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The year 1979 was among the most tumultuous, and important, in the history of the modern Middle East. The Middle 
East Institute will mark the 30th anniversary of these events in 2009 by launching a year-long special series of our ac-
claimed publication, Viewpoints, that will offer perspectives on these events and the influence which they continue to 
exert on the region today. Each special issue of Viewpoints will combine the diverse commentaries of policymakers and 
scholars from around the world with a robust complement of statistics, maps, and bibliographic information in order to 
encourage and facilitate further research. Each special issue will be available, free of charge, on our website, www.mei.
edu.

In the second of these special editions of Viewpoints, we turn our attention to the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli peace 
treaty in Washington, DC on March 26, 1979. The treaty inaugurated an official peace between the two countries that 
had gone to war four times since Israel’s founding. This issue of Viewpoints examines the mixed results and legacy of the 
bold steps towards peace that were taken 30 years ago this month.
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Preface

Samuel Lewis

Samuel Lewis was US Am-
bassador to Israel from 1977-
1985. He also served as As-
sistant Secretary of State for 
International Organization 
Affairs (1975-7) and as the 
Department of State’s Direc-
tor of Policy Planning (1993-
4). From 1987 through 1993, 
he led the US Institute of 
Peace.

Since the “Six Day War” in June 1967, countless American and other diplomats have 
sought almost continuously to broker peace between Israel and its surrounding Arab 
enemies. From that tangled history, one achievement stands tallest in a forest of scrub: 
the Egypt-Israel Treaty signed on March 26, 1979 on the White House front lawn by 
President Anwar Sadat, Prime Minister Menachem Begin, and President Jimmy Carter. 
That the peace agreement remains intact 30 years later would have confounded many 
who applauded enthusiastically at its signing, but were convinced that without paral-
lel agreements with Syria, Jordan, Lebanon, and the Palestinians, its life span would be 
fragile and probably brief.   

The still-born Oslo Accords in 1993 provided political cover for King Husayn of Jordan 
to finalize his own peace with Israel soon thereafter. That culminated many years of 
covert Jordanian-Israeli contacts and the King’s long-standing determination to reach 
peace with Israel as soon as the Palestinian dilemma could be resolved in a fashion that 
would not leave him open to attacks for betraying their cause. Other negotiations with 
Lebanon, with Egypt acting on behalf of the Palestinians, with Syria, and with the Pales-
tinians directly after Oslo have all foundered. Terrorist attacks, harsh Israeli retaliation, 
guerrilla warfare, and outbreaks of major warfare with Hizbullah in Lebanon in 2006 
and Hamas in Gaza in 2008 — all have interrupted or destroyed sometimes promising 
American mediation efforts.  And yet, through all the years since 1979, peace between 
Egypt and Israel has held together, despite sometimes exceedingly heavy strains. It has 
become a rather cold peace, but peace nevertheless. Even at the moments of greatest 
stress, such as Israel’s attacks in 1982 on the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) 
and the Syrian Army in Lebanon, few influential voices in either country have advo-
cated violation or abrogation of the treaty.  

In this excellent collection of essays are found many perceptive explanations along with 
valuable descriptions of how the many facets of Israeli-Egyptian relations have evolved 
under the treaty regime. Stark cultural differences and unrealistic expectations still af-
flict both parties and have often produced much disappointment in one another’s be-
havior.  But the durability of the treaty reflects the fact that it satisfied and still satisfies 
the basic national interests of both nations.

As an active participant in the whole Camp David process from 1977 to 1985, I con-
clude that success stemmed from several factors. First, Egypt and Israel were both ready 
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for a serious effort to achieve peace, ripened by the heavy costs to both sides in the 1973 war. Second, Begin and Sadat 
had sounded each other out secretly via trusted emissaries and found that each side’s basic demands might be met with 
effective help from an active American mediator. Third, President Carter had come into office deeply determined to 
achieve a comprehensive Middle East peace. When his effort to convene a broad peace conference seemed about to fail 
and Sadat’s surprise trip to Jerusalem redirected the whole effort into a bilateral Egypt-Israel channel, Carter reluctantly 
adjusted his sights and committed the United States wholeheartedly and obsessively to help achieve what was actually 
achievable. Fourth, Sadat, Begin, and Carter were strikingly different personalities who all dominated their respective 
political polities in those crucial years, who all were driven to seek an historic achievement of peace, and who had the 
supreme self-confidence to take political risks when essential.

Others made great contributions, notably Moshe Dayan and Cyrus Vance, without whose unceasing exploration of how 
to break through negotiating road blocks, the treaty could have foundered. But it was essentially because the stars were 
aligned and powerful, determined leaders happened to be in power in the three capitals, that peace between Egypt and 
Israel was finally attained after 30 year of bitter, bloody wars. Now, 30 years later, that peace remains solid and essen-
tial.

The essays which follow greatly enrich our understanding of this extraordinary event and its continuing consequences. 
Sadly, we are still drudging through Middle Eastern sands in search of another such breakthrough.

Lewis...
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I. The Pursuit and the 
Price of Peace
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Great Expectations and a Cold Peace

Edward S. Walker, Jr.

Edward S. Walker, Jr. is 
Professor of Global Politics 
at Hamilton College and 
an Adjunct Scholar at the 
Middle East Institute. He 
is former Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Near East-
ern Affairs (1999-2001), 
US Ambassador to Israel 
(1997-1999), Egypt (1994-
1997), and the United Arab 
Emirates (1989-1992), and 
Deputy Permanent Rep-
resentative to the United 
Nations (1992-1993). He 
served as President of the 
Middle East Institute from 
2001-2006.

Thirty-two years ago, in 1977, I was the head of the Political Office in our Embassy 
in Damascus when Anwar Sadat passed through Syria on his way to Jerusalem.  There 
was understandable euphoria in Israel and the United States, but there was bewilder-
ment in Cairo and deep hostility in Damascus and most of the rest of the Arab world.  
For those of us in the US Embassy in Syria, there was a shadow over the event.  We had 
been working hard to open some doors in Syria and were beginning to have some trac-
tion. With the US embrace of Sadat’s gesture, those doors slammed shut. We had also 
been committed to a global agreement incorporating the Palestinian and Syrian issues. 
But what appeared to be emerging was a bilateral agreement between Egypt and Israel 
and the indefinite deferral of the Syrian and Palestinian problems.  It was pretty clear 
to us at the time that if Israel could take Egypt out of the equation, then war would be 
impossible, and the incentive for Israel to make concessions for a global solution would 
be limited at best. 

At the beginning, when Sadat made his trip to Jerusalem, it seemed likely that he be-
lieved his gesture would open the door, not only for peace between Israel and Egypt, 
but also for Palestinian statehood. By the time of the Camp David negotiations a year 
and a half later, Sadat had been so vilified in the Arab world and so well rewarded by 
the US that it was not too much of a stretch to conclude that he was willing to accept 
less on behalf of the Palestinians in order to achieve a bilateral peace agreement and 
return of the Sinai. In his talks with us, his characterizations of other Arab leaders were 
invariably dismissive and severely pejorative.  President Carter worked hard to keep the 
door open for the Palestinians through the Camp David Framework Agreement, but as 
we found over the next three years of futile negotiations on autonomy, it was a fatally 
flawed agreement.  

I worked with a team of US autonomy negotiators led by the President’s Special Nego-
tiators, first Bob Strauss, then Sol Linowitz, and finally Dick Fairbanks.  It was in fact a 
fool’s errand. To start with, the career US Ambassadors in the Arab world, aside from 
our Ambassador to Egypt, Roy Atherton, did not support the objective, or the approach. 
This became clear in 1980 when I accompanied Sol Linowitz, who had just taken charge 
of the autonomy negotiations for President Carter, to meet with our assembled Ambas-
sadors in Cairo.  They were candid in their criticisms of these indirect negotiations based 
on anything short of direct talks with the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) and 
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its Chairman Yasir ‘Arafat. Sol was livid. The President was committed. It was their job to make it work, not to second-
guess the decision. If the Americans did not believe in the autonomy negotiations, then why should the Palestinians? 
In any event, the negotiations had already been rendered dead on arrival when the Palestinians refused to participate 
and Egypt had to represent them.  

The parties were then split over interpretation of a settlements freeze that Sadat and Carter believed they had secured 
at Camp David. Sadat thought that the “freeze” would be for the period of the negotiation of the autonomy agreement. 
Begin contended that is was for the designated period for negotiation of the peace treaty with Egypt — three months. 
And furthermore, it was not a freeze, only a temporary cessation of building any new settlements.  Strengthening exist-
ing settlements was not prohibited and neither were new military settlements known as NAHALs. Those that had been 
set up in the past were usually converted to civilian settlements in due course. At the end of three months, settlement 
activity began anew and at an accelerating pace. Sol Linowitz told me that he had gone over the record carefully and 
that, indeed, Menachem Begin was correct in his interpretation. Carter and Sadat had not been sufficiently rigorous in 
policing the language used and pinning down the agreement.  

The reality is that Prime Minister Begin never intended the autonomy negotiations to 
lead to anything even remotely looking like a Palestinian state or even real autonomy. 
He was quite candid about his goal for the Palestinians of limited administrative au-
thority for basic housekeeping tasks. We simply chose not to listen.  Or perhaps we did 
not want to listen and thereby rain on the Camp David parade of Sadat and Carter. 

Yosef Burg, head of the National Religious Party, was the leader of the Israeli team and 
while well intentioned, had significant opposition in his own party to any concessions 
in the West Bank. And Ariel Sharon, also on the Israeli team, seemed to have been put 
in place to ensure that progress was not made.  He advocated that we abandon the effort to define what autonomy meant 
and turn instead to deciding the fate of Jerusalem. As he told me, “If we can reach agreement on Jerusalem, then the rest 
will be easy.” He was possibly right, but as we found out in the course of the autonomy negotiations, any time we touched 
on the issue of Jerusalem, there was a crisis. The Israeli objective during these talks, more than anything else, appeared to 
be to keep the Americans reasonably happy, solidify the treaty with Egypt, and give nothing away to the Palestinians.  

The rigidity was by no means all on one side. The Egyptian team had little pressure to make concessions from President 
Sadat, who by this time was far more concerned about ensuring that all the Sinai was returned, than he was about the 
Palestinians.  The interesting thing is that Sadat’s very success, ultimately, in achieving this goal of full return, has made 
it that much harder to find a solution on the Golan or the West Bank and Gaza. 

Hafiz al-Asad, brought close to the brink of an agreement on the Golan with Israel by President Clinton in their sum-
mit of March 2000, balked at having to accept less than Sadat achieved on return of territory. The animosity between 

Walker...
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these men since Sadat’s trip to Jerusalem meant that Asad would lose significant face at home at the possible expense of 
his leadership if he came up with less than full withdrawal from the Golan. There were other reasons for the failure of 
President Clinton’s effort to bring Israel and Syria together, but I am convinced that the real reason Asad balked at the 
end was the fear of looking weak compared to Sadat.

From the inception of Sadat’s trip to Jerusalem through the Camp David Accords, both 
Israel and Egypt had inflated expectations of their peace accord.  Sadat thought that 
the Israelis would take his concerns and interests into account after he had made such 
a bold opening and destroyed Egypt’s leadership position in the Arab world. He was 
wrong.  Israel’s dealings with Lebanon, Hizbullah, and the Palestinians have nothing to 
do with Egypt and never will.  But Israel too had inflated expectations of peace. When 
I was in Cairo in the mid-90s the Israeli Ambassador was constantly frustrated by his 
inability to warm up the relationship.  Israelis had expected that peace would bring ac-
ceptance and normal friendly relations, not the cold peace they got. If there ever had 
been the hope of a warm peace, however, it was refrigerated in the follow up to Camp David and the autonomy experi-
ence, and it was put in the freezer when Israel invaded Lebanon.  

  

Walker...
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Historical Context for the Egyptian-Israeli Treaty

Kenneth W. Stein

Professor Kenneth W. Stein 
teaches Middle Eastern His-
tory and Political Science at 
Emory University. He is the 
author of Heroic Diploma-
cy: Sadat, Kissinger, Cart-
er, Begin and the Quest 
for Arab-Israeli Peace 
(Routledge, 1999); and co-
authored Making Peace 
Among Arabs and Israelis 
Lesson from Fifty Years of 
Negotiating Experience 
(United States Institute of 
Peace, 1991) with Ambas-
sador Samuel W. Lewis. 

President Anwar Sadat was the diplomatic engine that drove Egyptian-Israeli agree-
ments. Without him there likely would not have been an Egyptian-Israeli Treaty and 
subsequent relationship as we have come to know it. Sadat and Menachem Begin 
continuously tested each other’s readiness to negotiate with one another.  Sadat even 
admonished President Jimmy Carter in early October 1977 not to do anything that 
would get in the way of direct negotiations between them. It is fair to say that the Carter 
Administration’s role was important in narrowing differences, in charting procedural 
courses, and in forcing the sides to agree to disagree at the September 1978 Camp David 
summit. However, Sadat emerged as the “Most Valuable Player.”  

Before the October 1973 war, Sadat and Israeli leaders tested each other’s intentions 
about reaching a diplomatic agreement that was much less than a peace treaty. Those 
exchanges produced mutual awareness that there was an intention to reach a non-bel-
ligerency agreement.  In 1976 and 1977, Cairo and Jerusalem continued their private 
exchanges, sometimes through third parties. From the middle of 1977 through the sign-
ing of the treaty in 1979, they picked up the pace of exchanges, engaged in a deeper 
probing of each other’s intentions, and carried out dozens of direct and indirect talks, 
some through Morocco and Romania. They used the Carter Administration as a vehicle 
to exchange ideas. There is no doubt that in the 60 days prior to Sadat’s November 19, 
1977 visit to Jerusalem, Sadat and Begin had established an open and direct channel 
apart from Washington.  

After the Jerusalem visit, the frequency, intensity, and detail of their exchanges grew. 
With and without American presence, direct talks took place between high Egyptian 
and Israeli officials in Washington, Egypt, Israel, and at Camp David. Both sides were 
willing to use American mediators as conduits for offering new or revised ideas to the 
other side, so that whatever concession might be offered would ultimately be granted to 
Washington as mediator, and not embarrassingly to the other side. Along the diplomatic 
path, Sadat sought to protect Egypt’s place in inter-Arab politics by covering himself 
with language that suggested he was not making a separate peace with Israel. And where 
he could, Sadat squeezed Israel for as many concessions for the Palestinians as possible. 
Nevertheless, he did not let the Palestinian cause get in the way of his objective of re-
covering all of the Sinai.  

At major turning points in Egyptian-Israeli negotiations, Sadat’s vision, will, courage, 
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Stein...

and impatience were critical to making agreements happen.  In 1972 and 1973, Sadat, acting through National Security 
Adviser Hafez Ismail, engaged in secret talks with Henry Kissinger. Sadat floated an idea to Israeli Prime Minister Golda 
Meir and Defense Minister Moshe Dayan to have the Israelis withdraw from the Suez Canal with Egyptian police placed 
in Sinai. This was to evolve into a non-belligerency agreement. It never happened. 

No one disagrees that Sadat went to war in October 1973 to regain Egyptian honor, restore a portion of Sinai, and initi-
ate a diplomatic process stewarded by Kissinger. He did that. After the war, Sadat eagerly pushed for the private meet-
ing of Arab and Israeli generals 101 kilometers from Cairo. That meeting resulted in an agreement with maps which 
Kissinger’s negotiating team used as the basis for the first Egypt-Israeli disengagement signed in January 1974. Sadat 
encouraged Kissinger to take control of the diplomatic choreography by going to the very public December 1973 Mid-
dle East peace conference in Geneva. Sadat needed the conference as a fig leaf to communicate to the Arab world that 
he was not moving separately with Israel. But it was an agreement already negotiated; Meir wanted to use the Geneva 
conference to bolster the Israeli public’s support for her Labor Party in the December 1973 parliamentary elections. 

In the late spring of 1975, an impasse developed about how the next Egyptian-Israeli 
agreement would be monitored. President Gerald Ford tells us in his memoir, A Time 
to Heal, that “if that the proposal to station civilian technicians in a Sinai buffer zone 
had come originally from Sadat, they [the Israelis] might have rejected it out of hand; 
…if Sadat’s proposal could be perceived as an American — or even better, an Israeli 
— plan, it would have a far greater chance of acceptance. In order to retain ‘face’ in the 
Arab world, Sadat would have to deny that he had offered any peace plan to the Israe-
lis.” Ultimately this idea was the key to making the second disengagement agreement 
operative. 

In 1976, Sadat broached the idea of a treaty or an agreement with then Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin. Accord-
ing to Abrasha Tamir, head of Strategic Planning in the Israel Defense Force, Rabin had the copies of treaties in hand, 
but said “no thank you” to Sadat. In early 1977, Rabin and Begin remained eager to reach another agreement. Recalled 
Shlomo Avineri, the Director General of the Israeli Foreign Minister’s office, the Romanian government wanted Rabin 
to come on a visit; there was a message from Sadat. Rabin turned down the invitation. What is certain is that Rabin 
mentioned the notion of a treaty with Egypt to Carter in their private discussions during Rabin’s otherwise “dreadful” 
March 1977 visit with the latter. According to Israel’s number two diplomat in Washington at the time, Hanan Bar-On, 
Rabin told Carter that “the next step [with Egypt] is a ‘treaty’ between us.” In his first meeting with Carter in April 1977, 
Sadat said — as Carter told me in an interview — that he would “if necessary sign a treaty with Israel.” In a July 17, 1977 
al-Ahram interview, Sadat also said that he would sign a treaty with Israel. Coincidently, the interview was published 
the day that Menachem Begin landed in Washington for his first meeting with Carter. Sadat also addressed the issue of 
a treaty with Israel at a meeting of the Arab Socialist Union. A month later, when US Secretary of State Cyrus Vance was 
traveling through the region, Sadat asked him to obtain draft treaties from the Israelis. According to William Quandt, 

Sadat went to war 
in October 1973 
to regain Egyptian 
honor, restore a 
portion of Sinai, 
and initiate a diplo-
matic process stew-
arded by Kissinger.



15The Middle East Institute Viewpoints: The Legacy of Camp David • www.mei.edu

Stein...

the assistant to the National Security Adviser for the Middle East, who was traveling with Vance, Sadat told Vance: “col-
lect them and you ‘stitch’ them together.” And in September, Egyptian Deputy Minister Hassan Tuhami and Dayan met 
in Morocco, preceded by secret meetings between other national security officials from both countries.
   
And so it progressed, while the Carter Administration was consumed with convening an international Middle East con-
ference, focused on bringing the Soviet Union into the diplomatic process as a co-convenor of a conference that neither 
Sadat nor Begin really wanted.  Sadat and Begin sought each other out. It had taken more than four years of Sadat’s 
probing and Israeli willingness to take a chance that eventuated in his visit to Jerusalem and all that transpired in 1978 
and 1979 to reach the historic treaty.

The treaty cleared the path for Palestinian-Israeli mutual recognition and for the 1994 
Jordanian-Israeli Treaty. It created a diplomatic category whereby Arab states could 
recognize Israel’s existence and physical presence but not yet fully accept the political 
legitimacy of a Jewish state. Like no other diplomatic document in the Middle East in 
the 20th century, the Egyptian-Israeli treaty demonstrated that local national objectives 
and not foreign powers can transform regional politics and international relations. 

Critical lessons are to be learned from the Egyptian-Israeli negotiating experience. 
First, local leaders and their people must be ready for an agreement. Leaders must 
demonstrate courage and will, and clearly articulate the defense of national interests. 
Exclusive of the first two axioms, no amount of external cajoling will create a durable 
agreement; it is the parties who have to shape their agreement. Fourth, outside parties can assist respective sides cross 
the negotiating finish line, but not pre-empt or dominate the details negotiated. Fifth, it is only an agreement or series 
of understandings arrived at between the parties, and most likely through protracted pre-negotiations, that will make 
a durable agreement possible.  And sixth, the same national interests that made an agreement possible can be bolstered 
by outside powers with monitoring, financial assistance, and a means to adjudicate disputes.

Like no other dip-
lomatic document 
in the Middle East 
in the 20th century, 
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Egypt’s Role, 30 Years after Peace with Israel

Shibley Telhami

Shibley Telhami is Anwar 
Sadat Professor for Peace 
and Development at the 
University of Maryland and 
Non-Resident Senior Fellow 
at the Bookings Institution. 
Among his publications is 
Power and Leadership in 
International Bargaining: 
The path to the Camp Da-
vid Accords.

When Anwar Sadat waged peace with Israel 30 years ago, Egypt’s position in the Arab 
world had already declined despite its surprisingly effective performance in the 1973 
war, or maybe because of it. The spike in oil prices that came after the war transformed 
the economic distribution of power, turning Egypt — by far the largest Arab state — 
into the fourth ranked economic power in the Arab world. Egypt needed to rebuild its 
military following the war, which required half of its budget and made it more depen-
dent for economic support on the very countries that it historically had sought to lead. 
These circumstances were certainly factored into Sadat’s calculations. But there was an-
other strategically significant factor behind Egypt’s move to liberate the Sinai Peninsula 
and to reconfigure the regional picture in its favor: the role of the United States.

Sadat believed that “99% of the cards” were in held by the United States, which had the 
upper hand globally and regionally and was the only country in a position to influence 
Israel. In the context of the Cold War, he believed that Egypt was in a good position to 
compete strategically with Israel as the key American ally in the region. At Camp Da-
vid, both Sadat and Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin arrived with the primary 
mission of leaving the summit with improved relations with the United States at the 
expense of the other — even more than reaching an agreement with each other. 

While the thought of a serious Egyptian-Israeli competition for alliance with the United 
States seems odd in 2009, the picture looked different in 1978. Former Defense Minister 
Ezer Weizman expressed his concerns this way: “My objections to excessive American 
involvement in the negotiations with Egypt stemmed from a simple consideration: I 
foresaw that US interests lay closer to Egypt’s than to ours, so that it would not be long 
before Israeli negotiators would have to cope with the dual confrontation as they faced 
a Washington/Cairo axis.” In the end, President Jimmy Carter was able to use this com-
petition to help clinch a deal. 

The most important accomplishments for Egypt have been to regain the Sinai and to 
maintain a state of peace. In contrast to the 30 years preceding the Camp David Ac-
cords, during which Egypt fought four major wars, the period since has been marked 
by relative peace and stability, despite major regional and global upheavals. Although 
Egypt was isolated in the Arab world immediately after the Accords, it slowly regained 
its influence — in large part owing to the disastrous policies of Saddam Husayn toward 
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Iran and Kuwait. And the relationship with the United States has remained relatively strong, despite short-term ten-
sions, with Egypt receiving significant American economic and military aid and the United States receiving important 
military and political cooperation. But at another level, Egypt’s relative regional and global position has eroded.

To begin with, the thought that Egypt can compete with Israel has been fully discarded since the end of the Cold War, 
with many Egyptians concerned that the relationship with the US has become primarily a function of the relationship 
with Israel. Although many in the American military and intelligence establishments have continued to value the role 
that Egypt plays in America’s Middle East policy, this view has been less prevalent in Congress and the American me-
dia.

Regionally, Egypt has remained an important player, but is far from playing the leader-
ship role to which it aspired. In part, the decline of Iraq — a powerful Arab state that 
had aspired to compete for Arab leadership and had taken the lead in securing Arab 
opposition to Egypt following the Camp David Accords — created a vacuum of power 
in the Arab world that inevitably raised the relative importance of Cairo. Egypt will 
always be an influential Arab state. But even in the absence of Iraqi competitive power, 
smaller regional players have been visibly influential on issues of the day. In addition 
to Saudi Arabia, which has by far the largest Arab economy and the influence that goes 
with it, Syria, and even small but rich Qatar have demonstrated the ability to influence 
regional politics and Arab public opinion.

But the most striking aspect of the regional distribution of power is the relative decline of Arab state power and influ-
ence — even with the Arab public. The rise of Iranian power and the growing engagement of Turkey in Arab affairs 
after the 2003 Iraq war have been increasingly visible. For Egypt, this has been both a challenge and an opportunity. The 
challenge was demonstrated particularly in the 2006 Israeli-Lebanese war and the 2008-2009 Gaza war. 

Historically, Egypt’s Arab leadership was driven by its political and military advantages, especially with regard to the 
Arab-Israeli conflict, which has been the prism through which most Arabs view the world. Prior to the 1979 peace 
treaty, Egypt was the only state with a powerful enough military to successfully fight Israel. During the era of peacemak-
ing in the 1990s, Egypt played a central role, mostly because Cairo could argue that its influence with the United States 
and Israel could help the Arabs, especially the Palestinians, by delivering Arab-Israeli peace. So long as progress seemed 
pos sible, Egypt was seen as important.

Since the collapse of the Israeli-Palestinian negotiations in 2000, however, it has been clear that Arab leverage broadly, 
and Egyptian leverage in particular, has not been able to deliver. The wars in Lebanon and Gaza highlighted the frustra-
tion of the public, as well as elites, with the limited clout that Arabs could bring to bear either politically or militarily. 
The most striking example of these consequences have been the ascendance of Turkey and its Prime Minister, Recep 
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Tayyip Erdogan, in Arab public eyes as well as the increasing influence of Iran, which has backed Hizbullah in Lebanon 
and Hamas in Gaza. There was particular anger with Egypt for its perceived hostility to Hamas, which has become 
popular across the region, for its inability to stop the fighting early and for its perceived reluctance to open the Gaza-
Egypt border.

These challenges also have again brought the Palestinian issue close to home with Egyp-
tian concerns that the absence of Palestinian-Israeli peace will push Gaza on Egypt’s 
lap with far-reaching consequences, including for Egyptian domestic politics. These 
challenges have propelled Egypt into a new diplomatic role to address the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict, at a time when the new Obama Administration in the United States has 
signaled greater interest in Middle East diplomacy. Egypt also sees an opportunity in 
the broader Arab decline and the rise of non-Arab states, Turkey and Iran; the Egyptian 
discourse is heavily focused on the perceived Iranian threat and even includes emerg-
ing expressions of concern about “Ottoman ambitions.” 

But in the end, the regional assessment will be made on objective instruments of in-
fluence and on what is delivered. As Egypt approaches the post-Mubarak transition, 
Egyptian elites are uneasy about where Egypt is today — apart from its domestic politi-
cal and economic challenges. Egypt’s regional influence will remain tied to what hap-
pens on the Israeli-Palestinian front, where the two-state solution — the basis of policy since Camp David — is near 
the end of the road. What happens on that front will inevitably be central to the triangular Egyptian-Israeli-American 
relationship that resulted from the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty 30 years ago.
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The Camp David Accords contain five built-in problems in its section on the Palestin-
ians. 

First, the Accords did not specify how to move from five-year interim autonomy for the 
Palestinians to final status. Hence Israel saw the interim stage as applying for a long pe-
riod while Egypt assumed that in five years autonomy would unavoidably develop into 
independent statehood for the Palestinians. 

Second, Israel agreed to suspend its demand to annex de jure 1967 Occupied West Bank 
and Gaza Strip, but did not commit itself not to annex de facto these areas through the 
building of settlements. 

Third, Arab East Jerusalem was excluded from the suggested autonomy despite its cen-
tral status for Palestinians and Muslims. Following the signing of Camp David Accords, 
Israel expanded its settlements in and around the city in order to tighten its annexation. 
Israel respected freedom of worship in the Old City holy sites and argued that having 
done so, it had fulfilled its Camp David obligations with regard to Jerusalem. 

Fourth, the Camp David Accords acknowledged the Palestinians as a people and the 
legitimacy of their claims but not the Palestinians’ right to self-determination in an 
independent state or the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) as their legitimate 
leadership and representative. 

Fifth, the accord formulated the complete Israeli withdrawal from Egyptian, but not from 
Palestinian, territory occupied in 1967. The latter was left open. The Camp David agree-
ment created a precedent vis-à-vis Egypt, but said that the settlement with the Palestinians 
would be different. Nowhere in the Camp David Accords does it state that United Nations 
Security Council Resolution 242 applies also to the occupied Palestinian territories.

Due to these problems, Israelis and Palestinians who played key roles in achieving the Oslo 
Agreement do not share the same view on the impact of Camp David on their product.

FIVE PERCEPTIONS ON THE ROLE OF CAMP DAVID 1979 IN OSLO 1993 

In their memoirs, those actors express four different attitudes: total disregard; rejec-
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tion of Camp David as having been irrelevant; acknowledgment of selective use of Camp David; and the view that the 
origins of the Oslo agreements are in Camp David. The fifth approach is that of an American actor, then-NSC staffer 
William Quandt, in Camp David. According to his analysis, there is a deep contradiction between the two documents. 

Total disregard of the impact of President Anwar Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem and the Camp David Accords on the Oslo 
agreement is the approach of Yossi Beilin and Uri Savir (both of whom were Israeli negotiators) and Mamduh Naufa (a 
member of the Palestinian Oslo negotiation steering committee).

Rejection of Camp David as irrelevant is the approach taken by Mahmud ‘Abbas (Abu 
Mazen, Palestinian negotiator) and Hanan ‘Ashrawi (PLO negotiation team member 
to the 1991 Madrid peace conference and follow-on talks in Washington). Both write 
about meetings with senior Egyptian officials to inform them regarding the negotiation 
with Israel. ‘Abbas and ‘Ashrawi argue that the Camp David agreements regarding the 
Palestinian issue was made along the lines of an American concept and method which 
the Palestinian leadership rejected.

Selective use is Abu ‘Ala’s (a Palestinian negotiator) approach to the Camp David Ac-
cords. According to him, the Egyptian-Israeli peace process affected the Palestinian track in three ways. First, in terms of 
substance Abu ‘Ala took up the Israeli proposal in Camp David to withdraw only from the Gaza Strip. Second, in terms 
of participants, the Israeli lawyer Singer, who had taken part in Camp David, also took part in Oslo. Third, in terms of 
structure, Camp David and Oslo followed a gradual approach, which originally had been suggested by the American 
administration after the 1973 war. 

The view that the origins of Oslo agreements are in Camp David is held by Yair Hirschfield (an Israeli negotiator). Accord-
ing to Hirschfield, Oslo negotiators copied parts of the Camp David Accords, which they pasted into the Oslo Accord. 
The fifth approach, however, is that of William Quandt (participant in Camp David as a US National Security Council 
staff member). Quandt’s view is just the opposite of Hirschfield’s. He finds two fundamental differences between Camp 
David and Oslo. First, Egyptian President Anwar Sadat and Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin in Camp David 
were strong leaders, while Ehud Barak and Yasir ‘Arafat in Oslo could not hold their coalitions together. Second, in 
Camp David in 1978, President Jimmy Carter put pressure on both sides regarding substantive matters, whereas only on 
a few occasions did President Bill Clinton in Camp David 2000 express his views on the substance of the Accords. When 
Clinton did so, he was closer to the Israeli side than to that of the Palestinians. Clinton did not adopt his predecessor’s 
lesson that without putting pressure on Israel, no agreement is achievable.

SUMMARY

The question of who is wrong and who is right in the debate on the impact of Sadat’s peace initiative on the Palestin-
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ian track is less interesting than the question of what shapes the above mentioned writers’ selective memories. Three 
out of the five attitudes above are understandable. The differences between the two cases justify minimizing the impact 
of Camp David on Oslo or utterly disregarding it. The two opposing views — that of Hirschfield saying that Oslo was 
patterned on Camp David and Quandt arguing that Oslo was fundamentally different from Camp David — call for 
explanation. It seems that Hirschfield wants to empower the Oslo agreement with the successful Camp David model, 
while Quandt aims to disassociate Camp David from the failed Oslo experience. 

We appreciate Sadat’s trip to Jerusalem to a great degree because it brought peace be-
tween Israel and Egypt, not because of the Palestinian chapter in the Camp David Ac-
cords. This chapter offered one more interim agreement between Israelis and Palestin-
ians that has failed to produce peace. Presumably, when Israel and Palestine, and Israel 
and Syria, end their conflicts with peace agreements, we will acknowledge the impact 
of Sadat’s journey to Jerusalem on these future agreements.                   
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After diplomatic analysis, one might reach the conclusion that Israel had struck a 
bad bargain when it returned to Egypt a territory four times its size in return for what 
is commonly referred to as a “cold peace.” However, peace per se has no temperature; it 
is neither cold nor warm. It either exists or it does not. Relations may be cold or warm, 
intimate or shaky, but peace is an essential prerequisite for any kind of relationship to 
develop. Without a doubt, Israel and Egypt have been at peace for the last 30 years. Peace 
has withstood major difficulties, surmounted numerous obstacles, and has proven its 
durability. One can say forcefully that the relationship between Israel and Egypt stands 
on its own two feet, independent from the overall context of the Arab-Israeli conflict. 
In the foreseeable future, a major upheaval in this relationship is unlikely to occur. The 
possibility that the wheels of history may turn backwards and return us to the military 
confrontations of the past is remote. 

Peace is a strategic choice — and not merely a tactical one — made consciously by both 
Egypt and Israel. Neither the wars in Lebanon nor the many years of civil uprising in 
the Palestinian Territories (the Intifadas) have succeeded in opening breaches in the 
structure of peace. The verbal and diplomatic clashes and the violent incidents over the 
years did not weaken the determination of both countries to avoid being dragged back 
to military confrontation. Peace, like war, has its own dynamics — the more years that 
go by, the stronger it becomes and, in tandem, relations between the parties to peace 
also deepen and evolve. Gradually, both countries become more careful not to cutoff 
the bridges of communication between them or resort to extreme steps that might im-
peril the mutual gains they derive from the peace in terms of political, financial, and 
economic returns.

True, relations between the two countries did not develop at the desired pace and are, 
most of the time, icily cold. Cold winds are constantly blowing from Cairo, and the 
Egyptian authorities are hampering normalization as a matter of deliberate policy. Hei-
nous public attacks on the Israeli leadership continue, the anti-Semitic and anti-Israeli 
campaigns in the press do not stop even for a single day, and Egypt persists in spear-
heading anti-Israeli moves in the international arena. Furthermore, Egypt opens new 
fronts of contention with Israel, and continues to depict it as its number one enemy!  
The pendulum of relations between the two countries continues to swing from cold 
to warm and vice versa. Divergences, even on minor points, or stalemate in the peace 
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process, bring about a revival of attacks and a large portion of peevishness. 

Nevertheless, one should not ignore the ground level of relations that Egypt has allowed to flourish for the last 30 years: 
embassies and open channels of communication; oil and gas supplies; free passage in the Suez Canal; open borders; 
tourism (at least in one direction); regular connections by land, sea, and air; a tenuous flow of commercial and cultural 
exchanges; assiduous enforcement of all military commitments, etc. This is certainly a great asset for the present and a 
good springboard for the future.

However, we should not ignore the facts of life or take wishful thinking for reality. Egypt is, first and foremost, an Arab 
country that strives, understandably and legitimately, to foster Arab interests as long as they do not collide with its own 
national interests. Egypt is not, and cannot be, an impartial intermediary or an “honest broker.” Egypt was and remains 
a party to the conflict and, no doubt, strives to obtain the best deal for the Arabs (and for itself) around the negotiating 
table, though not, as in the past, on the battlefield. Clearly, Egypt wants to widen and strengthen peace in the region, 
and is working to achieve this goal. Yet Egypt does not view the foundations of peace through Israeli eyes. It has an al-
together different outlook and its own agenda and set of prerogatives. It does not wish to share hegemony in the region 
with Israel, and is not ready to allow the latter’s integration as an equal partner. Egypt does not conceal its goal to reduce 
Israel to its “natural size,” and implements a concerted policy to forestall what it defines as Israeli economic, cultural, and 
political infiltration into Egypt and other Arab countries. It has set in place a sophisticated defense system to prevent 
this from occurring, and volunteers to teach its Arab brethren how “to put a brake to Israel’s appetite” and limit relations 
with Israel to a bare minimum. 

In spite of being understandably frustrated by these practices, Israel should not be de-
terred from persevering on the path of peace. Peace with Egypt is the cornerstone for 
building a Middle East where Israel will coexist with its neighbors without fear of sud-
denly being attacked and pushed into the sea. I do not rule out that, with time, the 
dynamics of peace will bring about a more open relationship between Israel and its 
neighbors, based upon reciprocal dignity and mutual interests. However, at the pres-
ent stage, and for many years to come, this possibility remains a beautiful dream and a 
worthy (but remote) target. 

The return of the Arab League to Cairo in 1991 marked not only Egypt’s rehabilitation from the stigma of betrayal but 
also the vindication of its long-term strategy and tactical moves, making it a valid partner in bringing a comprehensive 
peace to the region. Israel can and should seek Egypt’s help, but should not rely on its goodwill and impartiality as if the 
two countries were on the same side of the divide. As I have pointed out, Egypt cannot be an honest broker, but certainly 
can contribute to help clarify Arab positions, foster mutual flexibility, and promote reciprocal understanding. It would 
be a mistake to neutralize Egypt from the peace process, but in the same way it would be a mistake to put Egypt at the 
center of the process, and thereby become the ultimate arbitrator. 
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The relations between Egypt and Israel have crystallized into a very unique pattern: a one-sided rivalry reaching a 
zero-sum situation on the part of Egypt, a kind of one-sided cold war. The assumption that Israel can establish a close 
cooperation (a kind of collusion) and coordinate positions with Egypt has not been — and is unlikely to be — sustained 
in reality. 

Though peace is strong, the million dollar question is: What will happen when President Husni Mubarak, or his im-
mediate successor, leaves the stage? Will peace continue to prevail or collapse? Will relations improve or deteriorate to 
total paralysis? Will the Middle East witness a new set of Egyptian-Israeli wars? 

The answer to these questions depends on who comes after Mubarak. As long as the 
regime remains an emanation of the military establishment, as it has been since Nasir’s 
revolution, Egyptian policies towards Israel will remain within the present parameters. 
However, we cannot exclude a fundamentalist takeover, as occurred in Iran. In this 
case, the situation would be totally different, bringing with it the direst of possibilities 
— though logic and good sense say that governments act as a function of their supreme 
interests which, in the case of Egypt, favors the continuation of peace with Israel. Un-
fortunately, conciliation and religious extremism do not, and cannot by definition, go 
hand in hand. Clearly, it is impossible to work out halfway solutions or sensible com-
promises with religious fanatics absolutely convinced that the only and ultimate truth 
rests with them. One should hope and pray that moderation will prevail over extremism, and that the leaders of tomor-
row will have the wisdom to take a long-term view of their strategic interests and the courage displayed by those who 
brought about the Egyptian-Israeli peace 30 years ago and maintained it despite all difficulties.
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I think that I was “present at the creation” of the current Egypt-Israel-United States 
triangular relationship. In October 1973 I was serving on the National Security Coun-
cil staff.  Egypt and Syria had just launched a surprise attack on Israel. My boss, Henry 
Kissinger, was furious and seemed convinced that Egypt’s President Anwar Sadat was 
crazy. President Richard Nixon was nowhere in sight, listening to his tapes in Florida, 
hoping to find some way out of the Watergate morass. On about day two of the war, 
Sadat sent a back channel message via the CIA to Nixon and Kissinger. In it, he ex-
plained why he had gone to war, but he went on to say that when the war was over he 
was counting on the United States to help solve the Arab-Israeli conflict once and for all.  
Kissinger had never met Sadat, but he was sufficiently intrigued with this signal that he 
worked hard over the ensuing weeks to ensure that the crisis ended without a devastat-
ing defeat of Egypt by the more powerful Israeli armed forces.

From his first meeting with Sadat in November 1973, Kissinger concluded that Sadat 
was someone with whom he could work. Thus began an intense period of US-led diplo-
macy that eventually resulted in the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty of spring 1979.  Along 
the way, it had become clear to Sadat that the kind of relationship that he wanted with 
the United States — military and economic aid, plus a “special relationship” akin to the 
US-Israel relationship — was only possible if he made peace with Israel. In short, the 
Egypt-Israel relationship, for Sadat, was a means to a larger end: a strategic realignment 
with the world’s strongest power.

I was also present at the Camp David Summit in September 1978 when Sadat just about 
gave up on the idea of peace with Israel. He decided to leave in order to show his frus-
tration with Israeli negotiating tactics. President Jimmy Carter went to see him and 
told him that he simply could not leave. If he did, he would not only lose the President’s 
friendship, but also the US-Egyptian relationship as a whole would come to an end.  Sa-
dat said something like: “Then I have no choice, do I?” In his mind, the goal of securing 
the new relationship with the US was central; peace with Israel, even largely on Begin’s 
terms, was the price he would have to pay.

Not surprisingly, the Egypt-Israel relationship never really warmed up. Egypt was still 
too much a part of its surrounding Arab and Islamic environment to feel entirely at ease 
dealing with Israel in a friendly manner while Israel still occupied the West Bank, Gaza, 
and the Golan Heights, to say nothing of intervening in Lebanon. The remarkable fact 
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is that the Egypt-Israel relationship has stood the test of time as well as it has, not that it remains a “cold peace.” Were 
it simply a matter of Egyptian public opinion, diplomatic relations would probably have been severed long ago. But 
Egypt’s leaders have understood that any such act would end the American aid they have come to value.

Once, during the George H.W. Bush Administration, on the eve of Saddam’s invasion of 
Kuwait in August 1990, US-Egyptian relations came close to reaching a breaking point. 
Much of the early aid given to Egypt had taken the form of credits, and Egypt was now 
at the point when its repayments on those loans to the United States would exceed the 
amount of new aid it would be receiving. If Egypt were to default on its debt payments, 
Congress would be obliged to suspend all future aid. This situation was politically and 
economically untenable for the regime of Husni Mubarak. Bush and his able Secretary 
of State, James Baker, understood this, but they needed a convincing rationale to per-
suade Congress to agree to debt relief for Egypt. Saddam’s invasion of Kuwait provided 
the pretext. Mubarak condemned the invasion and shortly thereafter agreed to join the 
anti-Iraq military coalition that expelled Saddam’s troops from Kuwait.  In return, $7 
billion of military debt was written off the books by the United States, and all subse-
quent aid has taken the form of grants.

During one of my frequent visits to Egypt, an Egyptian colleague asked me an inter-
esting question. He said that the Egyptian-Soviet relationship had started with high 
hopes in the mid-1950s, but had ended with mutual recriminations some 20 years later. 
Wasn’t it likely, he asked, that the same thing would happen in the US-Egyptian rela-
tionship? Not necessarily, I replied. Part of Egypt’s frustration with the Soviets was that 
their aid did not really help Egypt achieve its national goals vis a vis Israel. In 1956, 
1967, and even in 1973, Russian arms in Egyptian hands performed poorly against the Israelis. By contrast, American 
diplomacy had been able to get Israel to return all of Sinai. True, the other aspects of the Arab-Israeli conflict were unre-
solved, but Egypt’s narrow national interest had been successfully upheld with US support, and any prospect of further 
moves toward Arab-Israeli peace would still require US help. So, Egypt would have an ongoing interest in maintaining 
its relationship with Washington, even if there were bound to be points of tension and disappointment. Up until now, 
that has proven to be true.

I do still worry, however, about the quality of both the Egypt-Israel peace and the US-Egyptian relationship in a Middle 
East that is in turmoil, with US prestige at an all-time low, with the Palestine crisis at a boil, and with Islamist political 
movements gaining ground. Perhaps President Barack Obama will be able to reverse some of these threatening trends. 
Certainly many in Egypt welcomed his arrival in the White House.  But unless he can quickly show a new face of Ameri-
can policy in the Middle East, many in Egypt and elsewhere will be frustrated and angry. Despite 30 years of a robust 
Egypt-Israel-US triangle, this is no time to be complacent.
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In a subtle argument on the role of national interest in foreign aid, Robert Keohane 
asserted that there exists a “grand bargain” in US foreign assistance, by which tangible 
benefits are traded for intangible and deferred benefits in what may be termed as “gen-
eralized reciprocity.”1 

This grand bargain has engaged the US, Egypt, and Israel in a triangular relationship 
since, or rather by virtue of, the Camp David peace agreement and the massive aid 
package that followed. Since the peace accords in 1979, Egypt has become the most 
important US ally in the Arab world. Since that time, Egypt has been the second largest 
recipient of American economic and military assis tance — Israel being the first. From 
the late 1970s until the late 80s, Egypt and Israel received almost 50% of total US eco-
nomic assistance.2 Egypt alone received annual Economic Support Funds (ESF)3 that 
amounted to more than Asia and the Near East combined, Israel excluded.4

The underlying rationale was that in order to maintain long-term peace, both Egypt and 
Israel should reap the economic benefits of peace.5 This peace dividend hypothesis has 
been the overarching driver of US economic assistance to Egypt. 

A set of subsequent corollaries defined the US strategic objectives of economic assis-
tance to Egypt: to foster economic and social development within Egypt and thereby to 
create the preconditions for a permanent peace;  to foster a process of reconciliation and 
peace in the region through demonstration effect; and to contain Islamic fundamental-
ist and radical ideologies and promote moderation.6

AID FOR PEACE

US bilateral assistance to Egypt materialized into an exceedingly complex aid relation-
1. Robert Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), p.131.
2. Robert F. Zimmerman, Dollars, Diplomacy, and Dependency: Dilemmas of U.S. Economic 
Aid,(Boulder: Lynne Reinner Publishers, 1993), p. 4.
3. The ESF is classified as a development fund “to advance US foreign policy objectives.” 
Yuval Levin, “American Aid, a Tragedy of Good Intentions,” http://www.iasps.or/start11/
strategic11.pdf. 
4. Zimmerman, Dollars, Diplomacy, and Dependency, p. 4.
5. Zimmerman, Dollars, Diplomacy, and Dependency, p. 83.
6. Zimmerman, Dollars, Diplomacy, and Dependency, p. 83.
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ship.7 Egypt also has one of the largest US Agency for International Development (USAID) field missions in the world. 

Despite the intensity and continuity of aid flows to Egypt since the Camp David accords, US economic assistance to 
Egypt is hardly visible to the public. USAID, which manages and disburses almost 40% of the total amount of foreign 
aid to Egypt, has always maintained a low profile in claiming credit for such massive transfers. This could be attributed 
to the aid bureaucracy’s self-definition of developmentalism and of being motivated by a set of concerns different from 
those of the State Department,8 but could also be a conscious endeavor — on all sides of the relationship — to disas-
sociate aid from the ups and downs of the Arab-Israeli conflict. However, this has created a chronic visibility problem 
for American aid to Egypt, which was tolerated or downplayed until September 11, 2001.

Nevertheless, American economic aid and USAID have always attracted considerable 
criticism on political and economic grounds. A recurrent criticism voiced in the Egyp-
tian media has been that of the project-bound nature of aid to Egypt, as opposed to the 
“no strings attached” policy towards Israel. Not infrequently, aid politics were depicted 
as serving US political and economic interests, creating food dependency and having 
no impact or a negative impact on Egyptian development or well-being.

Besides the scant public awareness or appreciation of aid, the favorability of the US has 
been in sharp decline in Egypt, which begs the question, how can the second largest 
recipient of American aid become so anti-American?9 The response to this question is 
very complex. Part of it lies outside the realm of aid policies, in the field of American 
foreign policy. However, the pattern and policies of American aid to Egypt has arguably 
contributed to this state of affairs. 

Whereas the objective has always been to maintain peace and development, or peace via development, priorities and ac-
tivities of the AID mission to Egypt have evolved in four overlapping phases: the infrastructure phase, the public policy 
reform phase, the economic growth and structural adjustment phase, and the economic liberalization phase.

A common characteristic has persisted throughout these phases, namely prioritizing infrastructure and economic re-
form policies. Infrastructure projects alone consumed almost $6 billion since 1975 including electricity, telecommuni-
cations, waste water, and drinking water programs, the last consuming almost half of the total allocations.

7. Zimmerman, Dollars, Diplomacy, and Dependency, p. 83.
8. Vernon W. Ruttan, United States Development Assistance Policy, The Domestic Politics of Foreign Economic Aid (Balti-
more: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996), p. 12.
9. “Changing Minds Winning Peace a New Strategic Direction for US Public Diplomacy in the Arab & Muslim world,” Oc-
tober 1, 2003, http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/24882.pdf. The document noted that in Egypt — the second 
largest recipient of USAID — favorability of the US did not exceed 6% in 2002, whereas gratitude for Japan for contributing 
the Egyptian Opera House was much higher.
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More importantly, the main stakeholders of aid activities have, until the end of the 1990s, included the government, the 
private sector, and service-oriented non-governmental organizations (NGOs). Support to civil society was targeted to 
service and welfare organizations, while support to advocacy groups was out of the question.10 In other words, aid poli-
cies were designed in a fashion which failed to build up a solid constituency among the public, through participatory 
development projects or broad engagement of civil society, either towards consolidating bilateral relations or towards 
peace and moderation. In this context, the politics of aid saw fit to ignore or tolerate the inconsistency between public 
attitudes towards the US and Israel on one hand, and government attitudes on the other, giving primacy to the latter. 

Post-September 11th revisions to American foreign policy and aid policies reflected a 
shift in mindset on aid to allies from peace through development to democratic peace. 
The main changes in aid policy towards Egypt manifested in a readiness to further 
engage nongovernmental stakeholders and an effort to push forward a political reform 
agenda while minding the publicity issue through a conscious branding policy adopted 
by the USAID field mission in Cairo.

Moreover, the association of aid with relations to Israel became more visible. Israel started to figure explicitly in the 
aid relations in a manner of conditionality rather than building up a constituency for peace. This especially has been 
the case in withholding $200 million in military funds for Egypt upon alleged accusations of weapon-smuggling from 
Egypt to Gaza.

The visibility of aid and the underlying Israeli factor came at a time when the image of the US as an even-handed broker 
in the Middle East was hitting a low point, and Arab-Israeli relations were experiencing major crises, e.g. the war on 
Lebanon in the summer of 2006 and the December 2008 military assault on Gaza. Hence, the new policies again failed 
to gain public sympathy or build up a constituency for peace. 

FAILING MODERATION

Thirty years on, the Egyptian-Israeli peace has held. Cold, half-hearted, or incomplete, sustaining peace could be argued 
to be one of the main advantages of US economic assistance. Egypt has also been, as expected, a role model for a lim-
ited number of Arab countries. However, Egyptian leadership by example is losing moral ground with the absence of 
a meaningful process for peace and the rise of radicalism, especially in light of the recent surge in Palestinian civilian 
suffering. Judged by its objectives, the strategy of paying for peace has failed to build momentum for moderation and 
peace and curbing radicalism, which is the ultimate guarantor of genuine, lasting, and comprehensive peace. 
  

10. Egypt, USAID Activity Data Sheet 2000, http://www.usaid.gov.eg.
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The signing of the Israel-Egypt peace treaty in Washington, DC in March 1979 was 
a dramatic and especially significant development in the history of the Middle East. 
The agreement improved Israel’s strategic standing in the region and fundamentally 
changed the strategic balance between Israel and its Arab neighbors.

Many Israelis today wonder about the fruits of the Israeli-Egyptian peace and the ab-
sence of any warm bilateral relations between the two countries. Others complain about 
regional threats and dangers confronting their country. They tend to forget or ignore 
the situation in which Israel found itself on the eve of the peace agreement, and they 
certainly tend to repress the fact that until Egyptian President Anwar Sadat’s historic 
visit to Jerusalem in November 1977, Egypt was considered to be Israel’s main enemy 
and even an existential threat. Thus, the signing of the peace treaty with Egypt removed 
a heavy cloud that had cast a shadow over Israel since the founding of the state in May 
1948. 

Still, Israelis have reason to be disappointed with the results of the 1979 peace treaty. 
Contrary to the hopes of many Israelis, the agreement did not lead to the end of the 
Arab-Israel conflict, or even to any breakthrough in Israel’s relations with the surround-
ing Arab world. In this sense, there is a certain degree of validity to the claim made by 
Damascus every now and then that without Egypt, an all-out regional war is unlikely 
— but without Syria it will not be possible to achieve an overall stable and enduring 
peace.

On the eve of the signing of the Israeli-Egyptian Peace Treaty, the predominant view in 
Israel was that Egypt played a central role in the Arab world. From this there emerged 
the expectation that Egypt would play a leading role among the Arabs in promoting 
peace, as in the past it had promoted confrontation and war with Israel. This Israeli 
viewpoint was anchored, of course, in memories of Egyptian President Gamal ‘Abd al-
Nasir, who was perceived in the 1950s and 1960s as the leader of not only the Egyptians, 
but also the Arabs, and certainly as the key figure in influencing Arab public opinion 
and the Arab “street” in general, even in those Arab states known to be opponents of 
Egypt.

However, it quickly became clear to many Israelis that Anwar Sadat’s peace initiative 
and the resulting signing of the peace agreement with Israel were, perhaps more than 
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anything else, expressions of Egypt becoming absorbed in itself and its own domestic problems. This self-absorption, 
the result of the country’s growing social and economic difficulties, naturally led to Egypt’s losing its centrality in the 
Arab world and having its political weight in the region reduced. Indeed, to this day many Egyptians argue that Nasir’s 
obsession with playing a leading regional role is what brought Egypt all its difficulties and troubles. 

For the most part Israel ignored this aspect of the Egyptian move toward peace, just as it ignored the price Egypt had 
to pay for signing the peace agreement, namely, isolation in the Arab world. To be sure, Egypt gradually found its way 
back into the Arab consensus, but it did not succeed in regaining the leading position it had once held. Furthermore, the 
Arab world of the 1980s, 1990s, and even the 2000s, is a much different one than that of the 1950s and 1960s. The later 
years have witnessed a much more divided and weak Arab world with no center of gravity. Each Arab state has found 
itself on its own.

During the 1990s and afterwards, there were numerous illustrations of Egypt’s dimin-
ished status in the Arab world. If Egypt played any role at all in the efforts to advance 
the negotiations between Israel and its Arab neighbors in the 1990s, it was only a mar-
ginal one. Egypt took no part in the preliminary work that was necessary in order to 
convene the Madrid Conference and set in motion a new Arab-Israel peace process 
under American sponsorship. The Oslo Agreement between Israel and the Palestine 
Liberation Organization (PLO) was signed behind Egypt’s back, as was the peace agree-
ment between Israel and Jordan, which angered the Egyptians, who thought Jordan 
would reap the fruits of peace at Egypt’s expense. Finally, Syria refused to allow Egypt 
to take part in its peace talks with Israel. 

Matters reached a new low in 2000, close to the outbreak of the al-Aqsa Intifada. Egypt left the United States and Israel 
empty-handed when they asked it to help them advance Israeli-Palestinian negotiations. Egypt made it clear that it 
would not exert pressure on Yasir ‘Arafat to moderate his positions and, indeed, that it would back any position the Pal-
estinians might adopt. The Egyptians explained that they were taking this approach because they were concerned about 
public opinion in Egypt, which was committed to the Palestinian cause.

Egypt’s reduced stature has also become fully and sharply evident in light of the events in Gaza in recent years. Here it is 
important to note that Egypt ruled the Gaza Strip with a firm hand during the 1950s and 1960s. However, today, it looks 
as if Gaza rules Egypt and dictates its policy. Moreover, Egypt is finding it difficult to assert sovereignty over the Sinai 
Peninsula. Egypt has been unable to prevent either weapons smuggling from Sinai into Gaza or terrorist acts directed 
against the Egyptian tourist infrastructure along the Gulf of Aqaba coastline. In addition, the Egyptian regime does not 
conceal its concern over the domestic implications of the situation in Gaza in general and of Hamas’ taking control over 
the area in particular. 

Zisser...
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Many in Israel ... 
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In sum, for Israel, the Israeli-Egyptian Peace Agreement has turned out to be a strategic 
asset of major importance. For Egypt, too, the peace is an asset of dramatic significance 
for the future of the country. Yet, many in Israel had even greater hopes and expecta-
tions for the agreement. They hoped that Egypt would serve as a bellwether for other 
Arab states on their way to peace and would maintain and exercise the leadership role 
it had played in the Arab world prior to 1979 in a way compatible with Israeli interests. 
However, these hopes were disappointed. Israel has been compelled to accept the fact 
that the Egypt of the 2000s is not the Egypt of the 1950s and 1960s. It is no longer the 
central and leading player, but rather a country preoccupied to an unprecedented de-
gree with its own domestic issues and problems.
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I was born at the end of July 1967, which makes me a child of the Naksa, or setback, as 
the Arab defeat during the June 1967 war with Israel is euphemistically known in Arabic. 
Wars mark time and generations in the Middle East, and so there was no Summer of 
Love for us in 1967. Instead, we Children of the Naksa were born not only on the cusp of 
defeat but also of the kind of disillusionment that whets the appetite of religious zealots.

My parents’ generation grew up high on the Arab nationalism that Egyptian President Ga-
mal ‘Abd al-Nasir brandished in the 1950s. By 1967, humiliation was decisively stepping 
into pride’s large, empty shoes. Two of my uncles fought in the 1973 war against Israel but 
soon after I turned ten, in November 1977, Egyptians sat glued to their television screens 
watching President Anwar Sadat reach out to the enemy that Egypt had fought four times. 

My family lived in London at the time, so I turned to those who witnessed Sadat’s daring 
visit to give me a sense of how my compatriots reacted. To mark the 20th anniversary of 
his surprise visit to Israel, I wrote a series of stories for Reuters News Agency that were 
both my way of revisiting that history but also preparing for a history of my own.

“The roads in Cairo were empty. Egyptian television followed his visit every step of the 
way. People were bewildered at the visit and Sadat’s courage,” Salama Ahmed Salama, 
former managing editor of the official al-Ahram newspaper, told me.

Two years after Sadat visited Jerusalem, Egypt became the first Arab country to sign a 
peace treaty with Israel. But his peace overtures to the Jewish state were on the list of 
grievances of the Muslim militant soldiers who assassinated him in 1981 as he watched 
a military parade marking the beginning of the 1973 war with Israel, the last war the 
two countries fought against each other. 

Soon after I wrote that series marking the 20th anniversary of Sadat’s visit to Israel, I 
moved to Israel, where I became the first Egyptian to live and work for a Western news 
agency. I wanted to see things for myself and not have to rely on the “official” narrative 
given by our media.

To this day I remain under the suspicion of State Security. When I returned to Egypt after 
a year in Israel, a state security officer — whose nom de guerre was Omar Sharif — held 
up a thick file that he said was full of orders to have me followed and my phone tapped.
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When I interviewed Jihan al-Sadat in 1997, she told me that Sadat visited Israel to save Egyptian and Israeli children 
from fighting more wars: “He said that while his motorcade drove through the streets there, women with tears in their 
eyes were holding up children.”

“He said: ‘I couldn’t hear what they were saying but I felt they were telling me your message 
has arrived and these children won’t fight any more wars when they grow up.’ He was looking 
out for our children. We lost a lot of them in wars,” Jihan al-Sadat said.  I call those children 
saved from war the Children of Camp David — the name of the town in Maryland 
where Egyptian and Israeli negotiators worked out details for the peace treaty at the 
end of 1970s. For their entire lives, Egypt has been at peace with Israel. They have no 
vivid memories as my brother and I do of air raid sirens that prompted us to darken 
our homes during the height of the 1973 war. 

So how do those young Egyptians regard Israel? 

When I visited Israel again in 2007 to speak at a Tel Aviv University conference marking the 30th anniversary of Sadat’s visit, 
I conducted an informal survey of several of those Children of Camp David. I sent out my questions through the social net-
working site Facebook, which has become a popular forum for political activism in Egypt and other parts of the Arab world. 
Unsurprisingly, I found that although those young people disagreed on their positions regarding Sadat’s peace initiative, 
they all shared a negative attitude towards Israel. Unless Israel made peace with the Palestinians and ended its occupa-
tion, they said, they would never accept it. 

And when I visited Israel yet again in January 2009, the day after the ceasefire that ended its offensive in Gaza, the mes-
sages I received on Facebook asking me if I could “smell the burning flesh in Gaza” from my hotel room in Tel Aviv, 
condemning me for “rewarding” Israel by my visit, and asking me to take roses to my “godfather and uncle Ariel Sharon” 
were further reminders of that continued hostility. I went to Israel to speak at another Tel Aviv University conference, 
this time, ironically, on young people in the Middle East — ironically because although the Children of Camp David 
have never experienced war with Israel, it is clear we have lost another Egyptian generation to conflict with Israel.

I am not saying that Arab anger at Israel is misplaced. Israel all too often lives up to its reputation as a bully. Its dispro-
portionate reaction in Gaza to the Hamas rockets fired at southern Israeli towns was but the latest example of greater 
fluency in the language of warfare than in that of difficult negotiations. Israel’s blockade of Gaza punishes the enclaves’ 
civilians more than its Muslim militant Hamas rulers. 

But the coat hanger that Israel has played for the past few decades for a variety of Arab ills is wearing thin. You might 
think society would have evolved differently in the two countries that have peace treaties with Israel — Egypt and Jor-
dan — or that their treaties have rendered conflict out of the question. Think again.
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Have Egypt or Jordan logged better records on human rights or political freedoms because of those treaties? Has development 
or progress taken the place of war? Ask the thousands of political prisoners and the silenced dissidents of both countries.

Egypt has been at peace with Israel for 30 years. For the past 28 years, Egypt has had 
the same President — Husni Mubarak, who was Sadat’s Vice President and who was 
standing on the podium when the militants emptied their rifles into Sadat. Politically, 
Egypt is stuck. It faces the possibility that the most powerful country in the Arab world 
will witness a transfer of power by inheritance to Husni Mubarak’s son, Gamal. This in 
a country which proudly rid itself of a monarchy in 1952.

While Mubarak has remained faithful to Sadat’s peace treaty with Israel, his regime 
continues to use the Arab-Israeli conflict as a convenient target of popular anger. Egyp-
tian security services, which are brutal in their crackdowns of anti-government dem-
onstrations, are more patient with anti-Israel demonstrations. During the war in Gaza, 
Egypt’s refusal to open its border with Gaza was seen as siding with Israel. Two bloggers 
who wrote about Gaza were arrested on the same day.

My latest visit to Israel was to present a paper on how the internet is giving a voice to the voiceless in the Arab world. 
The internet has become the place where young people, especially in the Middle East, are able to express the taboos of 
the “real world.” Although the governments of Egypt and Jordan discourage their citizens from visiting Israel and Arabs 
from other parts of the region cannot visit, it is in the “virtual world” of the internet that Jews and Arabs are starting to 
tentatively traverse that “psychological distance” that Sadat was determined to close with his 1977 visit. 

Online, some Arabs and Jews are meeting — sometimes arguing and sometimes learning things about each other. The 
Gaza war sent millions of people online to blog, twitter, and form groups on Facebook supporting one side or the other. 
The internet might have been another front in the war but it also offered alternative points of view. For those who 
wanted to meet, online was the place to go.

Here’s what one Egyptian woman told me — online at Facebook — about visiting Israel:

We have to go there for the sake of knowledge and information — or how else we will under-
stand? We have to ally ourselves with secular and leftist Jews because there is great potential 
in them … but of course doing this means that you face all types of nasty accusations!! We 
clearly need a new approach to the cause that breaks away from old nationalistic discourses.

Sadat would have been proud.
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Although 30 years have passed since the Israeli-Egyptian peace treaty, the official at-
titude towards peace between the two countries has not yet been reflected at the grass-
roots level. Meanwhile, developments regarding a settlement of the conflict between 
the Palestinians and the Israelis have largely eliminated any hope for a change in the 
opinions of the Egyptian people towards Israel — which is perceived as an aggressive 
state with which it is not possible to coexist.  

The Palestinian issue represents a fundamental Egyptian concern. According to a 2002 
opinion poll conducted by the Center for Political and Strategic Studies at the Al-Ah-
ram Foundation, approximately 60% of the Egyptian public expressed the view that the 
Palestinian problem is the most important political problem facing Egypt.

To illustrate the importance of this statistic, it is important to note that only 7.5% of the 
Egyptian public believes that the second most important political problem facing Egypt 
is the absence of democracy and related political issues. 

In addition, according to other opinion polls conducted by the Center in 2005, 71.5% 
of the Egyptian public held the view that the Arab-Israeli conflict represents the main 
obstacle to reform in Egypt.

In fact, the negative Egyptian disposition toward peace with Israel is explained by the 
limited acceptance of Israel by the Arab states as a result of the stumbling peace process. 
The rejection of Israel in the region is associated primarily with what Israel does and 
Israel’s failure to seek greater acceptance. 

Israel’s humiliating actions with regard to the settlement process in Palestinian areas 
make coexistence even more difficult. Since the beginning of the last century, Israel’s 
failure to genuinely seek recognition for her place in the Middle East differs radically 
from the process initiated by the signing of the Camp David peace treaty with Egypt. If 
Israel holds land taken by force, then acceptance by the Arab countries would be impos-
sible, something which many Israelis are reluctant to acknowledge.  

It may not be an exaggeration to say that Israel carries at least the bulk of the respon-
sibility for the “cold peace” between Egypt and Israel at the grassroots level. In light of 
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what Israel does, prospects for a warmer peace with Israel can be nothing but bleak, and possibly non-existent in the 
event of escalating provocations toward the Palestinians, the Syrians, and the Lebanese. 

In fact, Israel has failed to maximize the benefits of the peaceful overtures made by Egypt. Furthermore, Israel has con-
tinued to play very well the tune of hatred and hostility created by a century of conflict. Whereas, despite the cold peace, 
Egypt’s appreciation of the importance and the usefulness of peace for them reveals their own emphasis on the peace 
process.

Another public opinion poll conducted by Al-Ahram Center for Studies on regional 
cooperation in the Levant before the outbreak of the al-Aqsa Intifada in 2000 reported 
that 85.1% of Egyptians believe that peace with Israel had a positive impact on the 
Egyptian economy during the past ten years, and about 74.4% of them believed that 
this positive impact would extend into the next ten years. However, these ratios had 
declined significantly when re-administering the same survey, about four months after 
the outbreak of the Intifada (uprising) to about 68.8% and 71.1% respectively.

Here, too, it must be noted that this decline in positive Egyptian opinion on the impact of peace with Israel, while clearly 
reflecting the impact of Israel’s actions in the first Intifada, was much less than that of the past, which could be regarded 
as an indicator of the optimism of the Egyptian people and their confidence that the peace process could get back on 
track and thus positively influence the Egyptian economy. However, this decline in the assessment of the Egyptians 
clearly reflects the impact of Israel’s current actions on the attitudes of the Egyptian people.

The result is more apparent in the Egyptian assessment of the status of political relations between Egypt and Israel, and 
the willingness of Egyptians to strengthen those relations: While 49.2% of the Egyptians in the poll conducted just be-
fore the Intifada observed that relations between Egypt and Israel were good, the percentage went down in the second 
poll to only 26.9%, and the percentage of those who agreed on working to strengthen those relations, went down from 
33.8% in the first poll to only 17% in the second poll.

It must be noted that the percentage of those who agree on strengthening the political relations between Egypt and Israel 
is almost half of the percentage of those who view the political relations between Egypt and Israel to be good, which in-
dicates a lack of confidence on the part of Egyptians in Israel’s future actions, based on what Israel is currently doing. 

The same situation was repeated in the respondents’ assessment of Israeli-Egyptian economic relations, where it de-
creased from 36.5% in the first survey to 22.9% in the second poll, and the percentage of those who agree on strength-
ening the economic relations with Israel, went down from 31.7% to 10.9%. 

In short, Israel was unable to maintain even a low level of support and acceptance among the Egyptian people, especially 
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with regard to the strengthening of political and economic relations between the two countries.

Surprisingly — and clearly an indication that the Israelis are seeking the hostility of the Egyptians — is that although 
the Middle East project, which if achieved, represents the height of Arab acceptance of Israel in the region, it enjoys a 
low level of support in the Egyptian street compared with the other regional projects. 

Egyptians, by a margin of 2.3%, believe that the Middle East alternative is beneficial for the Egyptian economy. It was 
supposed that the Israelis should be trying to increase that percentage, and strengthen the position of those supporting 
the Middle East proposal, as they seek to obtain legitimacy as a normal state in the region. However, the public opinion 
poll taken after the Intifada has proved, once again, the proportional relationship between what Israel does and to what 
extent the people of Egypt welcome a relationship with Israel — where the percentage of those who see the benefit of 
the Middle East alternative went down to approximately 0.7%. This means that the acceptance of this alternative has 
declined by about 70%. 

Meanwhile, the Egyptians’ assessment of the feasibility of implementing the Middle East alternative dropped from 1.9% 
in the first survey to 0.4% in the second survey, a decrease of almost 79%. 

In the end, the real danger in what Israel is doing with regard to the peace process is 
that Israel’s actions can cause its immediate Arab neighbors and all the other Arab 
countries to feel disappointed, which may lead to escalations that will certainly not be 
favorable to Israel, or will at least lead to the prevalence of attitudes that oppose Israel’s 
attempts to integrate into the region. 

As Israel’s actions in the occupied territories increased, so did the proportion of popular rejection of Israel among the Egyp-
tian people. In fact, Israel appeared to be seeking the hostility of the Egyptians, which in fact happened in recent times.

Moreover, the clearly biased attitude of the United States towards Israel further alienates Egyptian public opinion against 
Israel itself, especially in light of what was revealed by the survey of Al-Ahram Study Center in 2005: that about 90% of 
Egyptians are not satisfied with the manner in which the United States deals with the Arab-Israeli conflict. This cannot 
cause any degree of warmth in the relations between the people of Egypt and Israel, or help to break the psychological 
barrier between Egyptians and Israelis. 

One wonders how Israel and those who sympathize with her can speak about the possibility of a warm peace between 
Israel and Egypt in light of the massacres which Israel has committed against the Palestinians, reaching a peak in the 
killings (1,300 dead, a quarter of which are children) in Gaza in December 2008.

This essay was translated from the original Arabic by Basem El-Zaawily.
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Egyptian-Arab public opinion has historically been divided into two major schools 
of thought on the role of Egypt in the Middle East. According to the first school of 
public opinion, Egypt has a responsibility and a historical regional role to play in the 
defense of Arab interests and causes, particularly in the area of the Arab-Israeli conflict 
and the Palestinian issue. This point of view encompasses two main intellectual groups, 
the national-Nasirist and the Islamic camps, each of which is armed with its own ar-
guments and historical-national/historical-Islamic justifications. Therefore, from the 
historical, pan-Arab, and religious perspective, Egypt’s regional role is inevitable. The 
second school of public opinion, which is associated with the slogan, “Egypt First,” rejects 
these “imperatives.” It emphasizes instead the importance of the national interest of Egypt 
and Egyptian national security as the sole determinants of Egypt’s regional policies.

The national-Nasirist and the Islamic schools have been critical of both the Egyptian 
policymakers and the school of “Egypt First.” These accusations have ranged from de-
featism to collusion and conspiracy with other international parties against Arab inter-
ests and the Palestinian cause.

Although we cannot ignore the connection between the developments in the Palestin-
ian problem and its influence on Egyptian national security, one cannot give credit to 
the national and Islamic groups in their assessment of Egyptian national security. They 
depart from a vague understanding of Egypt’s security, and they set high standards for 
Egypt’s regional policies. Their assessment contains problematic concepts regarding 
Egypt’s regional role and the relationship between the state and those acting under the 
state. They also depart from a muddled understanding of foreign policy, considering it 
to be determined in the first place by the states and not by non-state actors.

In this context, it is logical that the supporters of this school argue that Egyptian re-
gional policy during the last three decades has failed, particularly since the signing of 
the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty. They base this conclusion on standards regarding 
the achievement of goals such as “building an effective regional Arab system” (keeping 
in mind that for them effectiveness here only means adopting a confrontational Arab 
policy against Israel), the imposition of a final settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict, 
or other objectives which they consider to be the fundamental (perhaps the only) stan-
dards by which to assess Egypt’s foreign policy.
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However, failing to achieve any of the previously mentioned goals does not necessarily signify that Egyptian regional 
policy has been ineffective. Egypt’s regional policy has succeeded in maintaining at least the framework and public per-
ceptions of Arab regional order, and in preventing the collapse of this framework. It also has sustained the dialogue on 
how to make the framework operational, and has maintained the Palestinian issue as a pivotal issue in the Middle East. 

In other words, the Egyptian foreign policymaker has accepted — in light of his clear 
awareness of the size of national capabilities and the real ability of the Arab regional 
organization within the structure of the distribution of these capacities at the inter-
national level — to preserve the minimum of these objectives, or at least maintain the 
basic conditions for the logical continuation of Arab discourse on vital Arab issues.

Egypt could not have achieved these goals — although modest from the standpoint of 
supporters of Egypt’s more dominant regional role — without its policymakers having 
managed most of the crises in the Middle East effectively, both those concerning Egypt specifically and those related to 
the regional order as a whole. To a large extent, there has been a normative logic to the manner in which the Egyptian 
administration has dealt with such crises. 

In this context, three such crises are instructive: the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, the assassination attempt on 
Egyptian President Husni Mubarak in Addis Ababa in June 1995, and the December 2008-January 2009 crisis in Gaza. In 
spite of the differences between these three crises, the important commonality in the way Egypt managed them is the 
long-term perception of the implications of Egypt’s behavior on the concepts and basic principles of the Arab regional 
structure and on the Palestinian issue.

Egypt’s participation in the international coalition liberating Kuwait, in the final analysis, illustrated its determination to 
preserve the basic concepts on which “the Arab regional organization” was established: first and foremost, the respect for 
the sovereignty of the member states; regional integration and respect for the members of the organization; non-interfer-
ence in internal affairs; and resistance to the use of force or the threat of force to settle bilateral disputes and differences.

Had Egyptian decision-makers sided with Arab factions that took ambiguous positions on the principle of invasion and 
the use of force, that could have led to the elimination of these important principles and could have established different 
norms not only contrary to the rules and the experiences of the foundations of regional systems, but also to the rules 
and principles of international law.

In order to determine whether Egyptian decision-makers managed this crisis effectively, analytically it might be useful to 
distinguish between the issue of the Iraqi invasion and that of the use of force against Iraq. Here two questions arise. 

First, had the Egyptian position — together with the Arab camp that rejected the invasion — provided the necessary and suf-
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ficient condition that justified the use of military force against Iraq? And second, was the position of some Arab states in favor 
of the invasion a sufficient condition for the prevention of international forces from the use of armed force against Iraq?

Perhaps the answer to these questions reflects the large difference between the position 
towards the invasion and the use of armed force against Iraq, and thus the differentia-
tion between the Egyptian position and the use of force; considering them to be two 
distinct issues decided largely by different determinants. To be sure, Egyptian foreign 
policymakers, in spite of their efforts, were unable to halt the use of military force 
against Iraq. But the use of force was dictated by certain parameters, the most impor-
tant of which was the shift in the nature of the international order both at the level of 
its values and standards and at the level of the distribution of economic and military 
capacities in the region. Furthermore, the Iraqi invasion posed a threat to the national 
security of other Arab countries such as Saudi Arabia, which saw in the international 
powers the main mechanism to meet this threat, keeping in mind that Egypt was not an original party to the crisis. 
Nevertheless, Egypt was able to gain recognition for the important idea of maintaining the theoretical underpinnings 
of the concept of the Arab regional order, as established during the decades prior to the invasion.
 
The same analysis applies to the way Egypt dealt with the second crisis, which could conceivably have evolved in 
the same way as the first crisis, including the possibility of using military force against the Sudanese regime. Con-
sidering the deterioration of Sudanese-American relations during that period, triggering the US to take advan-
tage of this crisis against Sudan as evidenced by the rapid adoption of Security Council resolutions on that occa-
sion (Resolutions 1044, 1054, 1070), the Egyptian foreign policymaker was able to stop the escalation of the crisis 
towards a military action. This was due to a number of factors (especially the fact that Egypt was a party to the cri-
sis), whether by standing strong in the face of some of the demands of Egyptian internal opinion calling for escala-
tion against the Sudanese regime, or a vote to oppose the Egyptian-imposed sanctions against the Sudanese regime.  

In the case of the recent crisis in Gaza, if Egypt had cut diplomatic relations with Israel and opened the crossings, heed-
ing the demands of the “Egypt’s regional role” camp and in response to Egyptian public opinion and the appeals to the 
army of Hassan Nasrallah, such actions undoubtedly would have led to confusion in the regional order. Such actions 
would have confronted us with entirely different strategic results, perhaps the most serious of which would be to hand 
over the keys of the region to non-state actors (e.g., Hamas, Hizbullah, and other radical religious movements), to legiti-
mize the Iran-Hamas-Hizbullah “axis,” and perhaps lead to open war in the region. 
 
An analysis of Egyptian strategy in dealing with such crises yields two important insights. First, it reveals the ability of 
Egyptian foreign policymakers to take pragmatic policies and positions, in contrast with the non-traditional regional 
policies of many of the other regional actors. Second, it reveals the ability of Egyptian foreign policymakers to manage 
most crises with considerable autonomy from the public orientations of the internal political factions.
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The 1978 Camp David Accords signed by Anwar Sadat, Menachem Begin, and Jimmy 
Carter were a watershed in the history of the Arab-Israeli conflict. They shattered one 
of the most deep-set assumptions shared by Arabs and Israelis: that it was impossible 
to reach a political accommodation based on painful concessions by the two national 
communities. Camp David offered both a model for resolving the conflict with Israel 
and made clear the cost of attaining peace. The signing of a peace treaty between Egypt 
and Israel six months later was a crucial breach made by key parties in the wall of 
Israeli-Arab hostility. The actions of Israeli and Egyptian leaders were needed to remove 
more and more bricks from that wall, bit by bit, even though at the same time other ac-
tions they took set new bricks in place. For neither side could ignore events taking place 
in the adjacent portions of the wall. Egypt was and is a major Arab state and Israel was 
and is engaged in ongoing confrontation with most of the Arab peoples, notably the 
Palestinians, Syrians, and Lebanese. Continuing violence and antagonism between Isra-
el and Arabs, mainly the Palestinians, steadily eroded the Egyptian-Israeli relationship. 
All along, Arab and Israeli detractors slammed the Camp David formula on a variety 
of grounds, reinforcing the uncorroborated impression that only the governments were 
committed to the signed agreements whereas the peoples remained skeptical.

Peace with Israel should be examined in the context of the overall re-orientation of 
Egypt’s domestic, regional, and global policies. More than any other term, the “Open 
Door” (al-infitah) policy expresses the fundamental transformation that began in Egypt 
during the end of the 1970s. According to this policy, there is a direct linkage between 
the possibility of achieving stability on the borders along with accomplishing economic 
relief and decreasing the domestic challenges that the society and regime are facing. As 
part of this process, a strategic alliance evolved between Egypt and the United States, 
which included intensive American economic, military, and technological aid to Egypt.

The Camp David Accords and the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty was the cornerstone of 
America’s position in the Middle East. From the end of the 1970s, the US increasingly 
emerged as the lighthouse for leaders navigating their way out of the Israeli-Arab con-
flict. Peace with Israel was part of a package deal consisting of economic, military, and 
political components. “Pax Americana” in the Middle East was to serve both the inter-
ests of the parties seeking a political settlement and US interests. Mutual interests have 
formed the background for the foundation of the special relations between Egypt and 
the United States. Despite differences of opinion on many issues, Egypt-US relations 
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have been strengthened over the last three decades. Relations with the United States and, as a part of them, the peace 
with Israel were and still are basic factors in Egypt’s orientation of its internal, foreign, and security policies.

However, over the past few years, Egyptian society has become increasingly critical of US Middle East policy. There is 
incessant criticism in Egypt of what is perceived as American double standards in policymaking. The claim has been 
that the American government did not hesitate to use political, military, or other means against countries such as Iraq 
and Syria, yet refrained from taking similar actions while Israel was breaching international agreements and harming 
Arabs in general, and Palestinians in particular. (Examples cited in Egypt were Israel’s excessive use of force against the 
Palestinian population, its evasion of commitments according to the agreements signed with various Arab parties, and 
its refusal to sign the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty). Many Egyptians believe that Zionist and Israeli individuals and 
institutions played an integral role in determining Egyptian-American relations. Despite this, even today, the conditions 
and needs that caused the United States and Egypt to develop such broadly based relations still exist. At the same time, 
the relations between both countries will consistently be re-examined.

The peace and mutual interests between Egypt and Israel have stood the test of sharp 
challenges. The sides have remained faithful to their obligations, in spite of President Sa-
dat’s assassination and the outbreak of Israeli-Arab violence, particularly during the war 
in Lebanon and the first and second Intifada. Cairo holds Israel as mainly responsible 
for the deterioration in the peace process — primarily because of what the Egyptian 
public and leadership see as provocative policies by Israel’s government. These include delays in fulfilling agreements with 
the Palestinians and unilateral acts such as its settlement activities, as well as Israel’s ongoing military operations, primar-
ily in the Palestinian Occupied Territories. Although these challenges placed great stress on the fragile relations between 
Egypt and Israel, they did not change their fundamental approach and commitment to the agreements between them.

The changes in US Middle Eastern policy since September 2001, the failure of the Israeli-Palestinian negotiation at Camp 
David (July 2000), the al-Aqsa Intifada, and the confrontation between Israel and Hamas has marked the low ebb in the 
relations between Israelis and Palestinians. Israel’s assault on Gaza Strip (December 2008-January 2009) put Husni Muba-
rak’s regime under heavy conflicting pressures, an expression of which is the growing gap between the leaders and general 
public opinion. While the public pushes the government to give a strong helping hand to the Palestinians, the government 
finds itself in the very difficult situation of trying to promote the view that Hamas’ control of Gaza threatens Egypt’s na-
tional security, while seeing the disproportional use of force by Israel as a danger to the stability of Egypt and the region 
as a whole. Egypt’s leaders have placed the efforts to put an end to the dangerous cycle of violence between Israel and the 
Palestinians as the top priority of their current policy. In this context, Egypt welcomed President Barack Obama’s commit-
ment to accelerate US involvement in the search for stability and peace between Israel and the Palestinians. Egypt expected 
Washington to oblige Israel to moderate its positions, as well as to restrain its use of power against the Arabs. Furthermore, 
Egypt’s leadership believes that a continuation of the current escalation undermines the foundations of the two pillars of 
peace: certainty and stability. A lack of certainty and stability is seen by Egypt as having threatening ramifications not only 
for the Israelis and Palestinians, but also for Egypt itself and for the whole Middle East.
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“The External in the Arab world is Internal.”1 This expression underscores the cen-
trality of foreign policy issues in the domestic politics of the Arab world. This was true 
during the colonial period when most Arab countries were still subject to colonial rule 
and when international relations between great powers had a direct impact on the for-
tunes of these countries. However, even after independence, foreign policy issues have 
continued to occupy a central place in the domestic debate in most Arab countries, 
arguably much more so than in the rest of the post-colonial or developing world.  

This paradigm is especially true in the case of questions of war and peace with Israel, 
particularly in those countries that have been directly affected by the Arab-Israeli con-
flict, namely Egypt, Jordan, Syria, Lebanon, and the Occupied Palestinian Territories. 
However, even those Arab countries that are geographically removed from the conflict 
such as the Maghrib countries and the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries are 
not unaffected by the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

Questions of war and peace with Israel have been a constant fixture in the domestic 
debate in Egypt since the 1940s and have often constituted the main fault line between 
different political forces in Egyptian society. The demise of the Egyptian monarchy 
through the actions of the Free Officers movement in July 1952 has been directly attrib-
uted to the defeat of the Egyptian military by Israel during the 1948 war. 

Anti-Zionism and anti-imperialism became central features of the new governing Arab 
nationalist ideology adopted by the Nasir regime in Egypt. This tendency was further 
reinforced after the successful nationalization of the Suez Canal and the failure of the 
tripartite aggression on Egypt in 1956. However, the devastating defeat of the Egyptian 
military in the 1967 war with Israel dealt a lethal blow to the Nasirist project. Despite 
the defeat, Arab nationalism as an ideology continued to enjoy wide resonance among 
broad segments of the Egyptian and Arab publics. Anti-imperialism and anti-Zionism 
were also incorporated into the discourse of Islamist opposition groups, which have 
become important players in Egyptian politics since the 1970s.

During the 1970s and particularly after the 1973 war, which was perceived as the first 
military success by the Egyptian military against Israel, then-Egyptian President Anwar 

1. Nahla Shalal, Workshop on Critical Dialogs between Islamists and Secularists in the Arab 
World, Cairo, January 2009.
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Sadat effected a fundamental reorientation of Egyptian domestic and regional politics. On the domestic level, Sadat 
oversaw limited economic and political liberalization. On the international level, he shifted Egypt’s alliances away from 
the Soviet bloc towards the United States and Europe. Sadat also pursued a negotiated settlement with Israel in order 
to reclaim the Sinai. In 1977, Sadat made a groundbreaking visit to Jerusalem to demonstrate his willingness to pursue 
peace and normalization of relations with Israel.

The 1977 visit to Jerusalem and the subsequent signing of the Camp David Accords and the peace treaty with Israel in 
1979, created an important fault line in the Egyptian domestic debate. On one side of the debate were those who sup-
ported the peace treaty and the proposed normalization of economic and cultural relations with Israel. On the other 
side were those who opposed a separate peace with Israel in the absence of a comprehensive and fair resolution of the 
overall conflict, and those who opposed peace with Israel altogether. 

Polarization over peace with Israel continued as a result of the persistence of the con-
flict on other fronts. Periodic outbreaks of violence such as the 1981 Israeli bombing 
of an Iraqi nuclear reactor, the 1982 invasion of Lebanon by Israel, the outbreak of the 
Palestinian Intifada in 1987, the 1996 Qana massacre in Lebanon, the failure of the 
peace process and the outbreak of the second Intifada in 2000, the Israel-Hizbullah 
war in July 2006, and most recently the Israeli attack on Gaza in December 2008, have 
kept the debate over peace very much alive. Such events have continued to empower  
radicals in the opposition and to give force to their arguments that peace with Israel is 
illusory. Moreover, forces in the opposition have capitalized on these incidents to mo-
bilize against the ruling regime, which they portray as complicit in objectionable Israeli 
policies and which they often accuse of treason for not reacting forcefully to Israeli 
actions. The assassination of Sadat in 1981 by a member of the militant Islamic group 
al-Jihad was in large measure a reaction to the peace treaty with Israel.

Upon assuming power in 1981, President Husni Mubarak attempted to balance con-
flicting international commitments and domestic pressures by adopting a strategy of 
cold peace vis-à-vis Israel. This strategy entailed respecting the terms of the treaty while 
refraining from pursuing economic and cultural relations with Israel. Moreover, the Mubarak regime tried to position 
itself as a mediator between Israel and the Palestinians, and invested considerable time and resources trying to push the 
two sides to reach a final settlement. Finally, during periods of heightened conflict, and in order to assuage public opin-
ion, the Mubarak regime often adopted a strong rhetorical position against Israel in the media and took some punitive 
actions such as recalling the Egyptian ambassador from Israel. 

After the American invasion of Iraq in 2003,and the consequent ascendance of Iran and its regional allies as a threat to 
the status quo, the Egyptian regime began to abandon its balancing strategy in favor of closer cooperation with Israel. 
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In 2005, the Egyptian government signed a trade agreement with the US which requires closer economic cooperation 
between Egypt and Israel. Moreover, an Egyptian company with close ties to the government has signed a controversial 
agreement to export natural gas to Israel at subsidized prices. Finally, common opposition to Hamas, Hizbullah, and 
Iran has led to increased security cooperation between the two countries. This was made manifest during the recent 
attack on Gaza when the Egyptian government refrained from taking actions against Israel, even those of a symbolic 
nature.

Growing regional polarization and increased cooperation with Israel have led to in-
creased domestic polarization in Egypt and have significantly widened the gap between 
the regime and its domestic allies on the one hand, and Islamist and nationalist forces 
in the opposition on the other. Such polarization continues to divert attention away 
from domestic issues of democratic reform and economic development. This was most 
recently demonstrated when a number of opposition MPs withdrew nine requests to 
Parliament to discuss the question of education in order to extend the discussion of the 
Israeli attack on Gaza. 

Clearly, domestic polarization over questions of peace and normalization with Israel has impeded political and eco-
nomic progress in Egypt. The absence of any real movement towards the resolution of the conflict and the periodic 
outbreaks of violence has discredited moderate voices and enabled radical forces to gain strength and credibility. Such 
conditions create an environment hostile to positive progress in the areas of democracy and economic development in 
Egypt. 
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If the bulldozing of Gaza demonstrated the determination of Israel and Hamas to persist 
with familiar strategies, it also revealed the lonely predicament of Egypt. From Israel’s for-
mation in 1948 to the Yom Kippur War in 1973, Egypt was intent on Israel’s destruction. 
Yet following Egypt’s defeat that year, President Anwar Sadat set in motion a process that 
culminated in the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty in 1979, thereby making 
Egypt the first Arab state to officially recognize Israel.Two years later Sadat was assassinat-
ed, but his successor Husni Mubarak continued a trajectory of normalization with Israel. 
By 1991, Foreign Minister ‘Amr Musa remarked that peace with Israel was “not a luxury 
but a need.” Even as violence against Israel prevailed along all other borders, Egypt acted as 
negotiator, mediator, and critic of both Israeli and Palestinian militancy. The tenability of 
that approach, however, has come under strain since the recent conflict in Gaza.

Israel withdrew from Gaza in 2005, recognizing that the return of the region to the Pales-
tinians was the sin qua non of a political resolution. Yet far from appeasing the Palestin-
ians, Israel’s withdrawal strengthened the extreme wing of the resistance. Hamas, which 
formed out of Egypt’s Muslim Brotherhood in 1988 to pursue the annihilation of Israel, 
obtained power by election in 2006. Hamas’ ascendancy and kidnapping of Israeli soldier 
Gilad Shalit in June of that year, provoked the return of Israeli forces, which enforced a 
crippling economic blockade, restricted trade, and carried out military operations against 
Hamas forces. Israel’s blockade was an attempt to undermine the leadership of Hamas, 
and forcibly convince the population of a semi-independent Gaza to adhere to the more 
moderate political character and ideals of the West Bank’s Fatah (whose political objective 
is a return to the pre-1967 borders only, not the destruction of Israel proper).

Hamas responded by speculative missile attacks which, apart from the fragile truce bro-
kered by Egypt in the summer of 2008, provoked Israel to tighten the blockade. Hamas, 
in turn, stepped up its offensive and launched nearly 300 rockets and mortars into south-
ern Israel between the 19th and 27th of December. Israel’s response took the world by 
surprise.  Sixty-four combat aircraft dropped 108 laser-guided munitions on 40 Hamas 
targets, commencing a broad operation intended to deal ‘painful and surgical blows’ to 
the Hamas infrastructure. Israeli planes, soldiers, and tanks attacked Rafah on the Egypt 
border, South Gaza, the Islamic University in Gaza City, Zaytun, Bayt Hanun, Jabalya, 
and Bayt Lahiya before entering the myriad streets and alleys to fight tooth and nail 
against Hamas. But “Operation Cast Lead” caused the deaths of many hundred Pales-
tinian civilians, the wounding of thousands more, and a collapse of electricity and aid 
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supplies across Gaza. Israel’s rage and the impossible precision required for fighting Hamas soldiers operating within the 
civilian population proved to be a catastrophic combination. 

No state or international body intervened. The awkwardness of a presidential transition and the United States’ ultimate 
allegiance to Israel rendered it ineffective.  Iran, meanwhile, plainly subsidises Hamas and its objectives. The United Na-
tions — the only “impartial” body — was roundly ignored in its calls for a ceasefire. The only positively neutral entity (in 
the sense of being to some degree committed to both sides instead of neither) is Egypt, but its predicament is extremely 
awkward in light of its demographic composition and zigzagging history of allegiance. 

Egypt supports the Palestinians’ rights to Gaza, but opposes Hamas for three main reasons. 
The militants regularly breach the Egypt-Gaza border when smuggling weapons through un-
derground tunnels, they operate autonomously in Egyptian territory, and most importantly 
they embody the worrisome spread of Iranian influence. So fraught is the relationship that 
on occasion Turkey has had to mediate between Egypt and Hamas as Egypt tries to mediate 
between Hamas and Israel. Since the Egypt of today prefers to strengthen relations with the 
US, the EU, and, broadly speaking, the “global North,” it stands to gain from the destruction 
of Hamas. However, the massive loss of Palestinian civilian life in Gaza made condemning 
Hamas a risky business. Egypt’s predominantly Muslim population demanded the govern-
ment rather denounce Israel as well as open the Rafah border to aid and movement (turning 
a blind eye to the smuggling of arms that would follow).  While senior Egyptian figures did 
criticize Israel, with the Foreign Minister Ahmad Abul Ghayt criticizing its disregard for in-
ternational consensus in pursuing the attack, the government kept the border sealed. Anti-government demonstrations flared 
up; Egyptian police quelled street protests in the Fatah and Azhar mosques in Cairo. The government appeared even more iso-
lated when Saudi Arabia, which enjoys a comparatively good relationship with the United States and frequently rebuts Iranian 
calls to arms against Israel, put regional differences aside in denouncing the Zionist state in stronger terms than Egypt had. 

Undeterred, Mubarak, along with Ghayt, Nicolas Sarkozy, Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan and others, are 
now attempting to implement an ‘international’ policing of the Israel-Egypt border crossings, a military presence that would 
detect new digging and monitor the Sinai Peninsula for aboveground smuggling. Such a presence would be both pragmatic, 
preventing Hamas from importing arms into Gaza and provoking further IDF attacks, and symbolic, sending a powerful 
message that Egypt does not support terrorism. But while such a message may be well received in Brussels or Washington, 
it will provoke anger at home.  Egypt’s Muslim population will resent the government’s attempt to gain political leverage 
out of a conflict whose greatest victims are innocent Palestinian Muslims.  Furthermore, if Egypt fails to prevent Hamas 
from smuggling arms into Gaza (a likely scenario, given the assistance Hamas receives from Sinai Bedouins, who receive 
handsome payment for digging tunnels), Egypt will be in the worst of all possible positions — criticized by Arab nations for 
supporting Israel and criticized by the “global North” for turning a blind eye to Hamas. If Mubarak accomplishes the near 
impossible goal of securing the border without alienating his own population, Egypt’s achievement will be immense. 
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This essay examines the development of economic relations between Egypt and Israel 
since the signing of the peace treaty in 1979, with emphasis on trade between the two 
countries. The first and most important point is often forgotten: The treaty was followed 
by 30 years of peace between two countries that had fought five wars. It brought to an 
end huge human and economic losses; this has been its main benefit, recognized as such 
by the governments of the two countries.

The treaty envisaged the development of economic, cultural, and other relations between 
the two countries. In addition, Egypt pledged to sell oil to Israel. Oil sales have taken place 
despite periods of tension between the two countries. Both sides have benefitted from the 
exchange, which significantly reduced fuel transport costs for Israel. Trade in other goods 
and services has been very limited and the levels disappointing. The main reason for the 
low level of bilateral trade in goods was Egypt’s unwillingness to trade with Israel. Egypt 
closed its public sector to Israeli companies and limited its private sector, too. Tourism has 
been entirely one-sided because Egyptians were essentially prohibited from visiting Israel 
by their government. The number of Israelis visiting Egypt has been limited by threats 
of terrorism and by media hostility in Egypt, though since 1979 thousands of Israelis 
have visited Egypt, especially Sinai. Scheduled flights between the two countries have been 
maintained, although the Cairo-Tel Aviv bus service no longer operates. With American 
encouragement, the two countries cooperated in the construction and running of an ex-
perimental agricultural village in Egypt using Israeli know-how and technology. For many 
years, agriculture was the leading sector in cooperation between the two countries, but in 
recent years its importance has receded. At the end of 2004, the Egyptian, Israeli, and US 
governments signed an agreement to create eight “Qualified Industrial Zones” (QIZs) in 
Egypt that came into force in February 2005. The agreement permits goods made in Egypt 
with a specified minimum Israeli content to enter the US duty free. As there is no free 
trade agreement between Egypt and the US, Egyptian exports to the US are subject to du-
ties and other restrictions. The QIZ agreement has made it possible to expand industrial 
exports and create thousands of jobs — vital to the Egyptian economy.

The QIZs are located in the Greater Cairo area, in Alexandria, and in Port Said on the 
Suez Canal. In order for goods to have duty-free access to US markets, they must contain 
a minimum 11.7% Israeli share in the value added. The method of calculation is designed 
to encourage a wide range of activities. Two Israeli clothing factories in Egypt lie in these 
zones. In 2005, it was reported that 15,000 jobs had been created in Egypt as a result of 
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the trilateral agreement. Egyptian apparel exports to the US rose by 5.3%. According to official Egyptian sources, without 
QIZs, Egyptian garment exports to the United States would have decreased in 2005 under the pressure of Chinese com-
petition. In 2004, Egyptian exports of textiles, textile products, and garments were $563 million. In 2005, they increased 
by nearly 9% to $613 million and in 2006 they rose by 31% to $806 million. During the first nine months of 2006, Egyp-
tian apparel exports to the US reached $464 million, 46% higher than in the same period in 2005. In 2005, 93 Egyptian 
garment exporters participated in QIZs; in 2006, their number rose to 160. In the first nine months of 2007, the volume 
of the Egyptian QIZ exports to the USA reached $580 million, a 23.2% rise compared with the same period in 2006. 

As QIZ-related activities increase and new geographical areas grow more dedicated to 
and competitive at exporting to the US market, more QIZ zones may be added to the 
already-existing ten QIZs, upon the approval of the government of the United States. In 
early 2005, the QIZs started operating in seven designated industrial locations in Egypt. 
Starting with an initial 397 qualified companies in these seven locations, QIZs have rap-
idly expanded to encompass over 15 currently designated industrial zones, with nearly 
700 qualified companies, and more qualifying each quarter, amounting to more than $1 billion annual revenues. 

In 2000-2004, Israeli exports to Egypt averaged $38 million a year and were on a downward trend. In 2005-2008 they 
averaged an estimated $128 million annually, in large part because of the QIZ agreement. In 2000-2004, Egyptian ex-
ports to Israel (excluding oil) averaged $22 million a year and in 2005-2008 they averaged $90 million (including fresh 
vegetables, raw cotton, textiles, wood products, and chemicals). This was not directly related to the QIZs and reflected 
the improvement of economic relations between the two countries. It also confirms research findings that the potential 
for trade in goods other than oil and gas is greater than was traditionally thought. The figures for the first half of 2008 
show a slight decline in trade, but it is too early to know what the significance of this is.

In 2005, Egypt and Israel signed a $2.5 billion preliminary agreement on sales of Egyptian natural gas to Israel. Egypt 
agreed to supply 1.7 billion cubic meters, or 60 billion cubic feet, of natural gas a year via an undersea pipeline from the 
north Egyptian town of al-‘Arish to the southern Israeli coastal city of Ashkelon. Included were options to extend the 
15-year deal a further five years and to increase the quantity by 25%. In 2006 the Egyptian-Israeli consortium, EMG, 
began laying down a 100-kilometer undersea pipeline to bring the gas from al-‘Arish to Ashkelon, at a cost of $470 mil-
lion. The work ended in 2007, and gas began to flow on May 1, 2008, though there have been interruptions because of 
gas shortages in Egypt, disputes about prices, and possibly because of political reasons.

Economic relations have not become a basis for closer links between the two states of a kind that will prevent or reduce 
conflict as occurred with the creation of the European Economic Community. In fact economic relations have been 
the victim of political developments. The QIZ agreement has jump-started economic relations, but political problems 
remain. The potential for further developing bilateral economic relations exists. Nevertheless, it will depend on political 
developments, especially an understanding that the gains from trade accrue to both sides.

The potential for 
trade in goods other 
than oil and gas is 
greater than was tra-
ditionally thought. 



55The Middle East Institute Viewpoints: The Legacy of Camp David • www.mei.edu

Cairo Peace Society: A Failed Attempt at Creating an Arab-Israeli Peace Lobby

Iman A. Hamdy

Iman A. Hamdy is Editor 
of Cairo Papers in Social 
Science and Adjunct As-
sistant Professor in Politi-
cal Science, the American 
University in Cairo. She 
has published several ar-
ticles in Arabic and English 
on the domestic politics of 
Israel and Egyptian-Israeli 
relations, as well as The 
Zionist Peace Camp: Bi-
Nationalist and Partition-
ist Trends in the Politics of 
Israel, 1925-1996 (Cairo: 
Arab Studies and Research 
Institute, 1998) in Arabic.

This essay seeks to shed light on a brief episode in Eyptian-Israeli relations repre-
sented in the activities of the Cairo Peace Society from 1998 to 2000. The significance 
of this experience far exceeds its brief history since it marks the only attempt at creat-
ing an alliance between Arab and Israeli “peace groups,” the failure of which reveals the 
incompatibilities of Arab and Israeli visions of peace.

Twenty years after the signing of the Camp David Accords between Egypt and Israel, 
the Cairo Peace Society was established in 1998 by 30 Egyptian intellectuals, academics, 
and businessmen. It was founded as the counterpart of the Israeli Peace Now move-
ment with the objective of creating an Egyptian “peace lobby” that could work with 
like-minded Israelis to create a social environment conducive to peace and suggest 
common ground for their governments to build on while negotiating a settlement to 
the Arab-Israeli conflict. The society constituted the Egyptian chapter of the Interna-
tional Alliance for Arab-Israeli Peace established in Copenhagen in 1997 following two 
years of informal talks between Egyptian, Israeli, Palestinian, and Jordanian intellectu-
als and politicians under the auspices of the Danish Foreign Ministry. Headed by the 
late ex-ambassador and lawyer Salah Bassiyuni, it soon acquired “unofficial legality” as 
President Husni Mubarak met with its members and declared his full support for their 
initiative that sought to win over Israeli public opinion for the cause of peace. Soon af-
terwards, it was licensed by the Ministry of Social Affairs in an exceptionally short time 
despite the difficulties and restrictions imposed by the government on the establish-
ment of non-governmental organizations (NGOs).

The two most important events carried out by the society were a joint meeting with 
Peace Now in Cairo in June 1998 which issued a statement on the principles of peace 
in the region, and the sponsorship of a widely publicized international conference on 
peace in July 1999 that hosted Israeli, Palestinian, Jordanian, and international figures to 
promote the enhancement of the peace process shortly after Ehud Barak came to power. 
The aim of these two acitivities was to target the Israeli public and enhance the position 
of the Israeli peace camp within its own society by showing that the Arab peoples were 
also interested in peace. 

While the foundation of the society was welcomed by the government, it was met with a 
great deal of suspicion and hostility among the Egyptian public, especially as it touched 
upon the very sensitive and controversial issue of normalization with Israel. Many sus-
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pected that the society had close links with the political authorities due to the speed with which it had acquired its of-
ficial status. Hence, the image the society had was that of an elitist group imposed from above, thus lacking credibility 
and unworthy of public attention. In fact, had it not been for the media campaign launched against the society by its 
opponents, it almost would have gone unnoticed. Meanwhile, despite the fact that the majority of the Egyptian people 
support peace, they nonetheless are against conducting relations with Israel until the Palestinian issue is resolved. As 
successive Israeli governments have proven over the years that they have no interest in ending their occupation of the 
Palestinian Territories, the call for any sort of dialogue with its people seems futile for most Egyptians. Moreover, those 
who engage in these activities are driven to be on the defensive and are subject to accusations that they are normalizing 
relations with the Zionist state. 

The most adamant opposition to normalization still comes from intellectuals and pro-
fessional syndicates, the same constituency to which members of the society belonged. 
That is one of the reasons for the uproarious opposition of intellectuals to this group, 
which culminated in the anti-normalization public conference held in Cairo on the 
same day that the Cairo Peace Society hosted the July 1999 conference. For its part, 
the movement did little to address these criticisms and promote its vision in Egypt. Its 
activities mostly took the form of closed seminars with “selected” intellectuals to dis-
cuss peace-related issues and exchanged visits with Peace Now members. A prominent 
Egyptian intellectual noted that had the Cairo Peace Society declared that it was work-
ing on behalf of the government to create a peace lobby in Israel, it would have been 
well-received by the people as a patriotic endeavor. But its insistence on being an NGO calling for dialogue between 
peoples when the Israeli government was consistently usurping the rights of the Palestinian people made it seem, in the 
eyes of its opponents, a treacherous voice that betrayed the Arab cause. 

Despite the criticisms it faced at home, the Cairo Peace Society continued to be active until the eruption of the 2000 
Intifada, which proved to be a deadly challenge to the creation of the Arab-Israeli peace lobby. Failing to issue a joint 
statement with Peace Now condemning what the Egyptians saw as the excessive violence employed by the Israeli gov-
ernment against the Palestinian people, the Cairo Peace Society decided to sever relations with its Israeli counterpart. In 
their view, the unwillingness of Peace Now and the Israeli “left” in general to stand against their government’s brutality 
indicated their lack of commitment to the cause of peace. Meanwhile, Peace Now accused the Cairo Peace Society of 
being interested in dialogue only when “the sun is shining and the sky is blue.” Here it became clear that the two sides 
had different visions with regard to this endeavor. The Israelis thought of dialogue as an end in itself (i.e., to maintain 
bridges with the Arabs and enhance warm relations between the two sides), while the Egyptians considered it a means 
to create a peace lobby in Israel that could pressure the government to put an end to occupation and accept the creation 
of a Palestinian state. In this sense, both sides proved to be speaking different languages.

The most adamant 
opposition to nor-
malization still 
comes from intel-
lectuals and profes-
sional syndicates, 
the same constitu-
ency to which mem-
bers of the society 
belonged.
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It all began on November 19, 1977, when President Anwar Sadat landed at Ben-Gurion 
Airport. After 30 years of war and bloodshed between Israel and the Arab countries, a 
dream had come true. I remember the intense emotion. Thousands of Israeli citizens in 
the streets acclaimed the ra’is on his way to Jerusalem. For two days, millions all over 
the world watched TV reports of this visit and witnessed a beautiful page being written 
in history.

In the face of Sadat’s act of heroism, the Israeli leaders of 1977 bravely took up the chal-
lenge. They all agreed to sit down and talk, without preconditions, until a peace agree-
ment was signed between Israel and Egypt in March 1979.

The exchange of embassies in Cairo and Tel Aviv in February 1980 led to the establish-
ment of the Israel-Egypt Friendship Association, a non-profit organization in Israel. 
Like any other such association, it was formed with the intent of facilitating cultural 
exchange, the basis for a real and lasting peace. 

During the first years, the enthusiasm from both sides was great and the cultural ex-
change fruitful and intensive, with many cultural activities in Israel as well as in Egypt. 
The Association initiated and organized numerous events, including cultural evenings 
in Tel Aviv, Haifa, and Jerusalem on Egyptian Literature, featuring Egyptian guests such 
as the renowned intellectuals Dr. Hussein Fawzi and Dr. Ahmed Gomaa. An Exhibi-
tion by the Egyptian painter Mahmoud Said was held at the National Theatre Habimah 
in Tel Aviv and was attended by the Egyptian Minister of Culture Mahmoud Radwan 
(February 1982). An Israeli-Egyptian Exhibition of paintings was held at the Meridien 
Hotel in Cairo in May 1982, under the auspices of the Egyptian Ministry of Culture and 
the Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Under the auspices of the Friendship Associa-
tion, the National Egyptian Group of Folklore Dance gave a gala performance at the 
Mann Auditorium in Tel Aviv (1982), attended by Dr. Youssef Shawky, Deputy Minister 
of Minister of Culture; and an Egyptian play by Naguib Mahfouz was performed in He-
brew at the Haifa Theatre (1983). In addition, the Friendship Association hosted many 
official Egyptian guests on their visits to Israel.

As President of the Israel-Egypt Friendship Association, I had a personal meeting with 
Jehan Sadat, the wife of the president, at the Presidential Palace in Giza, Cairo (1982). I 
also met with Egyptian officials; together, we initiated joint cultural activities. President 
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Ezer Weizmann invited me to be part of his entourage on his visit to 
Cairo in December 1994.

However, during the years of “cold peace” and with the stagnation of 
Israel-Egypt normalization, cultural exchanges slowed down on the 
Egyptian side. The Association’s activities continued to take place, 
albeit in Israel only. We held many conferences on the Israel-Egypt 
Economy of Peace in order to encourage business between the two 
countries, with the participation of Egyptian ambassadors, Israeli 
ministers and professionals. We offered scholarships and grants to 
Israeli students for studies on Israel-Egypt relations. We also continue to hold annual gala events on Egyptian folklore 
and culture in Tel Aviv, in cooperation with the Egyptian Ambassador in Israel introducing oriental and Egyptian folk-
lore to the Israeli public.

The QIZ Agreement (Qualified Industrial Zone), signed in De-
cember 2004 by Israel, Egypt, and the United States provided for 
an industrial joint venture allowing free trade of products to the 
United States, certainly warmed Israeli-Egyptian relations. In the 
third millennium, ideological solutions no longer work.

Thirty years after the signing of the peace treaty,  “normalization” 
between the Israeli and Egyptian governments continues develop-
ing in all fields except for culture. Egyptian artists’ and writers’ or-
ganizations still ban any kind of relationship with Israel. Normal 
interaction with Israeli citizens is out of the question. Those who 
do interact with Israelis are followed by the Mukhabarat (the Egyp-

tian security authorities). A special permit is needed from the Egyptian Ministry of Interior for Egyptian citizens to visit 
Israel. Unless the permit is sought for official business, it is difficult to obtain.

Egyptian authorities’ opposition to normal interaction at the popular and cultural level with Israel is officially linked 
to the Palestinian conflict. Lately however, some Egyptian intellectuals have noticed that the authorities’ opposition to 
popular and cultural normalization reflects the latter’s concern about the “non-desirable” influence of Israeli liberalism. 
As a result, a number of these intellectuals have raised their voices about the importance of coexistence and the recogni-
tion of “the other.” In his book The Other Opinion, published in Egypt in 2001, Amin al-Mahdi, an Egyptian publicist in 
Cairo whose point of view often creates controversy in the Arab media, argues that only with a return to liberalism and 
democratic policy in Egypt could peace occur in the Middle East. He deplores the “second Exodus” of Jews from Egypt 
and the lack of normalization of relations between Egyptian and Israeli citizens: “A durable peace has to be established 

At the opening of the Israeli-Egyptian exhibition of paint-
ings, at the Méridien Hotel in Cairo, organized under the 
auspices of the Egyptian Ministry of Culture (1982).

Levana Zamir with Jehan Sadat at Giza Palace, Cairo in 
1982.
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on a basis of culture, historical roots and mutual influence as a bridge 
for mutual understanding.”

Amin al-Mahdi is not alone. In another book published in Cairo, The 
Jews of Egypt, Muhammad Abul-Ghar describes the prosperous era of 
the Egyptian Jews and their contribution to Egypt. This new trend is 
now reaching the Egyptian movie industry, with movies like ‘Imarat 
Yacoubiyan (The Yacoubian Building) expressing longing for the lib-
eral epoch in Egypt. In a recent interview on Egyptian TV, the famous 
artist Husayn Fahmi expressed openly his longing for the bygone age 
of monarchical liberalism in Egypt. In the second part of her film 
Salata Baladi, which received many international prizes but is still 
banned in Egypt, the courageous Egyptian producer and director Na-
dia Kamel asks: “Why is normalization with Israel still forbidden to Egyptian citizens, while the Egyptian Government 
is enjoying such normalization in almost every other field?”

Normalization between Egyptian and Israeli citizens at the popular 
and cultural level is the essential vehicle for fostering mutual recogni-
tion of “the other.” Unless and until normalization proceeds — enabling 
multicultural exchange and sharing of historical roots, arts, music, and 
folklore — mutual recognition and, therefore, the prospects for peace 
in the region will be further delayed.  

A united and multicultural Middle East is not a new concept. During 
the London Conference in 1939, attended by representatives from all 
Arab countries, David Ben-Gurion — then Chairman of the Jewish 
Agency — advocated four guiding concepts. One was “a Jewish State 

willing to belong to a future Middle Eastern Confederation.” In the third millennium, when countries from the Euro-
pean continent are merging to become a single entity after years of animosity, the “Mediterranean Option” — Israel’s 
Western culture merging with its Oriental surroundings and Arab countries turning more towards the West (with each 
side retaining its own identity) — eventually could lead to peace in a united Middle East. 

At a Conference  on the “Economy of Peace,” held 
in Tel Aviv: Ambassador Mohamad Bassiouny, L.Zamir, 
and Shimon Peres (L-R). 

With Israeli President Ezer Weizman, at Al-Kobah 
Palace in Cairo — escorting a Presidential visit to 
President Husni Mubarak in 1994.
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Following Anwar Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem, still in an atmosphere of national aston-
ishment, teams were put together for normalization talks with Egypt. The foundations 
for agricultural cooperation were laid earlier. At a meeting of the Egyptian Agriculture 
Ministry’s directorate, in the meeting room that I later learned to know so well, Profes-
sor Yusuf Wali, then a scholar at Ain Shams University and an advisor to Agriculture 
Minister Muhammad Daoud, said, “there is no need to wander afar seeking advanced 
agricultural methods, because right here, nearby, we have a neighbor with advanced 
agriculture, with sophisticated technologies, new species of tomatoes, citrus and flow-
ers. And some of them even speak Arabic. This is the fastest, the best and the cheapest 
way for us.”

In November 1979, the first visit of an Israeli agricultural delegation, headed by Agri-
culture Minister Ariel Sharon, was prepared. At that time, there were no direct flights so 
we flew in a small military Dakota. In Cairo, I presented a detailed plan prepared by our 
teams, in the context of a presentation boasting Israel’s agricultural achievements and 
the potential for exchanging agricultural know-how with Egypt. 

On March 24, 1980, the first official agreement for agricultural cooperation was signed 
with the participation of the Foreign Ministry. The discussion was substantive and con-
crete, and all the issues mentioned promptly turned into executive agenda items. The talks 
lasted twelve days. But on the very first day, the head of the Egyptian delegation, Dr. M. A. 
Kheireldin, addressed me with an important revelation: “you actually do not have horns!” 
An important component of this agreement was the formation of the Joint Israel-Egypt 
Agriculture Committee as a statutory body to steer the overall activity. After the agreement 
was signed, the Israeli delegation left for a thorough, professional, detailed visit to Egypt. We 
agreed to launch the first development project of greenhouses in Gimiza, at the Delta, to 
serve 25 villages. We agreed on identifying additional areas for agricultural cooperation. 

About a month later, I received an invitation to visit Sadat’s home village and his private 
home (where shortly thereafter we changed the nature of the crops and the irrigation). 
The President received us in his living room. Next to him was his deputy, Husni Muba-
rak. The President opened the meeting saying: 

I have read a lot about the Israeli agriculture, about its tech-
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nology, and in my opinion it is comprehensive. We need your strategic help to reform Egypt’s 
agriculture. It seems to me that your expertise is in developing vast arid areas. Which is why 
I propose to you: go to these regions — to Nubaria, to the Western Desert; to the region in 
which university graduates settled, between Alexandria and al-Alamein. This is your advan-
tage. We need your help in fighting Rift Valley Fever, in exchanging scientists, in fruit or-
chards that you have developed, in species of fruit and vegetables.

During all the years of our activity in Egypt, we have set a principle that the Egyptians are the ones determining the 
emphases. 

On May 19, 1981, a delegation headed by Agriculture Minister Ariel Sharon left Israel for 
a meeting with Sadat. I left for Egypt on a flight a day earlier and stayed at the Meridian 
Hotel, while the minister and his entourage crossed the Suez Canal on a ferry loaded with 
watermelons and continued to Cairo in a vehicle. Sharon went through the path known 
to him from battle. President Sadat accepted Sharon’s proposals for development with 
great enthusiasm. Hence, in accordance with Egypt’s agricultural policy, we launched the 
Nubaria project, which included orchards, vegetables, melons, spices and other crops. With time, it accounted for 40% of 
the total apples grown in Egypt. Also added were peaches and melons of the Makdimon and Galia species. 

In addition, we developed a series of trilateral projects, mainly with the University of California, San Diego, and the 
Hansen Institute for World Peace, aided by the Middle East Regional Cooperation Program (MERC), together with the 
the German-Israel Fund  and the governments of Denmark and the Netherlands. MERC and the Hansen Institute for 
World Peace invested $40 million in these projects. In addition, there was Egyptian funding of $20 million. Another $40 
million were invested by private Israeli sources in private projects and farms. The cumulative impact is impressive. 

This is how the projects developed: 

The Cooperative Arid Lands Agricultural Research (CALAR) program, in cooperation with The University of Califor-
nia, San Diego, together with the Hansen Institute for World Peace, the Institutes for Applied Research of Ben Gurion 
University, including the Volcani Research Center, the Agriculture Faculty of Hebrew University and Egypt’s  Ministry 
of Agriculture, Ain Shams University and the religious Al-Azhar University — lasted 13 years. 

Models of agricultural technology exchanges at similar ecological systems — in cooperation with the US Department of 
Agriculture and professors from Stanford and St. Louis, Hebrew University’s Faculty of Agriculture and the two coun-
tries’ ministries of agriculture — lasted six years, yielding important results. 

The Marriott agro-industrial project, which focused on agricultural development in new regions, on industry and settle-
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ment, in a cooperative framework, similar to that of CALAR, with the added participa-
tion of the Einstein Foundation – lasted ten years.

Nubaseed — a very important project that was launched in 1986 in Nubaria at the 
Western Desert started with 280 dunnams of vegetables and melon seeds in green-
houses and was broadened in two years to 600 dunnams with extremely sophisticated 
irrigation. Peaches and apples were added, in cooperation with the Israeli Hazera Com-
pany — lasted about 18 years. 

The regional veterinarian project started as a five-year project with a budget of some $4 
million and lasted about ten years. 

Chronologically, the first and only project in the Delta at Gimiza, near Tanta, in partnership with the Agridev company, 
lasted eight years and was a unique pilot project of sophisticated technology for Delta farmers.  

Some 2,500 Egyptian university graduates  received joint training at three facilities in Israel — Brur Hayil, Rehovot and 
Shfayim — and at the Egyptian Training Center in Marriott. 

In May 1989, the US Department of Agriculture invited me to Washington for an award ceremony, to receive the US 
government’s award for “outstanding dedication to building strong relationships among Egypt, Isarel and the United 
States in the agricultural sciences.” The ceremony was held on July 10, with the participation of Agriculture Secretary 
Clayton Yeutter.  Similar honors were awarded to my colleague Muhammad Dessouki and to Congressman Henry Wax-
man, for demonstrating vision and leadership in developing legislation to advance the cause of peace in the Middle East, 
in the spirit of the biblical verse, “They will beat their swords into plowshares and their spears into pruning hooks.” 

Today, following almost 30 years of agricultural cooperation, joint agricultural activity with Egypt still takes place, 
through the Peres Center for Peace and through other channels. The Peres Center runs, among other initiatives, the 
Wheat in the Service of Peace project to develop durum wheat in the East ‘Uwaynat region, the Red Palm Weevil project 
to protect palm trees, where most of the know-how comes from Egypt, a comprehensive project named the Integrated 
Crop Management Program, which focuses on tomatoes and strawberries, and the Dairy Farm Development project.

Agricultural cooperation with Egypt, which has been one of the first global prototypes of post-conflict resolution, 
helped create an infrastructure of agricultural relations, applicable in and outside our region. These working relations 
remained close and sustainable throughout political ups and downs and despite of numerous difficulties occurred. This 
ongoing partnership shows that cooperation between former enemies is feasible and even necessary. For the last 30 
years it has benefited Egypt and Israel, and I had the privilege to see how it all started. 

This essay was translated from the original Hebrew by Ori Nir.
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The relationships between tourists and locals in countries that have been tradition-
ally unfriendly or hostile to each other are often examined by studies that utilize the 
“contact-hypothesis” concept.1 The focus of these studies is on the results of tourist-host 
contact in terms of attitudinal change. For example, will Israeli tourists have a more 
positive image of Egyptians as a result of visiting Egypt? Yet, while these studies address 
the nature of the tourist-host contact as a determinant of tourists’ attitudinal change, 
they do not elaborate on the mechanism through which the nature of the contact is 
constructed and established. In the case of countries with a background of conflict, the 
host-guest contact might involve negative feelings, such as fear, hostility, or mistrust. It 
is clear that such feelings should be ignored — or at least suppressed — in order to cre-
ate an appropriate ambiance for both the tourists and their hosts. To date, tourism stud-
ies have not investigated the behavioral mechanisms utilized by tourists and locals to 
develop a positive atmosphere, one that is detached from the existing tension between 
their countries. This study examines the encounter between Israeli-Jewish tourists and 
Egyptian hosts at tourist resorts in the Sinai Peninsula over a two-year period (2004-
2006) which was marked by terror attacks.  

Relying on qualitative research methods, such as participant observation, semi-struc-
tured in-depth interviews, and informal conversations with Israeli tourists and Egyp-
tian hosts, this essay addresses the following questions: 

• What behaviors do Israeli tourists and Egyptian service em-
ployees employ in order to construct an atmosphere condu-
cive to relaxed tourism despite the geo-political conflicts and 
the threats of terror in the Sinai?
• Is the serene atmosphere constructed in the Sinai resorts 
resilient enough to endure the terror attacks that occurred in 
Sinai during the research period?
• Do the behaviors that construct the serene atmosphere re-
flect sincere feelings and attitudes?  

1. P. Anastasopoulos, “Tourism and Attitude Change: Greek Tourists Visiting Turkey,” Annals 
of Tourism Research, Vol. 19, No. 4 (1992), pp. 629-42; S. Bochner, Cultures in Contact: Studies 
in Cross-Cultural Interaction (New York: Pergamon Press, 1982); A. Milman, A. Reichel, and 
A. Pizam, “The Impact of Tourism on Ethnic Attitudes: The Israeli-Egyptian Case,” Journal 
of Travel Research, Vol. 29, No. 2 (1990), pp. 45-49; and A. Pizam, N. Uriely, and A. Reichel, 
“The Intensity of Tourist-Host Social Relationship and its Effect on Satisfaction and Change 
of Attitudes: The Case of Working Tourists in Israel,” Tourism Management, Vol. 2, No. 4 
(2000), pp. 395-406. 
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With respect to the first question, the study reveals five practices through which both parties alike emphasize construc-
tive elements of interaction and avoid possible impediments to peaceful encounters: avoiding conversation about poli-
tics, addressing Sinai as an isolated “ex-territory,” defining their relations as “friendship,” stressing cultural similarities, 
and distinguishing between “good” and “bad” Israelis and Egyptians. The capability of both guests and hosts to suspend 
negative attitudes and to construct a “bubble of serenity” in this region corresponds to their tourism-related interests. 
The quest of Israeli tourists for an inexpensive and relaxed vacation and the readiness of the Egyptian service employees 
to supply it for economic benefits overcomes decades of hostility between the nations of these individuals. Both parties 
appear to understand the importance of positive interactions for their tourism-related interests and, thus, seek such a 
positive tone in their interactions. In this regard, tourism appears to be an appropriate venue for initiating normaliza-
tion processes between countries with a history of conflict. 

The answer to the second question regarding the resilience of the “bubble of serenity” concerns the dimension of time. 
Specifically, the study reveals a cyclical pattern in which the behaviors that construct the peaceful encounters were 
provisionally abandoned after terrorist attacks and then gradually reinstated as soon as 
the crisis subsided. The tendency of both parties to burst the “bubble of serenity” right 
after the terror attacks sheds light on the limited resilience of the bubble. Specifically, it 
seems that the bubble is not resilient enough to endure obstructions, such as the terror 
attacks that occurred in Sinai during 2004-2006. The burst of the bubbles indicates that 
when major external occurrences, such as terror attacks, transcend a certain threshold 
they change the situational circumstances and consequently affect the nature of the 
guest-host encounter.  Apparently, paramount forces external to tourism cannot be ex-
cluded from the analysis of guest-host encounters. 

Yet, the data of this study also reveals that as soon as the crisis subsides, the bubble is 
quickly re-created, pointing to its resilient nature. Thus, from the perspective of a two-
year period, the revealed cyclical pattern of shattering and reinstating the bubble suggests that the bubble appears to be 
rather resilient. Overall, these cyclical patterns capture the ambivalent nature of tourism: a phenomenon that consists of 
provisional manifestations of human behavior but responses to durable needs, such as tourists’ desire for pleasure and 
the hosts’ desire for economic benefits.

The answer to the question of whether the practices that construct the bubble of serenity reflect upon genuine or in-
sincere attitudes and practices remains elusive. The inclination of guests and hosts to abandon the bubble practices 
right after the terror attacks does not necessarily provide evidence for the practices’ supposed inauthentic nature. The 
tendency of both parties to perform or alternatively to avoid the aforementioned five bubble practices appears to be 
less related to their genuine or insincere nature and more related to events. Specifically, the practices that construct the 
bubble as well as the attitudes and behaviors that cause it to shatter appear on the “front stage” or remain at the “back 
stage” in response to changes that occur in the situational circumstances. In this regard, the current study questions 
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the central role given in the tourism and hospitality literature to the issue of authenticity in social interactions. Instead, 
the findings are interpreted in line with Goffman’s dramaturgical approach2 by stressing the importance of situational 
circumstances, while analyzing social interactions.

The current study includes several limitations, such as the use of English and Hebrew for interviewing Egyptian hosts; 
interviewing different respondents before and after terror attacks; and excluding the 
relations of Israeli tourists and Egyptian hosts with the local Bedouins. While this may 
have a bearing on the validity of the results, the unique situation in Sinai provided the 
researchers with a rare opportunity to explore interactions between tourists and ser-
vice employees of countries that have been traditionally hostile to each other. 

2. E. Goffman, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (Middlesex, UK: Penguin, 1959); Encounters: Two Studies in the 
Sociology of Interaction (Harmondsworth, UK: Penguin, 1961); and Interaction Ritual: Essay on Face-to-Face Behavior (New 
York: Anchor Books, 1967).  

The answer to the 
question of whether 
the practices that 
construct the bub-
ble of serenity re-
flect upon genuine 
or insincere atti-
tudes and practices 
remains elusive. 
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Scientific Cooperation for the Control of Soilborne Diseases of Major Crops

Jaacov Katan

Department of Plant Pa-
thology and Microbiol-
ogy, Faculty of Agricultural 
Food and Environmental 
Quality Sciences, Rehovot, 
Israel

Pests and pathogens (disease causing microbes) cause heavy losses to all major crops 
throughout the world. Along with other stress agents, such as drought, these harmful 
organisms are responsible for food shortages, especially in developing countries. Pests 
and pathogens do not recognize borders; therefore, cooperative multinational efforts 
are needed in order to reduce and alleviate their harm. It is this concept that led to fruit-
ful and long-standing scientific cooperation between our group in Israel and Egyptian 
plant pathologists.

Diseases of roots and other below-ground plant organs are caused by soilborne patho-
gens (disease-causing organisms), such as fungi, bacteria and nematodes. These patho-
gens cause heavy losses to most major economically important crops by affecting both 
yield and quality. In severe cases, they may cause total destruction of the crop, forcing 
the farmer to either abandon the land or shift to less susceptible, but also less profitable 
crops. In other words, these pathogens can have social, as well as economic consequenc-
es. Therefore, many methods have been developed to control them. They include breed-
ing for resistant cultivars, crop rotation, fungicide application, cultural and biological 
control methods, and soil disinfestation. However, in an era of heightened environmen-
tal concern, emphasis is now being placed on developing methods of disease control 
which are both effective and environmentally friendly, over pesticides which may be 
environmentally harmful.

In 1976, our group in Israel developed a new non-chemical method for the control of 
soilborne pathogens and weeds, based on the use of solar energy, termed soil solariza-
tion (also called solar heating). The basic idea is to cover (mulch, tarp) the moistened 
soil with transparent polyethylene during an optimal period, thereby heating the soil 
and killing harmful organisms such as pathogens and weeds. The concomitant stimula-
tion of beneficial biological processes has also been observed. This method can only be 
applied in regions with high temperatures and intense solar irradiation, and as such, the 
Middle East seems especially appropriate for soil solarization. Since its publication in 
1976, solarization has been studied in over 60 countries, including most Middle Eastern 
countries, and its effectiveness has been demonstrated in many of them.1

In 1980, the Egyptian Minister of Agriculture, the late Dr. Daoud, visited our institution 

1. J. Katan and J.E. DeVay, J.E., eds., Soil Solarization (Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 1991).
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Katan...

in Israel, and the soil solarization method was presented to him. He was impressed and 
invited me to visit Egypt and discuss this issue with Egyptian colleagues and others 
involved in plant pathology. In March 1981, I visited the Plant Pathology Institute at 
Giza, met with the plant pathologists there and discussed the aforementioned issues: 
He also presented a seminar, which was followed by a thorough discussion. That meet-
ing marked the beginning of the joint planning and implementation of experiments, 
jointly with Drs Mohamed Abdel-Rahim and Mokhtar Satour, to assess the potential 
of soil solarization in Egypt. We were able to set up the first field experiments in Egypt 
in June 1981, supported by a small fund from the German-Israel Fund for Research 
and International Development (GIFRID). However, the major work was done in the 
following years, within the framework of two consecutive multidisciplinary joint Egyp-
tian-Israeli AID projects, headed by Professors Samuel Pohoryles and Dan Yaron. The 
objectives of these studies were to:

1. Assess the effectiveness of solarization, under specific climatic and agricultural conditions 
in Egypt, in controlling various pathogens of major vegetable crops. Comparable studies were 
carried out in Israel.
2. Assess the effectiveness of soil solarization in crops under furrow irrigation, a common 
irrigation method in the Middle East. This was the first time that this issue had been exam-
ined.
3.  Assess the effectiveness of soil solarization in controlling white rot disease of the onion in 
Egypt, another issue which had never been examined. This disease is of major importance in 
the south of Egypt.
4. Create knowledge-transfer systems within and between the two countries.
5. Expose young scientists to sophisticated research methods.
6. Carry out multidisciplinary research which included crop protection, agronomy, soil sci-
ence, machinery, meteorology, knowledge transfer and economics.

The results of the above studies were impressive and met our expectations. Solarization was clearly found to be highly 
effective in Egypt and in Israel: many weeds and pathogens of vegetable and flower crops, such as tomato, onion, broad 
bean, and clover, were well-controlled. Yields were increased by 25 to 430%. A long-term effect for two or even three 
consecutive seasons was recorded, and in some cases, solarization also improved the quality of the yields. Fundamental 
studies on physical, chemical, and microbial changes in the solarized soil were carried out. It was found, for the first 
time, that solarization also decreases soil salinity under Egyptian agricultural conditions. The results of these studies 
enabled economic analyses. Solarization was found to be especially effective in strawberry and in greenhouse crops 
where it was well-adopted by Egyptian farmers. Both researchers and extension personnel in Egypt and in Israel were 
involved in these studies. Long-term experiments on onion diseases were carried out in parallel in Egypt and Israel, and 

Solarization was 
clearly found to be 
highly effective in 
Egypt and in Israel: 
many weeds and 
pathogens of vegeta-
ble and flower crops, 
such as tomato, on-
ion, broad bean, and 
clover, were well-
controlled.
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Katan...

it was found for the first time that, in Egypt, white rot in onion can be effectively controlled by solarization.

The above joint studies were carried out in close and full cooperation. They involved 
many mutual visits between the two countries, joint planning of the experiments, and 
joint analyses of the results, as reflected by the joint scientific publications2 and joint 
presentations at international conferences. Dr. Mokhtar Satour and the late Dr. Mo-
hamed Abdel-Raheem led the research in Egypt and had close cooperation with Pro-
fessor Katan. The results benefited both countries and were transferred to the farmers 
of each. Above all, personal relationships developed. Although not among the previously noted objectives of the project, 
three Palestinian graduate students carried out studies on solarization and related issues under my supervision. 

It should be emphasized that pests do not recognize borders. Therefore, joint efforts by scientists from neighboring 
countries are essential for effectively achieving our goals to the benefit of agriculture. Unfortunately, we could not obtain 
support to continue this joint research with either Egyptian or Palestinian partners. It is worth mentioning here that the 
late Dr. Avi Grinstein from the Volcani Institute, Israel, was very active in promoting and strengthening the relations 
between Egyptian and Israeli scientists.

2. M.F. Abdel-Rahim, M.M. Satour, K.Y. Mickail, S.A. El Eraki, A. Grinstein, Y. Chen, and J. Katan, “Effectiveness of Soil 
Solarization in Furrow-irrigated Egyptian Soils,” Plant Disease, No. 72 (1988), pp. 143-146.

The results benefit-
ed both countries 
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ferred to the farm-
ers of each.
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From the pages of The Middle 
East Journal’s “Chronology:” 

Egyptian-Israeli Relations in 1979
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Since it began publication in 1947, each issue of The Middle East Journal has contained a section chronologically 
detailing events of note in the region for the preceding three months. Today, this section is dubbed the “Chronology,” 
although in the earliest issues of the Journal, it was called “Developments of the Quarter.” The Chronology is organized 
by country and issue, with each section providing a day-by-day account of the relevant events and developments. Mir-
roring the Journal, the Chronology’s coverage of the region spans from  North Africa in the west to formerly Soviet 
Central Asia, to Pakistan in the east.

Given the longevity of The Middle East Journal, the Chronology is an indispensable resource to those interested in the 
politics and history of the modern Middle East — in the pages of the Journal, readers can essentially read a daily ac-
counting of the events in a particular country from 1947 through today. Entries for the Chronology are written as they 
occur and represent a real-time window not only into the events of the region, but into the overall context of the time 
and place in which they occurred.

The following pages contain reproductions of the Chronology entries written for the Arab-Israeli conflict during 1979, 
as the signing of the Accords came to fruition. They provide a unique and detailed look into a series of events that have 
left an indelible mark upon the region. 
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Until the advent of the Internet made many historical and official documents only a few clicks away, The Middle East 
Journal frequently published governmental, legal, and historical papers which pertained to the issue’s articles or to the 
events of the day.  In the pages that follow, we reproduce the Documents section as published in the Summer 1979 (Vol. 
33, No. 3) issue of the Journal, which contains the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty, its annexes, and a number of relevant 
maps and exchanges of correspondence between Menachem Begin, Jimmy Carter, and Anwar Sadat.
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Biographies of the Negotiating 
Teams
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PRINCIPALS

Menachem Begin. 6th Prime Minister of Israel. August 16, 1913 - March 9, 1992. 
Israel’s sixth prime minister, and the first to come from outside the Labor Zionist mainstream, Menachem Begin was 
born on August 16, 1913 in Brest-Litovsk, in Russian Poland. As a teenager Begin joined Betar, a youth group associ-
ated with Vladimir Ze’ev Jabotinsky’s ultranationalist Revisionist movement. After spending the 1930s active in central 
European Revisionist politics, Begin moved to mandatory Palestine in 1942 after a spell in a Soviet prison camp. There 
he led the Irgun, a breakaway Zionist militia dedicated to realizing the Revisionist dream of a Jewish state on both sides 
of the Jordan. For the first 30 years of Israel’s existence, Begin-led parties were the primary opposition to the country’s 
Labor governments, first as Herut, then Gahal, and finally Likud. Begin first came in from the cold as part of a national 
unity government during the 1967 War, and rose to power a decade later in the landmark 1977 elections. Begin served 
as Prime Minister until 1983, when he resigned in the wake of public disenchantment with the war in Lebanon. Largely 
withdrawing from public life after his wife’s death, Begin died in Tel Aviv in 1992.

Jimmy Carter. 39th President of the United States. Born October 1, 1924.
James Earl Carter, Jr. was born in Plains, Georgia, a small town several hundred miles south of Atlanta. After graduating 
from the US Naval Academy in 1946, he served as a submariner and was selected for the prestigious nuclear submarine 
program. Carter returned to Georgia to take over his family’s agricultural supply business following his father’s death in 
1953, and began a career in local politics before moving on to the state senate in 1962. After a strong showing in the 1966 
gubernatorial campaign, Carter won election in the next contest as a racial moderate, but in office amassed a record 
as an integrationist representative of the “New South.” Running as a Washington outsider in the first post-Watergate 
presidential election, Carter beat a crowded field to claim the 1976 Democratic nomination, and narrowly unseated the 
incumbent Gerald Ford. After losing to Ronald Reagan in his 1980 reelection bid, Carter applied himself to humanitar-
ian work, establishing the Carter Center to advocate for causes including human rights, global health, and peacemaking. 
He was awarded the 2002 Noble Peace Prize for these post-presidential efforts. 

Anwar Sadat. 3rd President of Egypt. December 25, 1918 - October 6, 1981. 
Anwar Sadat was born to an Egyptian father and Sudanese mother in Mit Abu al-Kum, a peasant town in the Nile 
delta. He graduated from military college in Cairo in 1938 and began his career in the army soon thereafter. Sadat was 
imprisoned from 1942-44 for conspiring with the Germans to end the British presence in Egypt, and again in 1946-8 
for his alleged role in a pro-British minister’s assassination. He participated in the Free Officers Revolution that toppled 
King Farouk in 1952, and rose through the ranks of Gamal ‘Abd al-Nasir’s government, chairing the National Union 
party and the National Assembly before serving two terms as Vice President. Sadat became Egypt’s third President upon 
Nasir’s death in 1970, and achieved a political victory against Israel in the October/Yom Kippur War of 1973, setting 
the stage for the peace treaty several years later. Despite these successes, Sadat’s restructuring of the economy and rec-
ognition of Israel proved deeply unpopular domestically. He was killed by an Islamic Jihad assassin on October 6, 1981, 
during the annual victory parade in Cairo. 
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NEGOTIATORS

EGYPT

Mohamed Ibrahim Kamel [Muhammad Ibrahim Kamil], Minister of Foreign Affairs

Born near Cairo, Muhammad Ibrahim Kamil became an activist in Egypt’s underground revolutionary movement.  
After serving in prison alongside Anwar Sadat for alleged involvement in the assassination of a pro-British official, 
Kamil graduated from Cairo University in 1947 with a law degree.  Following the Free Officers Revolution in 1952, 
Kamil joined the Foreign Service and eventually became Ambassador to West Germany.  In 1977, Kamil was tapped by 
President Sadat to become Foreign Minister after Ismail Fahmi resigned the post in protest of Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem.  
Kamil himself later resigned, protesting the negotiations’ failure to commit Israel to a withdrawal from the West Bank. 
Following his tenure as Foreign Minister, Kamil devoted himself to human rights activism within Egypt. He passed 
away in 2001 at age 74.

Boutros Boutros-Ghali [Butrus Butrus Ghali], Minister of State for Foreign Affairs

Butrus Butrus Ghali was born in Cairo to a prominent Coptic family. After completing a degree at Cairo University in 
1946, Ghali went to France to continue his education, where he earned a doctorate in international law from the Uni-
versity of Paris. Returning to Egypt in 1949, Ghali became a professor at Cairo University and in that capacity held guest 
professorships in New York, the Hague, and Paris.  In 1974, Professor Ghali became a member of the Central Committee 
of Egypt’s ruling party. At Camp David, Ghali was appointed to succeed Muhammad Ibrahim Kamil as Foreign Minister 
and continued in that capacity until 1991. Ghali was then elected as Secretary General of the United Nations. After his 
term as UN Secretary General expired, Ghali served as Secretary General of the Francophonie and Chairman of the 
Board of the South Centre. He is currently Director of the Egyptian National Council of Human Rights.

Osama el-Baz [Usama al-Baz], Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs

After graduating from Cairo University, Usama al-Baz became Deputy Prosecutor General in Egypt’s new post-revolu-
tionary government in 1953. Baz obtained earned a Master’s degree from Harvard University in 1961 and then joined 
the Egyptian Foreign Service. Baz served as Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs under President Sadat and later was 
appointed as Director of the President’s Office of Political Affairs by President Husni Mubarak. Baz has been one of 
President Mubarak’s closest advisors and often represents Egypt in international forums.

Ashraf Ghorabl [Ashraf Ghurbal], Ambassador to the United States

Ashraf Ghurbal was born in Alexandria in 1925. He attended Cairo University and earned a Master’s degree from Har-
vard University. In 1949, Ghurbal joined the Egyptian delegation to the United Nations. He served on UN delegations 
in Geneva and New York until the mid-1960s. From 1967 to 1973, Ghurbal was the chief of the Egyptian Interests Sec-
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tion of the Indian Embassy in Washington, the highest ranking Egyptian representative in the United States following 
the breaking of diplomatic relations in the wake of the 1967 War. After serving closely under President Sadat in Egypt 
during the 1973 War, Ghurbal was named Ambassador to the United States following the resumption of Egyptian-
American relations. Ghurbal served as Ambassador until his retirement in 1985 and returned to the United States as a 
visiting professor at Georgetown University in 1987. Ambassador Ghurbal passed away in 2005 at the age of 80.

Ahmed Maher [Ahmad Mahir], Director to the Foreign Minister’s Cabinet

Ahmad Mahir was born to a political family in Cairo in 1935. Mahir began his career in the Foreign Service after gradu-
ating from Cairo University.  As a diplomat, Mahir represented Egypt in France, Congo, and Switzerland throughout the 
1960s before becoming the Director of the Foreign Ministry. Mahir served as Ambassador to the Soviet Union during 
the last years of the Cold War. In 1992, he was appointed Ambassador to the United States. After seven years in Wash-
ington, Mahir retired to Egypt. In 2001, he was named Minister of Foreign Affairs, a position he held for three years.

Abdul Raul el-Reedy [Abd al-Ra’uf al-Ridi], Director of Policy Planning, Foreign Ministry

Abd al-Ra’uf al-Ridi entered the foreign service as an attaché in training after graduating from Cairo University in 1954. 
After earning a Master’s degree at Columbia University in 1960, al-Ridi worked in the Foreign Ministry and from 1962 
to 1972 served on Egyptian delegations to the United Nations in New York and Geneva. After working in international 
organizations for five years, al-Ridi founded and directed the Foreign Ministry’s Office of Policy Planning. In 1979, al-
Ridi was named Ambassador to Pakistan and one year later was appointed as Egypt’s Representative to the United Na-
tions. From 1984 to 1992, al-Ridi served as Ambassador to the United States, before returning to private legal practice 
in Egypt.

Nabil el-Araby [Nabil al-‘Arabi], Legal Director of the Foreign Ministry

Born in 1935, Nabil al-‘Arabi obtained a law degree from Cairo University and a doctorate from New York University. In 
1976, Dr. al-‘Arabi was appointed as Legal Advisor to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. He served as chief negotiator in the 
Taba Arbitration and as Ambassador to the United Nations in Geneva (1987-1991) and in New York (1991-1999). He 
served as Commissioner of the UN Compensation Commission until 2001 and as a Justice of the International Court 
of Justice in the Hague until 2006.  Since 2008, Dr. al-‘Arabi has been in private practice as a lawyer in Cairo.

Ahmed Abou al-Gheite [Ahmad Abu al-Ghayth], Office of the Foreign Minister

Born in Cairo in 1942, Ahmad Abu al-Ghayth graduated from Ain Shams University in 1964. The following year, he 
began his diplomatic career and was posted to Cyprus and to the UN before being named First Secretary to the Minis-
ter’s Cabinet in 1977.  After 1979, he served in different capacities in Moscow, Cairo, and at the UN before being named 
Ambassador to Italy in 1996. Three years later, Ambassador Abu al-Ghayth was appointed Permanent Representative to 
the United Nations. In 2004, he replaced Ahmad Mahir as Foreign Minister.
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ISRAEL

Moshe Dayan, Foreign Minister

The second child born on Israel’s first kibbutz in 1915, Moshe Dayan was for many the epitome of the “New Jew” native 
to Palestine/Israel. A decorated leader of the pre-state Palmach militia and the young State of Israel, Dayan became an 
international icon as Chief of Staff during the Sinai War in 1956. Retiring from the military in 1959, Dayan moved into 
politics and served as Minister of Agriculture. During the Straits of Tiran crisis leading up to the 1967 War, Dayan was 
appointed Defense Minister and helped engineer Israel’s quick victory in that war. Dayan resigned his post following 
the public outcry over the national leadership’s handling of the lead up to the 1973 War. In 1977, with the election of 
Menachem Begin, Dayan crossed over to the Likud Party and was named Foreign Minister.  In 1980, Dayan left Be-
gin’s government, insisting that withdrawal from the West Bank and Gaza be tied to the peace process with Egypt. He 
founded his own party in 1981, but died of a heart attack shortly after elections.

Ezer Weizmann, Defense Minister

The nephew of Israel’s first President, Chaim Weizmann, Ezer was born in Tel Aviv in 1924 to Russian-born parents. At 
age 18, Weizmann volunteered in the British army to fight the Nazis and in 1943 became a combat pilot. After World 
War II ended, he fought in both the Irgun and the Haganah before commanding Israel’s first air force unit in the 1948 
Arab-Israeli War. Weizmann served as Commander of the Air Force for over ten years, including during the 1967 War. 
He resigned in 1969 and moved to politics, where he joined Menachem Begin’s party and briefly served as Minister 
of Transportation. Following Likud’s victory in the 1977 elections, Weizmann became Defense Minister. Developing a 
close friendship with Sadat at Camp David, Weizmann became more “dovish” and resigned from Begin’s government 
in 1980 along with Moshe Dayan over disagreements about the Palestinian territories. After a brief hiatus from politics, 
Weizmann formed his own party in 1984 which merged with the Labor Party two years later.  In 1993, Weizmann was 
elected by the Knesset as President of Israel. He resigned in 1999 due to public pressure over charges of corruption. In 
2005, Weizmann passed away at age 80.    

Aharon Barak, Attorney General and Member-Designate of the Supreme Court

Born in Lithuania in 1936 as Arik Brick, Aharon Barak immigrated to then-Palestine with his family at age 11 after sur-
viving the Holocaust. He studied law at the Hebrew University, where he later received a doctorate. In 1968, Barak was 
named Associate Professor of Law at the Hebrew University and in 1974 became Dean of the Law School.  In 1975, Ba-
rak was awarded the Israel Prize and was appointed Attorney General.  Three years later, he was named to the Supreme 
Court, where he served for 30 years, the last 11 as Chief Justice. Barak was known as an activist judge and champion of 
civil liberties, frequently challenging Knesset bills and army IDF directives. As required by law, Barak retired from the 
Court at age 70 and is considered by many within and outside Israel as one of the world’s great jurists.

Avraham Tamir, Major General, Director of Army Planning Branch
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Born in 1924 as Avraham Treinen, Tamir joined the Haganah and later became a leading officer in the Israeli army. He 
fought in every Arab-Israeli war until 1973 and was wounded in combat three times.  During the ’73 war, he served as 
Ariel Sharon’s aide de camp and afterwards founded the Strategic and Policy Planning Branch, answering directly to 
the Minister of Defense and Chief of Staff. At Camp David, Tamir represented Israel’s security interests and helped co-
ordinate the military withdrawal from the Sinai Peninsula. After retiring from the military, Tamir worked closely with 
Shimon Peres as Director of the Foreign Ministry while the latter was Foreign Minister and as Director of the Prime 
Minister’s Office and National Security Advisor while Peres was Prime Minister.

Simcha Dinitz, Ambassador to the United States

Born and raised in Tel Aviv in 1923, Simcha Dinitz went to the United States to pursue higher education after serving 
in the Haganah and the young Israeli army. After obtaining a graduate law degree from Georgetown University, Dinitz 
worked in Israel’s Foreign Ministry for many years, serving at the United Nations, in Rome, and in Washington.  In 1973, 
Dinitz was appointed as Ambassador to the United States, where he helped orchestrate the US airlift during the 1973 
War and participated in the Camp David peace process. Dinitz later returned to Israel and became Vice President of the 
Hebrew University in Jerusalem. In 1984, Dinitz was elected to the Knesset for the Labor Party. Before the completion 
of his first term, he was appointed Chairman of the Jewish Agency, serving in that capacity until 1994. He passed away 
at age 74 in 2003.

Meir Rosenne, Legal Advisor to the Foreign Minister

Born in Romania in 1931, Meir Rosenne immigrated to Israel at age 13. He received his higher education at the Sor-
bonne, where received a JD in 1960. He joined the Foreign Ministry, serving as Israel’s Consul in New York City until 
1967. In 1971, Rosenne was appointed as Legal Advisor to the Foreign Minister with the rank of Ambassador. During 
his tenure, he represented Israel in international organizations and negotiated at both the Geneva peace talks and Camp 
David. In 1979, Rosenne was appointed Ambassador to France and Ambassador to the United States four years later. In 
1987, Rosenne retired from the Foreign Ministry but remained in the United States for five years as President and CEO 
of the Israel Bonds Organization. Rosenne returned to Israel to practice law and lecture at Tel Aviv University. In 2000, 
he was awarded the Legion d’Honeur by French President Jacques Chirac.

Elyakim Rubenstein, Assistant Director, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Born in Tel Aviv in 1947, Elyakim Rubinstein began his career as a lecturer in political science at Bar-Ilan University at 
age 22. From 1973, he served as a lawyer in the Defense Ministry before being appointed Bureau Chief of the Foreign 
Ministry in 1977.  Continuing in the Foreign Ministry until 1986, Rubinstein achieved the rank of Ambassador, was 
chief of the bureau of Israeli-Egyptian bilateral relations, and was Deputy Chief of Mission at the Israeli Embassy in 
Washington. From 1986 until 1994, Rubinstein served as Government Secretary, chairing numerous commissions and 
representing Israel both in international organizations and in peace negotiations. In 1997, Rubinstein was appointed as 
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Attorney General and in 2004 as Justice of the Supreme Court.

Dan Pattir, Public Affairs Advisor to the Prime Minister

Dan Pattir served as Media Advisor and Spokesperson to Prime Ministers Yitzhak Rabin and Menachem Begin. Since 
then, Pattir has been a prominent Israeli journalist, editing a legal journal, and serving on the board of numerous or-
ganizations. Currently, Pattir is Vice President of the Abraham Fund Initiative, an American-founded organization that 
makes grants to organizations that foster better relations between Arabs and Jews in Israel.

UNITED STATES

Walter Mondale, Vice President

A native of Minnesota and veteran of the Korean War, Walter Mondale served as Minnesota State Attorney General 
from 1960 to 1964 and sat as Senator for his home state from 1964-1976.  In 1977, he was inaugurated as Vice President 
under Jimmy Carter.  Mondale was the Democratic nominee for President in 1984 and was defeated by the Reagan-
Bush ticket.  As a private citizen, Mondale was both an attorney in a Minnesota firm and chairman of the National 
Democratic Institute. In 1993, President Bill Clinton named Mondale Ambassador to Japan and named him special 
envoy to Indonesia in 1998.

Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State 

Cyrus Vance graduated from Yale, served in the US Navy, and worked in a New York law firm before joining govern-
ment service. Vance was appointed Secretary of the Army by President John F. Kennedy and named Deputy Secretary 
of Defense by President Lyndon B. Johnson. In 1969, he was awarded the Presidential Medal of Freedom. After serving 
as Secretary of State, Vance returned to practicing law, but participated in a number of diplomatic missions. In 1993, 
Vance served as a Special Envoy to Bosnia for the United Nations. After a long struggle with Alzheimer’s disease, Vance 
died at age 84 in 2002.

Zbigniew Brzezinski, National Security Advisor

The son of Polish diplomats living in exile in Canada, Zbigniew Brzezinski moved to the United States in 1950 to pur-
sue a doctorate at Harvard University. After becoming an American citizen in 1958, Brzezinski relocated to New York 
to teach at Columbia University and joined the Council of Foreign Relations. Brzezinski became involved in politics, 
serving as an advisor to John F. Kennedy. He was a member of the Policy Planning Council of the Department of State 
from 1966 to 1968; chairman of the Humphrey Foreign Policy Task Force in the 1968 presidential campaign; direc-
tor of the Trilateral Commission from 1973 to 1976; and principal foreign policy advisor to Jimmy Carter in the 1976 
presidential campaign. From 1977 to 1981, Dr. Brzezinski was National Security Advisor to President Carter. Following 
his four-year tenure in the administration, Brzezinski returned to his post at Columbia, where stayed until 1989. He 
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is counselor and trustee of the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) and co-chairs the CSIS Advisory 
Board. He is also the Robert E. Osgood Professor of American Foreign Policy at the School of Advanced International 
Studies, Johns Hopkins University. 

Hamilton Jordan, Chief of Staff

Hamilton Jordan was born in 1944 in North Carolina, but raised in Albany, Georgia.  While in college at the University 
of Georgia, he joined Jimmy Carter’s failed 1966 gubernatorial campaign as a youth coordinator.  Graduating in 1967, 
Jordan volunteered in Vietnamese refugee camps, being ineligible for military service due to medical issues.  After re-
turning to the US, Jordan again worked for Carter, this time in his 1970 gubernatorial campaign.  As Carter’s campaign 
manager and then executive secretary, Jordan engineered Carter’s presidential candidacy and campaign victory in 1976.  
Jordan played an important role in the Carter Administration, and was named Chief of Staff in 1979.  After the White 
House, Jordan worked as a marketing executive, unsuccessfully ran for Senate, and managed Ross Perot’s 1992 presiden-
tial campaign.  At age 63, Jordan passed away following a 20-year battle with cancer.

Jody Powell, Press Secretary

Joseph Powell, known as Jody, was born in Georgia in 1943. As a graduate student in political science at Emory Univer-
sity, Powell first formed a collegial relationship with state politician Jimmy Carter. Working as his driver and an advisor 
during Carter’s 1970 gubernatorial campaign, Powell served as Carter’s Press Secretary both in the governor’s mansion 
and in the White House. After Carter left office, Powell did voice work for Ken Burns documentary films and is CEO of 
a public relations firm in Washington, DC.

Harold Saunders, Assistant Secretary of State for Near East Affairs

Born in 1927, Harold Saunders earned a doctorate in political history from Yale University before joining the Air Force 
in 1956. Three years later, Saunders moved to Washington, where he lectured at George Washington University and 
worked as an analyst for the Central Intelligence Agency. In 1961, Saunders was appointed to the National Security 
Council, where he worked until 1974, serving under Presidents Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon. President Jimmy Carter 
appointed Saunders Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, and appointed him 
Assistant Secretary in 1978. After leaving the State Department in 1981, Saunders headed a major dialogue initiative 
between American and Soviet citizens as US co-chair of the Dartmouth Conference’s Task Force on Regional Conflict. 
He has been a leading advocate of Track Two dialogue.

Roy Atherton, Assistant Secretary of State for Near East and Africa.

A decorated war hero from Pittsburgh, Alfred Leroy “Roy” Atheron joined the Foreign Service in 1947 upon complet-
ing his MA at Harvard.  After five years of service in Germany, Atherton was posted as diplomatic secretary of the US 
Embassy in Damascus before being reassigned to to Aleppo and Calcutta.  In 1965, Atheron established himself in 
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Washington at the State Department’s Near East and Africa Bureau, and moved his way up to being appointed Assistant 
Secretary of State in 1974. In 1979, President Carter named Atherton Ambassador to Egypt, a position he held until 
1983. Atherton subsequently served as Director General of the Foreign Service. He passed away in 2002.

Hermann Eilts, Ambassador to Egypt

Born in Germany in 1922, Eilts immigrated to the US with his family.  Eilts served in military intelligence during World 
War II and earned a Master’s degree from Johns Hopkins after the war. He then joined the Foreign Service in 1947. Eilts 
served as Ambassador to Saudi Arabia from 1965 to 1970 and as Ambassador to Egypt from 1973 to 1979. After retiring 
from the Foreign Service, Eilts served as Professor Emeritus at Boston University until his death at age 84 in 2006.

Samuel Lewis, Ambassador to Israel

Born in Texas in 1930, Samuel Lewis began a lengthy diplomatic career after earning a Master’s degree from Johns Hop-
kins University in 1952. Following assignments to Italy, Brazil, and Afghanistan, Lewis held senior posts in Washington, 
including as Assistant Secretary of State for International Organization Affairs under President Gerald Ford. In 1977, 
President Jimmy Carter named Lewis Ambassador to Israel, a position he continued to hold under the Reagan Admin-
istration until 1985. In 1987, Lewis served as President and CEO of the United States Institute for Peace until he was 
appointed Director of the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff by President Bill Clinton in 1993. Currently, Lewis 
is director of Partners for Democratic Change.

William Quandt, Staff of National Security Council

Born in California in 1941, William B. Quandt earned his doctorate in political science from MIT in 1968. After work-
ing at the RAND Corporation and lecturing at UCLA, Quandt was appointed as a Staff Member to the National Secu-
rity Council in 1972 and then as Senior Staff Member in 1977. From 1979 to 1994, Quandt served as a Senior Fellow at 
the Brookings Institution. In 1994, he was named the Edward R. Stettinius Jr. Professor of Politics at the University of 
Virginia.  
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Maps
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All maps that follow are US government maps unless otherwise noted. For maps of the disengagement process, please 
see the “Documents” section of this Viewpoints, found on pages 93-115.
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