 
between experts and the state is one in which influence travels in both directions (although the primary focus 
of the book is on the ways in which the state shapes Middle East expertise, rather than vice versa). The book 
tells the story of the initial emergence of the Middle East as an object of knowledge (which, for the U.S.—in 
contrast to European states with longer histories of colonisation and intervention in the region—dates only to 
the late-nineteenth/early twentieth century), the initiation and growth of university-based Middle East studies 
programs, and the subsequent growth of tensions between academic Middle East centres, and the turn 
towards think tanks and other private centres of knowledge production.  

The story begins with the end of the First World War, at which point “America’s main interests in the Near 
East were religious and commercial” (11), and this was reflected in the sorts of knowledge and expertise 
available at that time—largely embodied in missionaries and religion scholars. It was only from this time 
forward—from the end of World War One onward—that the U.S. government began to conceive a need for 
contemporary expertise on the region. The first advisory panel was “populated with experts in ancient history 
and literature who had little or no knowledge of the contemporary issues of the region” (18). Their analyses 
were suffused with racialized ideas and a doubt that Arabs could succeed at democratic self-governance.   

With America’s entry into World War Two, the U.S. sought to more purposefully create a body of ‘scholar-
spies’ in the Office of Strategic Services (OSS)- including those who could advise on the Middle East (40)—
and to more actively collect (and eventually spur the creation of) such experts. Those who were available at 
this point were a mixture of experts in ancient and contemporary history and culture—which, however, was 
not considered to be a serious problem at that point, because the Orientalist view of the region that held sway 
constructed it as relatively unchanging, or fixed in time: as one adviser wrote, “we realize now more than we 
ever could before that in this region of immemorial and persistent cultural traditions it is impossible to 
splinter off the modern phase from its antecedent periods” (44). As America’s foreign policy interest in the 
Middle East grew, it was decided that the state should encourage the growth of university programs in the 

                                                        
1 Edward Said, Orientalism (New York: Pantheon Books, 1978). 
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area, which could train graduates to be employed by the state and businesses with interests in the region. The 
first of these programs, founded at Princeton in 1947, provided training in languages and produced a series of 
guides for the military, which were characterized by a rather Orientalist approach to the culture of the region, 
characterising ‘Arab’ culture in ways that were “patronising and paternalistic” (50) and putting forth a notion 
that “the only thing that reaches the Arab mind is power” (51). And with the identification of the Middle 
East as “vital” to American security following the Second World War, (79), a number of such area studies 
programs were established in the 1950s and 60s, with support from the government, oil companies (who saw 
the centres as useful for training future employees), and foundations such as the Carnegie Endowment and 
the Social Science Research Council (SSRC). The initial idea was that these would form the basis for “a 
mutually beneficial relationship between government and academia” (77). This did at first seem to take shape, 
with the emergence of a number of “national security academics” who moved relatively seamlessly from 
universities to government and back again (77).  

Yet the story then takes a turn. By the late 1960s there were increasing strains between academics and that 
(national security) state, with the exposure of Project Camelot (the U.S. government’s plan to enlist social 
scientists in a massive experiment to prevent revolution in the Third World), the end of the Vietnam War, 
and the increasing reluctance of scholars to work with the CIA and the national security state.  This shift 
came not just from currents in American politics and academic more broadly, but also from the changing 
character of those employed in Middle East studies programs—which, with the increased funding from 
programs such as the National Defense Education Act and Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, grew to be 
more intellectually and demographically diverse. The irony is thus that these funding programs, initiated by 
the state with the goal of producing experts who would support American interests in the region, not only did 
this, but also provided the basis for the growth of the academic field, and provided a degree of autonomy, 
which allowed academics to develop the field in ways that did not merely serve ‘the national interest’ as 
defined by the state, and were in many cases sceptical or critical of the US’s actions in the region.  

Perhaps not surprisingly, there was then was a turn away from academic area studies, and the rise of think 
tanks as private producers of Middle East expertise for the state. A 1983 report from the Stanford Research 
Institute (SRI) “found that the Pentagon believed academia was ‘out of sync’ with its ‘highly specialized 
needs”’ (248). Whereas the sort of general funding provided to academic centres allowed for the development 
of dissenting views, or simply research that was not directly focused upon fulfilling American interests, a turn 
toward think tanks allowed for a more directed relationship with experts—by selecting specifically those 
individuals, projects, and institutions that were ideologically and epistemologically aligned with state interests. 
And if the relationship between academic Middle East studies and the state in the 1980s and 90s might be 
characterized by the tension between whether research should be driven by (more narrow) needs of the 
national security state or the (relatively broader) themes of academic inquiry, in the period after 9/11, the 
academic centres became the target of a full-on attack by right-wing ideologues who painted the field as not 
just “out of sync” but actively anti-American or even pro-terrorist, calling for all federal funding to the centres 
to be cut (270).  

In sum, America’s Dream Palace argues that the American state and its foreign policy interests are directly 
intertwined with the production of Middle East expertise. Perhaps most significantly, it was the identification 
of the Middle East as central to U.S. foreign policy interests after World War II that led to the creation of the 
contemporary American field of Middle East studies. But crucially, we must understand the relation between 
state and academia as “dynamic”, and that universities are not “passive” actors who merely serve the interests 
of the state (293). But this very dynamism leads to tensions, which in turn encouraged the state to engage 
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only selectively with academic experts and turn towards private providers of expertise, who were either more 
malleable, or more ideologically aligned with state interests.  This is thus a fascinating piece of research that 
will be of interest not only to scholars of the Middle East and of U.S. foreign policy, but also to those 
interested in the politics of knowledge, the ways in which the state can shape knowledge and expertise, and 
the limits of the state’s power in this arena.  

My primary quibble with the book is its tendency to describe its argument in terms of ‘reflection’—which 
seems to this reader both inaccurate, and an understatement of what is actually a much more complex story in 
the text. For example, Khalil writes “America’s Dream Palace contends that Middle East studies and expertise 
were a reflection of American power and hegemony over an area that Washington considered vital to its own 
national security interests” (4).  This is certainly an adequate summary of the actual contribution of the 
book—which definitively shows that the very construction of the field of Middle East studies was an outcome 
of the identification of that area as central to American foreign policy. Yet I would suggest that the specific 
twists and turns of the subsequent relationship—as described so well in the text—were more complex than 
can be summarised by the simple term “reflection.” Admittedly, my aversion to this term likely stems from a 
disciplinary difference, and from my training in cultural sociology, where the ‘reflection’ theory of culture 
argues that cultural products primarily ‘reflect’ the views and interests of those in power. This approach has 
been roundly critiqued by those who argue that we cannot merely assume that such influence occurs, but 
rather, need to empirically trace the concrete practices by which the state and other elites may exert such 
power—which is precisely what this study accomplishes. The book is a masterful telling of this complex 
empirical process.  
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Review by Daniel Strieff, London School of Economics and Political Science 

hen British authorities in Cairo sent Captain T.E. Lawrence to work with Hashemite forces in the 
Hejaz, no one could have predicted the extraordinary influence the young officer would have on 
the West’s understanding of the Middle East for a century. Made legendary by journalist-cum-

hype man Lowell Thomas as ‘Lawrence of Arabia,’ the Briton’s wartime experiences continue to fascinate the 
public. Yet, as Osamah F. Khalil’s new book, America’s Dream Palace: Middle East Expertise and the Rise of the 
National Security State, which takes its title from a passage in Lawrence’s 1922 book Seven Pillars of Wisdom,1 
reveals, Lawrence also “became a shared reference point for American scholar-spies during World War II and 
counterinsurgency experts in the twenty-first century” (2). Similar to Lawrence’s Seven Pillars, which was not 
about the Arab Revolt but rather his place in it, America’s Dream Palace is not about the Middle East per se, 
but instead about the region in American scholarly and strategic thinking. 

The thrust of Khalil’s argument is that throughout the twentieth century, “the Middle East has been 
constructed and reified by scholars, policymakers, and governmental and nongovernmental institutions” (3). 
As time went on, and especially during the Cold War, “knowledge and expertise about foreign areas were 
viewed as essential to America’s defense and security” (289). As a result, “America’s engagement with the 
Middle East has corresponded to its evolution as a superpower” (289). Moreover, he notes, “the mutually 
beneficial relationship between the U.S. foreign policy and national security establishments and academia 
influenced the creation and formalization of Middle East studies and expertise” (3). With considerable 
success, Khalil isolates and examines the story of Middle East studies in the United States from within the 
broader professionalization of social sciences in the twentieth century. 

To be sure, Khalil is not alone in tackling this subject. He is in fine company. Melani McAlister uses a 
cultural lens to examine the way in which American conceptions of the Middle East have evolved.2 Matthew 
Jacobs places American’s fixation on modernization at the center of his narrative.3 Douglas Little examines the 
relationship between American cultural understanding of the region and foreign policy.4 Zachary Lockman’s 
recent work, to which America’s Dream Palace bears closest resemblance, emphasizes the role of private 
foundations in funding and shaping university-based Middle East studies.5 But Khalil places added emphasis 
on the relationship between academia and the government. In his own words, “America’s Dream Palace details 
how the mutually beneficial relationship between the U.S. foreign policy and national security establishments 

                                                        
1 T.E. Lawrence, Seven Pillars of Wisdom (London: Jonathan Cape, 1935). 

2 Melani McAlister, Epic Encounters: Culture, Media, and U.S. Interests in the Middle East Since 1945, 2nd ed. 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 200). 

3 Matthew Jacobs, Imagining the Middle East: The Building of An American Foreign Policy, 1918-1967 (Chapel 
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2011). 

4 Douglas Little, American Orientalism: The United States and the Middle East since 1945 (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 2008); Little, Us Versus Them: The United States, Radical Islam, and Rise of the Green 
Threat (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2016). 

5 Zachary Lockman, Field Notes: The Making of Middle East Studies in the United States (Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 2016). 
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and academia influenced the creation and formalization of Middle East studies and expertise” (3). He traces 
the development from what he calls “private” knowledge of the region in the early 1900s to the 
“privatization” of such knowledge by century’s end. 

America’s Dream Palace begins with the first significant American foray into the Middle East toward the end 
of World War I. Until around 1917, most American contact with the Middle East came via missionaries and, 
occasionally, scholars. That changed with American entry into the Great War. Edward M. ‘Colonel’ House, a 
close adviser to President Woodrow Wilson, organized a commission of experts known as ‘The Inquiry’ to 
prepare for an eventual peace conference. Although ostensibly consisting of experts on all major regions 
involved in the conflict, the dearth of expertise on the contemporary Middle East was striking. Instead, most 
experts specialized in ancient history, archaeology, and the classics. The Middle East experts on the Inquiry 
“had little if any first-hand knowledge about the areas they were researching. Moreover, their research and 
policy proposals were marked by Orientalist sentiments and notions of racial and religious supremacy” (37). 
Inauspicious beginnings, indeed. Still, the Inquiry represented an early attempt by the U.S. government to 
cultivate expertise on contemporary international issues of special significance to American security. Although 
many of its members were dissatisfied with the post-war settlement, they went on to create the Council on 
Foreign Relations, which has evolved into an august bastion of East-Coast establishment thinking on foreign 
policy. The Inquiry had been an attempt to harness essentially private knowledge developed outside the 
auspices of government service and then apply it to contemporary problems of national security and 
international politics. 

As with most aspects of the country’s national security apparatus, World War II marked a watershed moment 
in the development of American knowledge about the Middle East. The war “offered an extensive 
demonstration of the intersection of scholars and national security,” Khalil notes (74). Again, the government 
saw a need to establish an institution that could apply specialized academic knowledge—area expertise, 
intelligence, language training—toward national security goals during the struggle against fascism. Key 
agencies emerged toward this end. Khalil details the establishment of the short-lived Office of the 
Coordinator of Information (COI) as well its successor agency, the Office of Strategic Services (OSS). He 
suggests that the challenges and opportunities presented by the Middle East and southeastern Europe were 
critical to legendary Colonel William ‘Wild Bill’ Donovan’s desire to form a “service of strategic information” 
(41). Donovan’s conception of who would populate such an agency focused mainly on “personnel trained in 
research techniques and languages” who could ensure that “the relevant information could be identified, 
collated, and analyzed” (42). In short, he sought “scholars trained in the social sciences and other disciplines 
as his ideal analysts” (42). The Research and Analysis unit of the OSS also looked to U.S.-based academics for 
research and analysis about key foreign areas, including the Middle East. Moreover, the wartime agencies 
served as precursors, and offered models, for peacetime national security structures. 

Khalil makes clear that the wartime experiences were formative for these analysts, some of whom decided to 
return to academia after the war, while others remained in government service. Either way, however, this 
process only deepened the connection between government and academia as World War II ended and the 
Cold War began to dominate American strategic thinking. The relationship, Khalil writes, was “mutually 
beneficial” (77). During the early Cold War, government agencies actively sought to collaborate on foreign 
area research and to recruit personnel from major universities and academic societies. 

Moreover, many venerable Middle East-focused centers evolved from national security needs. For instance, 
Khalil points to Princeton’s Near East studies division, perhaps the most venerable such program in the 
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United States. During the war, Princeton helped establish the wartime Army Specialized Training Program 
(ATSP) to provide Middle East area and language training to military personnel. Princeton’s ties to the war 
effort, Khalil notes, made it “the ideal collaborator for the foreign policy establishment” (79) after 1945. 
Indeed, it soon “established a special program to train government and military personnel. The university 
provided area studies and language courses to members of the armed services, the State Department, and the 
intelligence agencies” (81). This was not a coincidence of interests. Universities realized that federal funding 
was critical to grow area studies programs. Philanthropic and corporate donations helped launch programs, 
but were insufficient to expand them. However, by aligning their area studies programs with the stated 
national security interests of the U.S. government, specialized scholars and institutions were able to secure 
federal funding. In this way, these academic institutions mapped their programs onto government needs. 

The most insightful and absorbing sections of the book examine a relatively little-known effect of the Soviet 
Union’s 1957 launch of Sputnik. Worried that the launch indicated that the United States had fallen behind 
the Soviets in math and sciences, Congress passed the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) the following 
year to spur funding in academic areas related to technology and defense. Less well known, Khalil points out, 
is the decisive role that NDEA had in securing federal funding for area studies programs. “Originally intended 
as a temporary measure, the legislation formally established area studies in the United States and became 
integral, if not essential, to the study of foreign areas in American higher education,” he observes (146). 

The love affair was relatively brief. As it turned out, the NDEA was the culmination, rather than the 
beginning, of this mutually beneficial relationship. By the late 1960s, the relationship between academia and 
the establishment began to sour. The interlinked dynamics of campus protests and controversial foreign 
policies triggered mutual distrust. Concurrently, the government intensified and expanded its efforts to train 
area analysts. Ultimately, the early collaboration with the academic community helped facilitate the creation 
of a national security infrastructure in the years immediately after World War II. Subsequently, the various 
national security agencies used that base to establish and development their own facilities. 

The deleterious impact that modernization theory had on U.S. foreign policy in the 1950s and 1960s has 
been told elsewhere.6 But Khalil notes that the demise of modernization theory in academia came as foreign 
policy think tanks, often espousing similar arguments, cropped up. With open collaboration with the 
government being less sustainable for academics and less desirable for political appointees, some of the work 
of area studies shifted to think tanks, which also began to suck up larger and larger shares of corporate and 
philanthropic sponsorship. Additionally, in an effort to widen access to higher education, government 
funding during the Nixon administration was redirected from institutions, which had benefited from relative 
largesse in the preceding two decades, to students.  

Moreover, by the 1970s the Arab-Israeli conflict had seized center stage in the debate over American interests 
in the region. This led to something of an overemphasis on that conflict as the center of the region, at the 
expense of important issues such as energy, authoritarianism, and religion. It also politicized Middle East 
studies to a new degree, deepening the divide between the academic community and the political and national 
security establishment. That has left an opening that establishment think tanks have been happy to fill. 
“Private policy-related think tanks rose to prominence in the late Cold War period at the expense of 
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university-based studies centers,” Khalil writes. “Well-funded and actively embracing the U.S. foreign policy 
and national security establishments, think tanks … offered the seemingly impartial expertise Washington 
desired” (251). Khalil contends that the group of thinkers that was the most successful at using think tanks as 
incubators for their foreign policy ideas were the neoconservatives. They tended to have a Middle-East focus, 
leading to the disastrous 2003 invasion of Iraq. 

America’s Dream Palace makes the case that the shift away from a reliance on universities and toward 
institutions, foundations, and think tanks was dangerous. Khalil clearly believes this robbed government 
agencies of creativity and original thinking. Moreover, the author sees the national security establishment’s 
emphasis on “useful knowledge” as misguided because it comes along with the “claim and criticism … that 
scholars should be able to predict future events based on their knowledge and expertise” (292-293). Of 
course, Khalil is absolutely correct. Leave the prognosticating to the cable news pundits, and the analysis of 
the past and present to the scholars. In an ideal world, policymakers would have the courage and analytical 
acumen to use such serious research as the foundation from which to formulate policy rather than waiting for 
false assurances that the policy outcomes can be foretold. Alas, we are not there yet. 

It is notable that wars, hot and cold, were necessary to drive changes in American governmental thinking 
about foreign areas. This is not uncommon. Wars and other national emergencies have led to major changes 
in other areas as well, most notably medicine. But it is certainly an indictment of U.S. priorities that outside 
of conflict, most policymakers have not seen a need to develop area specialization. It seems that nothing 
focuses the American government’s mind quite like conflict or the threat of nuclear annihilation. 

One bit of mild criticism I would offer has to do with what happened between World War I and World War 
II. A curious gap exists from the Paris Peace Conference to more or less the start of World War II. With all 
that happened after the Great War, it would seem a major failure of academia and the government to not 
have foreseen the need to begin to develop area expertise in the 1920s and 1930s. Many agencies evolved out 
of the national security apparatus after 1945, but where did the United States drop the ball after 1918? 

But that is a minor thing. In sum, Khalil has written an excellently argued, well-written, and meticulously 
sourced book on the relationship between the development of America knowledge about the Middle East and 
the concomitant growth of the national security state. I look forward to using it in my own teaching.  
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Review by Teresa Fava Thomas, Fitchburg State University 

n America’s Dream Palace Osamah Khalil has explored an important but neglected aspect of American 
foreign relations history: the century-long struggle to construct a system to produce area expertise. He 
quotes T.E. Lawrence, British military officer and Orientalist, describing the Arabs’ desire “to build an 

inspired dream-palace of their national thoughts,” but observes that in the end “America’s dream palace” was 
built in the Middle East (2).  

The author weaves a tapestry of the contending forces which fought over how to produce “useful expertise” 
and identifies the ways in which conceptions of American exceptionalism and Orientalism underlay these 
efforts (292). Khalil has covered a subject partially explored by Philip Baram in The Department of State in the 
Middle East 1919-1945. More contemporary experience of Middle East area experts has been explored by 
Robert Kaplan’s polemical book The Arabists: Romance of an American Elite, which derided many American 
area experts as Orientalists enamored of the Arab world.1 The strengths of Professor Khalil’s work are the 
depth of his research, the variety of sources he brings to the discussion, and the careful organization of his 
narrative. He has produced a highly detailed institutional history of the organizations which impact the 
formulation of foreign policy, but the one caveat would be that he does not detail the human experience in 
that process. 

The story spans a century beginning with Colonel Edward M. House’s group, The Inquiry, which advised 
President Woodrow Wilson, and then he moves on to describe the role of the missionary universities, 
American University of Beirut (AUB) and American University of Cairo (AUC).  

Khalil retells the story of William Eddy, an American T. E. Lawrence, and his role in President Franklin 
Roosevelt’s 1945 negotiations with King ‘Abd al-’Aziz of Saudi Arabia. Khalil might have added detail about 
the King’s protests to Roosevelt about settling large numbers of European refugees in British Mandate 
Palestine. Khalil describes the transition from the wartime role of the Army Specialized Training Program 
(ASTP) which was the inspiration for much that followed at the Foreign Service Institute (FSI) and in the 
intelligence services. The Office of Strategic Services (OSS) became the CIA just as America went from 
“wartime espionage to establishing postwar intelligence networks” which often used academics and their 
graduate students, wittingly or unwittingly, as intelligence resources (234).   

The missionary imperative which created the AUB and AUC was torn between accepting financial support 
from the government and fearing the impact of American foreign policy, which was increasingly unpopular in 
the region. Harold Hoskins, chairman of AUB’s board of trustees and director of the State Department’s 
Foreign Service Institute 1955-61, fought to get the financial support so AUB could continue to train new 
generations of pro-American leaders in the Middle East who “spoke our language” and had been inculcated 
with American ideals (128) and then led the FSI training program. Yet this missionary effort was doomed by 
rising nationalist sentiment and Arab resentment over America’s support for Israel. There was fear that direct 
U.S. aid would undercut AUB’s image of independence and that more subtle aid from private resources might 
counter the rising deficit. Unfortunately, the rising tide of nationalism was far more destructive to those 

                                                        
1 Philip Baram, The Department of State in the Middle East 1919–45, (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania 

Press), 1978; and Robert D. Kaplan, The Arabists: the Romance of an American Elite. (New York: The Free Press), first 
edition, 1993. 
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institutions rather than the shortfall in funding. Khalil’s quotation of the State Department’s head of Near 
East Affairs, George Merriam, arguing that AUB could be America’s “sheet anchor” in the furious political 
winds of the Cold War is well taken (202). But the ship of state in the region foundered.  

Khalil also observes that oil companies like Mobil worked behind the scenes as their officers sat on the AUB 
board and pondered funding these training programs. The State Department lost a number of its FSI Arabic 
graduates to the Seven Sisters who often recruited top prospects from the AUB-based program.  

First the Korean War and then Sputnik drove an expansion of federal funding via the National Defense 
Education Act (NDEA), which for three decades supported the drive to develop expertise for the national 
security state. During the Cold War, the Social Science Research Council (SSRC) guided the expansion of 
area studies research centers in Princeton, Harvard and other American universities to encourage the 
production of expertise.  

Perhaps one of Khalil’s most important tasks is to explain how the SSRC shaped what American graduate 
students researched, how they were funded, and how they directed all of this in the service of the national 
security state. Khalil describes the difficulties of balancing the hidden hand of the CIA and how it drove 
academic research in directions helpful to its intelligence gathering agenda. The CIA interviewed graduate 
students who returned from the region to gather information from innocents abroad and later developed a 
system that set them to work on projects which served the CIA with what they termed “P-Source” 
information (86-88). 

As the institutional acronyms accumulate, the reader yearns to hear about the personal experience of those 
who were trained. The book’s depth of research in the history of institutions leaves little room for the 
individual stories of how this system was experienced by the Foreign Service officers (FSOs) and intelligence 
operatives who took this training into the field. Although the bibliography reveals a highly detailed web of 
academic and governmental sources, the author cites only four personal interviews. Three of the seven oral 
history interviews cited are from the rich Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training (ADST) archive of 
2500 oral history transcripts including some with administrators and graduates of the FSI Arabic programs in 
Beirut, Cairo and Tangier. Except for a footnote to Brooks Wrampelmeier’s oral history there is not much 
detail on the graduates of the FSI, even though its director Charles Ferguson pioneered new methods of 
teaching Arabic. His story deserves some additional detail (155). There are rich resources on the debate over 
the utility of hard language training in diplomacy in the 1950s and 1960s in American Foreign Service Journal 
(later Foreign Service Journal), and the 1954 Wriston Report, which detailed the dire shortfall in area expertise, 
especially in Arabic language training. There are many recently published memoirs describing the experience 
of area experts, for example Richard B. Parker’s Memoirs of a Foreign Service Arabist.2  

Other areas where there might be more detailed include statistics on the comparative effectiveness of these 
programs. How many experts did these programs train, what did their students learn and what did they 
contribute to the policy process? Also, there is a passing reference to Princeton’s refusal to admit women to its 
program despite governmental support, but very little on women’s struggle for a role in academic and 
diplomatic work (108). The institutional story is well covered but the human story needs more detail. 

                                                        
2 Richard B. Parker, Memoirs of a Foreign Service Arabist (Washington, D.C.: ADST-DACOR Books), 2013. 
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Malcolm Kerr, who trained a number of Arabic experts, makes a brief appearance as co-author of a report, but 
he was also director of UCLA’s Gustav Grunebaum Center and taught at AUC. Kerr debated the American 
impact on the region in his 1972 address to the Middle East Studies Association in which he described the 
shadow America cast in the Arab world and called upon Americans to consider how those living under that 
shadow might someday strike back.3 Kerr paid a terrible price for his commitment to the American role in the 
Middle East, and was assassinated while serving as AUB’s president after its acting president, David Dodge 
had been kidnapped. 

In the Nixon era the FSI’s Arabic program withered, as did academic and State Department influence on the 
Middle East. Khalil might have explored the commentary of journalists like Joseph Kraft, who critiqued 
American expertise.4 Those years were marked by a string of assassinations of Foreign Service Officers 
including Adolph Dubs, Cleo Noel and Curtis Moore, Rodger Davies, Leamon Ray Hunt, Francis Meloy and 
Robert Waring, as well as terror attacks on American embassies. There is a passing reference to Cleo Noel, but 
America’s diplomats deserve to have more of their story told. The author quotes a 1972 State Department 
conference report concluding that terrorism was “the product of frustration induced by unresolved 
grievances” (228). 

Yet Khalil’s most important message echoes that of Malcolm Kerr: placing expertise at the service of 
corporations, the national security state and partisan think tanks led America to focus on the Arab world as a 
source of oil while over-riding the concerns of area experts who feared the festering Arab-Israeli conflict would 
condemn the region to endless conflict. 

The Church Committee revealed the influence of the CIA, and Kahlil does a good job of linking this with 
earlier, more subtle, efforts to influence individual academics and graduate students to assist in the agency’s 
research. Khalil’s description of the battle over federal Title VI funding for area studies traces how the CIA 
funneled support to scholars like Nadav Safran, of Harvard University’s Center for Middle Eastern Studies, 
and organized research conferences, putting this story in the larger context of the struggle over area expertise 
(239). In “Resurrecting Lawrence,” Khalil shows how contemporary neoconservatives “rebranded” the British 
Orientalist as a modern prophet while ignoring how literally outdated his knowledge had become. 

Khalil makes a strong case for the impact of neo-conservatism on Middle East foreign policy, and how think 
tanks provided a new type of expert with a distinctly political bent. He documents “the privatization of 
knowledge” in think tanks as private foundations moved away from supporting academic Middle East centers 
(244). Partisan think tanks like the American Enterprise Institute, as well as AIPAC’s Washington Institute 
for Near East Policy (WINEP), proved highly effective in shaping the careers of Dennis Ross advisor to 
President George H.W. Bush and Director of State Department Policy Planning, Martin Indyk executive 

                                                        
3  Malcolm Kerr, “The West and the Middle East: the Light and the Shadow.” 1972 Presidential Address, 

Middle East Studies Association, MESA Bulletin, 1 February 1973. 

4  Joseph Kraft wrote for Harper’s, The New Yorker, Washington Post, and critiqued the State Department 
Middle East area specialists in “Those Arabists in the State Department,” New York Times Magazine, 7 November 1971. 

 



H-Diplo Roundtable Review, Vol. XIX, No. 18 (2018) 

25 | P a g e  

director of WINEP and US Ambassador to Israel 1995-1997, and others who shaped American foreign 
policy. 

The author relates the powerful influence of one wealthy donor who observed “I am a one-issue guy and my 
issue is Israel” (257). Haim Saban donated $13 million to the Brookings Institution to establish a think tank 
which produced policy papers like Kenneth Poll’s A Clean Break strategy which argued for the overthrow of 
Saddam Hussein and abandonment of the land for peace formula (261).5 Furthermore, think tanks spawned 
efforts to oppose academic expertise, like Daniel Pipe’s Campus Watch, with its list of “scholars to avoid,” 
and WINEP’s Martin Kramer, who wrote Ivory Towers on Sand which created a new wave of negativism 
towards Middle East scholars.6 The discussion of the role of contractors under the USA PATRIOT Act leaves 
little doubt as to how classified information leaks as Khalil describes the privatization of intelligence with 
265,000 of 682,000 government security clearances granted to outside contractors (275). 

One of the most effective chapters, “Empire and Its Limitations,” describes neoconservatives who pointed 
President George Bush and the White House towards intervention in Iraq and making Israel more than the 
beneficiary of the “special relationship” but into what Khalil terms “a strategic ally” (211).Khalil shocks the 
reader with a description of how Raphael Patai, a scholar and cultural anthropologist, wrote The Arab Mind 
in 1973, which was used as a basis for interrogation techniques at Abu Ghraib prison. He notes the book was 
reissued in 2002 with a forward by an American officer praising its usefulness for training American military 
personnel in dealing with Arabs (211).7 

This is a well-researched and detailed examination of the evolution of American Middle East expertise, and it 
brings together a depth of archival research in the National Archives and Record Administration (NARA) to 
tell an important story. The author also makes excellent use of recent scholarship by Kai Bird, Zachary 
Lockman, Lisa Stampnitsky and Hugh Wilford, among others.8 

In the end, what Khalil calls “America’s conception and construction of the Middle East” was tied to its 
dream of creating a new American Century in which a new generation of secular missionaries would secure 
America’s dominance in the region with their expertise. America’s Dream Palace is clearly written, well-argued, 
and does a good job of detailing the struggle to produce expertise as America took on the role of hegemon (3). 

                                                        
5 Richard Perle, Kenneth Pollock, et.al., “A Clean Break: A New Strategy for Securing the Realm,” A New 

Israeli Strategy Toward 2000 Study Group (Jerusalem: Institute for Advanced Strategic and Political Studies, 1996). 

6 Martin Kramer, Ivory Towers on Sand: the Failure of Middle Eastern Studies in America. (Washington, D.C.: 
Washington Institute for Near East Policy), 2001. 

7 Raphael Patai, The Arab Mind (New York: Scribner, 1973).  

8 Kai Bird, Crossing Mandelbaum Gate: Coming of Age Between the Arabs and Israelis, 1956-78 (New York: 
Scribner, 2010); Zachary Lockman, Contending Visions of the Middle East: the History and Politics of Orientalism, 2nd ed. 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010); Lisa Stampnitzky, Disciplining Terror: How Experts Invented ‘Terrorism’ 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013); Hugh Wilford, America’s Great Game: The CIA’s Secret Arabists and the 
Shaping of the Modern Middle East (New York: Basic Books), 2013. 
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The irony is that Bernard Lewis, Samuel Huntington, and Kanan Makiya became the new generation of 
experts who pointed Washington towards an intervention which produced what Khalil terms “an era of 
persistent war” (286).9 The U.S. remains enmeshed in a continuous conflict where, in Khalil’s words, 
“American drones and fighter jets patrol the skies from Pakistan to Somalia” (295). This is a sad coda to an 
important book exploring how America developed its own kind of expertise on the Middle East and then 
became entangled in the region. 

                                                        
9  Bernard Lewis, The Arabs in History (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002); Samuel P. Huntington. The 

Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order (New York: Scribner, 2011); Kanan Makiya, The Republic of Fear: 
the Inside Story of Saddam’s Iraq (New York: Pantheon Books, 1990). 
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Author’s Response by Osamah F. Khalil, Syracuse University 

 want to thank Tom Maddux and Diane Labrosse for organizing and editing this roundtable and for all of 
their hard work in making H-Diplo an essential platform for diplomatic historians. The H-Diplo 
roundtable has been referred to as a rite of passage for first-time authors and I am honored that one was 

organized for my book. I am grateful to the reviewers for their generous comments and keen insights. I also 
want to thank Nathan Citino for graciously agreeing to write the introduction to this roundtable, he is an 
excellent role model for junior scholars. Researching and writing an academic monograph based on a doctoral 
dissertation is often a decade-long process that alternates between joy, frustration, and exhaustion. At the end 
of this endeavor, it is truly humbling to have America’s Dream Palace praised by such an esteemed group of 
scholars.  

I appreciate Lisa Stampnitzky’s comment that my book was “a massive undertaking.” Indeed, the original 
proposal was even more ambitious. In my dreams, the book was comprised of 10 chapters and was over 500-
pages long (and in my nightmares, it was 12 chapters and over 600 pages!) Although we all plan and hope to 
do more, we are often forced by circumstances to settle for less. I raise this point because some of the very 
valid critiques raised by the reviewers may have been addressed with a larger book, but some may not have. As 
every scholar knows, there is only so much one can accomplish with an academic monograph, particularly a 
first book. As it was, I struggled with very hard decisions, as all authors do, about what to keep and what to 
excise. Like any project of this size and scope, there is a great deal that remained on the cutting room floor. 
This includes Anglo-American coordination, Middle East studies during the interwar period, and American 
universities in the Middle East after September 11, to name just a few. I intend to publish some of these 
topics as separate articles or in a subsequent book. I also hoped to encourage current and future scholars to 
explore some of these topics further than I could—and the roadmap can be found in the footnotes! I relied on 
an approach that borrowed from and combined intellectual, institutional, diplomatic, and political histories 
while remaining committed to a transnational study. I conducted significant archival research in four 
countries and at times it felt like looking for a needle in three haystacks. At a minimum, each chapter engages 
with a particular historiographical debate, and some chapters engage with more than one. While I thought 
some would appreciate this approach, I knew there would be detractors. I am pleased with what I was able to 
achieve considering the very real limitations of time, funding, space, narrative structure, declassification 
delays, and access to archives.  

One of my goals in writing this book, as David Engerman notes, was to demonstrate that Middle East studies 
are not unique or exceptional in the history of area studies or the social sciences. This contradicts the claims of 
polemical works that portray the field as politically and intellectually suspect.1 Yet I also sought to build on 
existing works and reveal that the relationship between U.S. government agencies and academic institutions, 
philanthropic foundations, and academic societies was far more dynamic than has been discussed to date. In 
addition, I wanted to demonstrate that the role of the U.S. government has been understated in other works, 
in particular the ties to academic institutions and scholars in the United States and the Middle East. That 
Washington’s goal was to formalize a network of scholars and institutions for the study of foreign areas, 
including the Middle East, in order to produce candidates for business and government service was an 

                                                        
1 Martin Kramer, Ivory Towers on Sand: The Failure of Middle Eastern Studies in America (Washington, D.C.: 
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important story that I felt needed to be told. That these efforts predated the National Defense Education Act 
of 1958 by a decade and coincided with the emerging Cold War but drew on prior efforts and individuals, I 
believed was also significant. Finally, that the U.S. government engaged with the philanthropic foundations to 
support area studies—and they in turn encouraged Washington for a consistent financial commitment—was 
an aspect of the story that had not been explored.2 I am grateful that the reviewers acknowledged the book’s 
contribution to these and other debates in the expanding literature on America’s relationship with the area we 
now call the Middle East. 

A few clarifications are in order. Although I detail how Orientalist notions and preconceptions dominated 
over the past century, I am careful to note the diverging intellectual trends, especially with the rise of the New 
Left. I do contend, however, that the U.S. foreign policy and national security establishments consistently 
sought and endorsed Orientalist perceptions by drawing on scholars from inside and outside academia that 
supported Washington’s foreign policy goals. It was these perceptions and their ideological alignment that I 
argue the think tanks shared with the Inquiry, the group of scholars that helped President Woodrow Wilson 
prepare for the postwar Paris Peace Conference. Members of the Inquiry were influential in the post-World 
War I era and during World War II with the establishment of the Council on Foreign Relations and as 
consultants to the State Department and other government agencies. However, I agree with David Engerman, 
and America’s Dream Palace demonstrates, that the leading think tanks have had a profound influence on the 
domestic and foreign policies of successive presidential administrations far beyond the Inquiry’s limited 
achievements. Indeed, this was precisely what some Inquiry members hoped for the Council on Foreign 
Relations after Wilson disappointed them at Versailles.  

I am careful to state in the book’s introduction that “it is not a comprehensive history of Middle East studies, 
Orientalism, or U.S. foreign policy in the region”—although I tried! Daniel Strieff raises an important point 
about the interwar years. I make a brief reference to this period in Chapter 3, but I had hoped to provide a 
fuller treatment. I also planned to have a chapter on the pre-World War I era, but that was abandoned. I hope 
that more works will examine this very interesting period, and an intellectual history of the American Oriental 
Society is sorely needed. 3 

I attempted to balance the focus on institutions and policy formation and implementation with individuals 
and their stories. Indeed, I tried to give voice to a number of important individuals that have been forgotten 
by history and historians. I recognize, as Teresa Fava Thomas discusses, that some readers may not feel there 
are enough human stories to connect with the increasing number of institutions, agencies, and associated 
acronyms. I planned to have a separate chapter that examined some of the Cold War-era Foreign Service 
officers who graduated from the academic institutions I profile. However, I begrudgingly decided it was not 

                                                        
2 Matthew F. Jacobs, Imagining the Middle East: The Building of an American Foreign Policy, 1918-1967 

(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2011); Zachary Lockman, Contending Visions of the Middle East: The 
History and Politics of Orientalism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004) and Field Notes: The Making of 
Middle East Studies in the United States (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2016). 

3 Karine V. Walther, Sacred Interests: The United States and the Islamic World, 1821-1921 (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 2015) is an excellent study of the long nineteenth century. 
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the story I was trying to tell. Thomas’s American Arabists in the Cold War Middle East, 1946–75 is highly 
recommended for readers looking for more on this account.4 

Jeffrey Karam rightly asserts that a large number of scholars have objected to aspects of U.S. foreign policy 
since September 11, 2001. As I note in the introduction, I do not contend that members of the foreign-policy 
and national-security establishments were in total agreement over key issues. Indeed, I show that there was 
agreement and dissent over the past century, and scholars inside and outside academia, and the knowledge 
they produced, aligned with these different strands.  

Lisa Stampnitzky questions whether my use of the term ‘reflection’ accurately characterizes the relationship 
between U.S. government agencies and the production of knowledge that I detail throughout the book. 
While more forceful language could have been used, I was hesitant to overstate my findings and conclusions.  

In closing, America’s Dream Palace was published shortly before the November 2016 election. I have not 
found comfort in the fact that the trends I describe in the book have continued in the policies and 
pronouncements of the Trump administration. I want to thank the editors again for commissioning this 
roundtable and the reviewers for their thoughtful analysis and gracious accolades.  

                                                        
4 Teresa Fava Thomas, American Arabists in the Cold War Middle East, 1946–75: From Orientalism to 

Professionalism (New York: Anthem Press, 2016).  
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